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Abstract 

This paper examines the well-being of eight domains  of youth in the marginalized urban community. Study area was at Low Cost 
Housing Project of Lembah Pantai, Kuala Lumpur. Four hundred of youth age between 15 – 25 years old has been selected by 
stratified sampling. The average of well-being score is intermediate  for the whole sample. However, the male score is slightly 
higher compared to female. Moral values show the highest score whilst participation in the community shows the lowest score for 
both male and female. As a conclusion, there is intermediate score of well-being  of youth in the urban marginalized community. 
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1. Introduction

Youth constitutes almost half of the Malaysian population. Asnarulkhadi (2009) stated that youth is positively 

influential towards nation building whether from political (voters), social (unity), or economy (human capital) aspects. 

The youths in Malaysia must be developed as homo intelligence youth which is the generation of post-modern 

knowledge era, have high personality, smart in using knowledge for life-long improvement and contribute to 

development of society and nation (Jalaluddin, 2009). Delgado (2002) stated that positive youth development aims 

to identify youth needs and cultivate relevant competency towards producing successful adult generation. Compared 

to the approach of seeing youth as problematic group, positive youth approach, on the other hand, see this group as 

sources and develop based from their strength and ability, nurtured in their own community (Delgado, 2002). 

Although youth in Malaysia is define as group of people’s age between 15 to 40, but in this study youth is defined as 

the group young people’s aged between 15 – 25, within the range proposed by UNESCO 15 – 24 years of age 

(UNESCO, 2001 ). 
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* Corresponding author. Tel.: 

E-mail addres: saberi@fsmt.upsi.edu.my 

http://www.e-iph.co.uk/
http://creative/
http://dx.doi.org/10.21834/e-bpj.v1i3.349
http://creative/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/
https://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.21834/e-bpj.v1i3.349&amp;domain=pdf&amp;date_stamp=2017-04-30


Othman, S., et .al. / 7thAcE-Bs2016Taipei, Taiwan, 09-10 Apr. 2016 / E-BPJ, 1 (3), August 2016 (Pp.60-68) 
 

61 
 

 

Not all youth have the same opportunity and privilege, because substantial numbers of youth live in marginalized 

community,  a community that’s confined to the lower or peripheral edge of the society. Such a community has little 

opportunities to get involve in mainstream economic, political, cultural and social activities. It denies a section of the 

society equal access to productive resources and avenues for the realization of their productive human potential and 

opportunities for their full capacity utilization of their maximum potential for prosperity. 

In urban area, a community may be marginalized due to low family income, consequently  they are denies to get 

better accommodation, public amenities and other facilities that could improve their socio-economic standing. In 

Malaysia, living in a big city such as Kuala Lumpur, family income less than RM 3,000 per month categorized as 

urban poor because they have to deal with  high cost of living due to high prices of goods, houses, rented houses, 

apartments, education, and transportation. They can’t afford to live in conducive apartment or houses, thus depriving 

them from good living condition such as family gathering, togetherness and other family activities They have no 

choice, to live in low cost apartments or houses, area lacking or shortage of public amenities such as sport facilities 

namely  football field, badminton court, volley ball, basket ball, futsal and gymnasium. To rent the sport facilities 

outside the community will  cost them substantial amount of money. 

Where ever they live, marginalized or non-marginalized community, youth is a crucial period for establishing positive 

health and social behaviors. It is a time when young people are undergoing rapid emotional, physical and intellectual 

changes, and when they begin the transition from childhood to adolescence to independent adulthood. Thus, it is 

timely, comprehensive information on the wellbeing of youth is therefore essential for monitoring the progress of 

Malaysia’s youth. Thus the objective of this paper is to assess the well-being of youth in a marginalized community 

in Malaysia. Well-being of youth is measured subjectively through individual’s perception of their happiness with 

different aspects of indicators, which have been discussed by several authors (e.g. Cummins et al., 2003; Diener et 

al., 1999; van Hoorn, 2006). 

 

 

2. Methodology 

 

2.1. Study area 

 
Study was conducted at low cost housing area (apartment) of Lembah Pantai,(Pantai Valley)  in the city of Kuala 

Lumpur.  This housing area categorized by Kuala Lumpur Centre as Housing  Project for public with income less 

than RM 3,000 per month. Study area was selected based on the Focus Group Discussion (FGD) for youth from 

selected area in Kuala Lumpur. From FGD data it shows that community of housing area (low cost apartment) at 

Lembah Pantai have many occupants with family income less than RM 3,000. The area consists of four blocks of 

apartment, each block has 17 floors and each floor consist of  20 apartments.  

2.2. Participants 

Participants were determined by the following procedure. Two floors of each block were clustered and 14 

participants from those floors were choosing randomly. Each block was represented by 112 participants, and 448 for 

four blocks. Participants were given questionnaire consisting of two sections. Section A questionnaire for 

demographic (Section A), and Section B questionnaire for well-being.  There were 224 males and 176 female youth 

responded and answered all the questions.  
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2.3. Questionnaire 

Questionnaire for demographic (Section A) include type of accommodation, location of accommodation, age, ethnic 

group, religion, and level of education, number of persons occupying the accommodation, jobs, and monthly 

income. Based on the literature review, indicators for well-being questionnaire (Section B) identified as  the standard 

of living, health, physical activity, emotion, security, youth participation in the community, future hope and moral 

values (e.g. Cummins et al., 2012; Tomyn and Cummins, 2010; Tomyn et al., 2011). Items were rated from 1 to 5 

scale, similar scale have been used by authors such as Tennant et al. (2007), Deci et al. (2001), Gagne (2003) and 

Ryan and Frederick (1997). Scale data then were converted to percentage. Rating 80% and above considered high, 

51 to 79 intermediate, while 50 and below considered low. All questionnaires then were analyzed by SPSS. The 

alpha coefficient for the eight items is .874, suggesting that the items have relatively high internal consistency, 

because a reliability coefficient of .70 or higher is considered  acceptable in most social science research situations 

(e.g. Cortina, 1993; Tavakol and Dennick, 2011). 

 

3. Results 

3.1. Data cleaning and preparation 

All cases were examined for response questionnaires set. Participants that consistently scored minimum (1) or 

maximum (5) for all eight domains considered unreliable and removed from the analysis. At the end the number of 

reliable answered questionnaire set was 400 (224 male and 176 female). 

3.2. Demography 

Table 1. shows the number of male and female of the participants and age group analysis. Among 400 participants 

involved in the study, 224 (56.1) were male and 176 (43.9%) were female. Age group of 15 – 17 and 21 – 23 years 

old 31.5% and 32.75% higher compared to age group of 18 – 20 (18.5%) and 24 – 25 (14.75%). 

Table 1. Gender analysis and age group of participants 

  n Percentage (%) 

 
Gender 

Male 224 56.10 

Female 176 43.90 

 
 

Age group 
 

15 - 17 125 31.50 

18 - 20 84 18.50 

21 - 23 131 32.75 

24 - 25 59 14.75 

 

High percentage of the participants having low education level, and only  26.2% of them have the opportunity to go 

higher level of education (12.5% Diploma, and 13.7% university graduate) (Table 2). Low level of education of the 

participants  reflected in their monthly  income. About 17.5% earned less than MYR 500 per month, while about 39% 

earned between MYR 501 to RM 3000 per month (Table 3). However, about 1% of the participants earned between 
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MYR 3001 to > MYR 4,000 per months. Most family has income and  only 15% (57) earned more than RM 3501 per 

month. Participants with no income were students.  

Table 2. Analysis of the education level of the participants 

Education Level n Percentage (%) 

Primary school (Standard 6) 14 3.5 
Lower secondary (form 3) 73 18.2 
Upper secondary (form 5) 162 40.4 
Upper secondary (form 6) 37 9.2 

Certificate 10 2.5 
Diploma 50 12.5 
Degree 54 13.7 

 

Type of accommodation at the study area having floor size of 700 sq ft, comfortable for 3 family members. However, 

55.7% of the houses occupied by family members more than 3 (4-6 family members), 27.7% occupied by  7 – 9 

family members (Table 4).  A number of houses shared by bachelors of 10 – 14 peoples (7.9%). A number of FGD 

participants admit that sharing house may be uncomfortable, but it can save money. A number of houses also 

shared by more than one family; 2 families 3.5%, 3 families 2.0% and 4 families 5.7%. 

Table 3. Monthly Income of Participants and their families 

 
Income group (MYR) 

Participants Family 

 n Percentage 
(%) 

n Percentage 
(%) 

No income 168 42.1 - - 
< 500 70 17.5 29 7.2 
501 - 1000 56 14.0 42 10.5 
1001 - 1500 54 13.5 60 15.0 
1501 - 2000 33 8.2 66 16.5 
2001 - 2500 11 2.7 65 16.2 
2501 - 3000 4 1.0 51 12.7 
3001 - 3500 2 0.5 30 7.5 
3501 - 4000 1 0.25 16 4.0 
> 4000 1 0.25 41 10.5 

 

Table 4. Number of family and family members live in the house 

Family members No of family 
 

Family members n Percentage 
(%) 

No of family n Percentage 
(%) 

1 – 3 35 8.7 1 355 88.8 
4  - 6 222 55.7 2 14 3.5 
7 – 9 111 27.7 3 8 2.0 

10 - 14 32 7.9 4 23 5.7 
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High percentage of the participants live with families (85%), the others live with relatives or friends (Table 5). 

 

 

Table 5. With whom the participants live and houses they live in 

 

With whom the participants live Houses the participants live in 

 

Live with n Percentage 

(%) 

Whose house n Percentage 

(%) 

Alone 14 3.5 Own house 5 1.3 

Family 340 85.0 Family 221 55.1 

Relatives 9 2.2 rented 174 46.6 

Friends  37 9.3    

 

Only small percentage (3.5%) lives alone. About 46.6% live in rented house. Motorcycles and motorcars are type of 

vehicles owned by participants and their families (Table 6). However, 44.1% of the participant relied on public 

transport or family vehicles because they do not own vehicles. About 4.8% of the families also do not owned any 

type of vehicles. 

 
About 33.4% are employed (Table 7). Those unemployed can be divided into two categories; unemployed but not 

active seeking jobs about 4.5%, and unemployed but actively seeking jobs (2.5%). High percentage of the 

participants was students. 

Table 6. Type of vehicles owned by the participants and family 

 

Type of vehicles Participants Family 

 

 n Percentage 

(%) 

n Percentage 

(%) 

Bicycles 14 3.5 5 1.2 

Motorcycles 161 40.1 76 19.2 

Cars  49 12.3 300 74.8 

None 176 44.1 19 4.8 

 

 

Table 7. Employment status of the participants 

 

Employment status n Percentage (%) 

 

Employed 134 33.4 

Unemployed (non active) 18 4.5 

Unemployed (active) 10 2.5 

Unemployed (students) 239 59.6 
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3.3. Well-being assessment 

 

Results of the study focus on the well-being rating of youth in the marginalized community, and explain according to 

gender both descriptive and inferential statistics. Table 8 shows well-being rating for the whole samples and 

between genders of youth at Lembah Pantai. Majority of the samples is in the intermediate rating, and none in the 

high rating suggesting that youth in this marginalized community perceived moderate well-being category. They 

satisfy with their moral values shown by the highest percentage. The lowest score of well being rating is youth 

participation in the community activity, suggesting that they are not  well adapted to community or choose to stay 

away from the activity. 

The well-being rating between male and female youth do not differ much, but percentage for male slightly higher 

compared to female. Analysis between gender showed that male is significantly have positive perception on 

standard of living (P=0.0088,  <0.05), and perception on health (P=0.0240, <0.05). The rest of the well-being rating 

does not significantly difference between male and female. 

Statistical analysis shows that Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measures of sampling adequacy at value of 0.907 suggesting 

superb values (Kaiser, 1974; Hutcheson and Sofroniou, 1999; Field, 2005), thus factor analysis is appropriate for 

this data. Correlation matrix of the well-being items is presented in Table 9. Correlation matrix of factor analysis 

shows that standard of living is significantly correlated with health, physical activity, youth participation and future 

hope. While physical activity also significantly correlated with health, emotion and safety. In conclusion, assessment 

of adolescence in the marginalized urban community, shows an intermediate rating of well-being, however, the 

participation of youth in the community activity shows the  lowest rating compare to the other factors. 

 

Table 8. Well-being rating by gender of youth at Lembah Pantai, Kuala Lumpur 

 
 

Well-being domains 
 

 
All Samples (n=400) 

 
Male (n=224) 

 
Female (n=176) 

 
 

 M1 
 

SD M2 SD M3 SD M2 – M3 

Standard of living 73.50 21.20 75.00 21.00 72.14 21.42 2.86 

Health  73.81 22.11 76.89 19.60 69.86 24.46 7.03 

Physical activity  73.50 22.20 75.22 21.26 71.29 23.22 3.93 

Emotion 71.75 23.12 72.56 22.90 70.71 23.43 1.85 

Safety 70.69 24.70 71.44 25.41 69.71 23.80 1.73 

Youth participation in community activity 68.88 23.15 71.33 21.53 65.71 24.80 5.62 

Future hope 74.38 23.21 74.78 23.02 73.86 23.50 0.92 

Moral values 75.69 23.17 77.78 21.54 73.00 25.00 4.78 

         Mean 72.93 17.03 74.57 15.39 70.80 18.80  

 

Table 9. Correlation matrix  between well-being items 

 

Well-
being 
items 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

1 -        

2 .508*** -       

3 .520*** .608*** -      
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4 .449 .544*** .516*** -     

5 .408 .528*** .484 .494 -    

6 .501*** .435 .486 .458 .535*** -   

7 .524*** .424 .485 .433 .478 .586*** -  

8 .481 .405 .443 .422 .473 .532*** .661*** - 

      Notes: *** Sig. at 0.001 

      Notes: 1 – Standard of living; 2 – Health; 3 – Physical activity; 4 – Emotion; 5 – Safety 

 6 – Youth participation in community activity; 7 – Future hope; 8 – Moral values 

 

 

4. Discussion 

 

Several well-being studies have been conducted in Malaysia especially on woman participation in economic 

activities (Noraini M. Noor, 1999, 2002, 2003, 2004; Aminah Ahmad (1996), and Hilla and King (1995); family conflict 

and genders (e.g. Kinnunenab et al., 2004); report on youth in Malaysia (United Nation, 2002). However, not many 

studies on well-being of youth in the marginalized community. This study focus on the youth in the marginalized 

community in Lembah Pantai, Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia. 

The cost-of-living is typically higher in big cities such as Kuala Lumpur. You  need good job to earn good living and it 

can cost substantial amount of money. To get good job you need good academic qualification. Demographic study of 

Lembah Pantai area shows that, many of the youth still without job but they are not active in seeking job, probably 

they are not confident of themselves, demotivated (e.g. Coeli, 1978) or  very dependent on their parents. The other 

reasons they are do not qualify, due to low academic qualification make them shy away from job market. 

The well-being rating of youth in this marginalized community do not reflect their demography (e.g. Bianchi et al., 

1999). Most of well-being rating score intermediate, suggesting they are satisfy with their moderate lives. However, 

well-being rating on participation of youth in the community activity shows the lowest for both genders. 

Understanding the youth is an important process in order to involve them in the community activity and development. 

An understanding of youth motivations and efficacy are important so that extension and other development 

professionals can maximize these valuable resources (e.g. Brennan et al., 2007). 

Although they live in the marginalized community, Lembah Pantai is close to convenience of public transportation, 

entertainment options, window shopping, social events, medical care, and sports. These factors influenced the 

perception of life and give rating of well-being score intermediate. 

Well-being rating for security and future hope make female youth worry which discussed  during FGD with group of 

youth. Security around the lift, stairs and pavements around the community area have been said not too secure for 

female especially at night. The insecurity for female is reflected in their well-being rating. 

 

5. Conclusions and Recommendations 

In conclusion well-being Index of youth in urban marginalized community of Lembah Pantai, Kuala Lumpur showed 

at the intermediate level. However, well-being rating on participation of youth in the community activity shows the 

lowest for both genders. There is no significant different between male and female, except female respondents feel 

insecure around their environment. Thus, this study recommends the authority to plan more suitable activities in the 

future to ensure involvement, engagement and participation of youth as part of the community members. This study 

also recommends the authority to increase security measure around community area such as providing more 

lighting especially at pedestrian walk away and closed-circuit TV in the lift. 
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