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Abstract

This paper aims to discuss the influence of social environment on the lifestyle of youth in the rural area. The
social environment refers to the immediate physical and social setting in which youth live or in which
something happens or develops. It includes the public amenities provided by the authority to be used by the
public. A healthy lifestyle was measured by asking respondents to respond to questions whether social
environment facilities provided in the area influence the youth lifestyle. Social environment positively
influences the healthy lifestyle of youth. However it differed between areas.
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Introduction

Many works on influence of social environment on adolescents and youth focussed in urban
area (e.g Van Der Hosrst et al., 2007; Van Hecke et al., 2016; Lederbongan et al, 2011; Parks et
al., 2003; Addy et al., 2004; Lehmann et al., 2008). Similarly, works on social environment and
well-being in Malaysia also concentrate in the urban environment (e.g. Streetheran and
Konijnendijk van den Bosch, 2014; Meredith, 1982; Badaruddin Mohamed, 2002; Fatemah
Hosseini, 2016; Othman et al., 2016). Despite increasing evidence social environments influence
on youth in the urban area, little attention has been addressed the relationship for rural youth. Youth,
either urban or rural-dweller, is the most important stage of one's life because at this age their
physical as well as their mental strength is at the top level, so it is the most appropriate stage to
build the basis or foundation of life ahead. It is the time figure out everything about the world and
develops their personality. Those experiences and character qualities contribute the youth to be
productive members or liabilities to the community and society (e.g. Fraser-Thomas et al., 2007;
Nanselet al., 2001; Slee, 1995). Several factors have been reported the characters qualities of adults,
such as physical environment and social setting which is termed as social environment (e.g. Park et
al., 2004; Saelens and Handy, 2008; Badland and Schofield, 2005). Thus, social environment plays
a significant role in developing youth personality and well-being perception.

The social environment, or, or sociocultural context refers to the immediate physical
environment and social setting in which people live or in which something happens or
develops. The physical environment in this paper is referred to a micro level environment
which includes the public library, multipurpose hall, places of worship such as mosque and church,
facilities for exercise and recreation, hospital and clinics, schools and other academic institution,
public transport and other. The social setting includes the community and culture that the individual
was educated or lives in and the people and institutions with whom they interact (Barnett and
Casper, 2001). Social setting is influenced by social variables, the social networks and social
supports. Social networks are referred to the web of person-centred social ties (Berkman and
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Glass, 2000). In this paper, social networks will be assessed through the frequency of contacts
with family members, friends and well-being assessment with society. Social supports refers to the
assistance that youth received from social networks, whether in term of instrumental supports,
emotional or information.

The nature and setting of physical environment may influence youth activity, relationship
with community, motivation, and wellbeing perception. For example, even though the area is
providing public amenities such as library, sport and recreation facilities, few number of youth
used it, if the facilities not in good condition, far from their home, and always unavailable
whenever needed. The density of youth also influences the frequency using the facilities.
Continuous experienced of the uncertain may make youth become stressful. Stressful
circumstances make people feel worried, anxious, and unable to cope and impatience. The nature
and setting of physical environment have been reported can influence the lifestyle and wellbeing of
young children within that environment (Edward and Bromfield, 2009).

Lifestyle is denoted as the interests, opinions, behaviours, and behavioral orientations of an
individual, group, or culture (Kahleand Close, 2011). The term is referred to a combination of
determining intangible or tangible factors. Tangible factors relate specifically to demographic
variables, i.e. an individual's demographic profile, whereas intangible factors concern the
psychological aspects of an individual such as personal values, preferences, and outlooks
(Adorno, 1991). Thus, the aim of this study is to investigate the influence of social environment
on the lifestyle of youth in selected rural area. The life style in this paper is assessed by intangible
factors of personal values on social environment facilities.

Methodology
Respondents

Respondents were determined by referring Federal Land Development Authority 2013 (2010)
and National Population Census 2010 There were 200 houses were identified with youth aged 15
— 24. Respondents were given questionnaire consisting of three sections. Section A questionnaire
for demographic (Section A), and Section B questionnaire for social environment and section C
well-being questionnaire. There was 64 male, and 66 female youth responded and answered all the
questions.

Results
Data Cleaning and Preparation

All cases were examined for response questionnaires set. Participants that consistently scored
minimum (1) or maximum (5) for all physical environment and all eight domains for well beings
considered unreliable and removed from the analysis. In the end, the number of reliable answered
questionnaire set was 260 for the whole study area.
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Demography

Table 1 shows the number of male and female of the respondents and age group analysis.
Among 260 participants involved in the study, 148 (56.9) were male, and 112 (43.1%) were
female. Age group of 18-20 years old constitute the highest number, followed by age group 21-23
(22.7%), 15-17 years age group is 20.4%, and the lowest is age group 24-25 (10%).

Table 1, Gender analysis and age group of respondents

n %
Gendzr Make 148 h6.9%
Female 112 43.1%
Age Group 15-17 b3 204%
18-20 122 46.9%
21-23 59 22.1%
24-25 25 10.0%

High percentage of the participants having low education level, and only 10% of them have
the opportunity to go higher level of education (7.7% Diploma, and 2.7% university graduate)
(Table 2).

Tablg 2, Analysis of the education level of the respondents

Educationlevel n Percentage (%)
Primary school 17 65
Lowersscondary (form 3) 39 15
Uppersscondary (form §) 156 &0
Uppersscondary (form 6) 14 54
Cartificate 7 27
Diplymz 20 17
Dzgrae 7 27

Table 3. Menthly income of respendents and family income

income group Fespondents Famity
(RN . N
n % n %
Mo incoms 120 48.3 I} 0
<000 41 159 3 1.2
501-1000 34 13.2 18 6.2]
1001-1500 12 12.2 28 10.8
1501-2000 14 5.4 48 18.5
2001-2500 7 27 43 16.5
2501-3000 10 38 55 212
3001-3500 0 0 32 123
35014000 0 0 21 81
=4000 1 04 14 54

More than 70% of respondents having monthly income less than RM 1,500 which considered
as rural poor, 10% of them earned less than RM 3,000 a month, and less than 1% earned >RM 4,000
(Table 3). About 35% of family earned less than RM 2,000 a month categorized as rural poor.
About 50% of the family earned RM 2,000 - 3,500 per month, and about 13% of the family earned
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between RM 3,500-4,000 per month.

Family members n
13 21
4-f 142
-8 a7
10-14 10

Table 4, Number of family and family members v in the house
Mo of famify

Perentage (%)
8.1

546

335

38

1
2
3
4

Percantage (%)

n

204 783
45 173
] 23
] 15

It is common for low income group living together in a crowded house. Table 4 shows
that some houses occupied by 7-9 occupants (87%). About 3.8% of the houses occupied by

10-14 family members. Many houses occupied by one family (78.5%), however some houses
shared by 2 families (17.3%), 3 families (2.3%) and even as many as 4 families (1.9%). Majority of
youth are staying with family (91.5%) (Table 5), probably representing students ages below 20

years old (Table 1). Only small percentage staying alone or renting house. These group of youth

probably those who already engaged in working. To own motor vehicles need substantial amount

of money especially for petroleum and regular maintenance. However, about 50% of the
respondents answered they have motor vehicles motorcycles (33.1%) and cars (18.1%) (Table 6).
Most families own motor vehicles, 78.4% cars and 15.8% motorcycles. Only 2.7% of families do

not own motor vehicles.

Table 5 With whom the Respondents Live

Staying in N Percentage (%) | Ownership N Percentage (%)
Alone 7 2.7 Own house 6 2.3
Family 238 91.5 Family house | 226 86.9

Relatives 1 0.4 Rented 28 10.8
Frends 14 5.4

Table 6 Type of Vehicles Owned by the Participants and Family

Type of vehicles Respondents Family
N Percentage (%) n Percentage (%)
Bicycles 17 6.5 8 3.1
Motorcycles 86 33.1 41 15.8
Cars 47 18.1 204 78.4
None 110 42.3 7 2.7

About 37% of the respondents are employed. 11.2% unemployed but do active in finding job,

as compared to 6.9% unemployed but actively finding for job. About 44% are unemployed but

there still schooling either in secondary school or in higher institutions (Table 7).
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Table 7 Employment Status of the Respondents

Employment status N Percentage (%)
Employed 98 37.7
Unemployed (Non-active) 29 11.2
Unemployed (active) 18 6.9
Unemployed (students) 115 442

Physical Environment

Analysis of level of satisfaction of youth towards physical environment facilities is represented
in Table 8. Youth perceived the physical environment in the rural is in the level of intermediate.
Exception for primary school they considered as high rating (80%). Education is an important factor
in country development, thus government providing good facilities for the country, urban and rural
areas. However, rating for sidewalks or facility for pedestrian is below 50% (40.6%). Probably, the
authority do feel sidewalks is necessary in the rural area.

e Category of Physical Mean Level of
FSacilities Environment Satisfaction (%) S.D
Public library 65 18.52
Multipurpose hall 67 19.33
Community facilities Futsal field 71.1 21.09
Badminton court 70.9 20.45
Basketball court 65 19.34
Football field 63.9 18.55
Sport and recreation Recreation park 71.2 20.73
Gymnasium 70.6 20.13
Jogging track 41 15.31
o Government clinics 75 21.76
Health facilities Private clinics 72 20.35
Education Primary school 70 23.21
Secondary school 71.5 20.51
Grocery store 76.6 22.74
Economic activity 24 hours shop 74 19.32
Restaurants 75 18.41
Bus 68.2 21.33
Public transportation Taxi 66.6 13.30
Road system 74.1 20.48
Sidewalks or 40.6 22.74
Infrastructure and pedestrian
utility Parking spaces 73.2 20.41
Public phone 65.4 18.91
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Youth intermediate perception on the physical environment facilities in the rural areas
translated on the well-being eight domains rating (Table 9). Table 9 shows well-being rating for
the whole samples and between gender of youth in rural area (Jengka and Kota Samarahan).
Majority of the samples is in the intermediate rating, and none in the high rating suggesting that
youth in this community perceived moderate well-being category. They satisfy with their health
shown by the highest percentage. The lowest score of wellbeing rating is youth future hope,
suggesting that they do not have the confident on their future, probably due to less exposure to
higher education, culture or community factor.

The well-being rating between male and female youth do not differ much, but percentage of
some domains for male slightly higher compared to female. Analysis between genders showed that
male have the positive perception on health, physical activity, emotion and safety. While, female
is more positive in participation in the community activity and moral values. The rest of the well-
being rating do not show differences between male and female.

Table 9 Well-being Rating of Youth in Rural Area

Well-being domains | 1 Samples Male (n=148) | Female (n=112)
(1=276)
M1 | SD M2 SD M3 | SD |Mz-M3
Standard of living 6231 | 22.06 | 6328 | 2228 | 6136 | 2200 | 192
Health 7731 | 2144 | 7930 | 20.19 | 7538 | 2257 | 3.92
Physical activity 7019 | 23.10 | 71.88 | 2249 | 68.56 | 23.74 | 332
Emotion 7481 | 2029 | 7578 | 1990 | 73.86 | 2077 | 1.92
Safety 7385 | 21.53 | 7500 | 2227 | 7273 | 2090 | 227
'Y outh participation in
::ﬁrri?;;mty 60.96 | 22.66 | 60.16 | 2259 | 61.74 | 22.87 | -1.58
Future hope 56.92 | 2329 | 5938 | 2335 | 5455 | 23.16 | 483
Moral values 6423 | 22.08 | 6133 | 2849 | 67.05 | 21.10 | -5.72
Mean 6757 | 14.77 | 6826 | 1586 | 66.90 | 13.74
Discussion

The profile of respondents shows majority of them are secondary school leaver, age 17-20
years old and low income (RM 2,000 and less). Only small percentage (about 10%) have been
exposed to higher education.

Many of them still dependent on their parents (=90%), reflected in their income and the high
number of occupants in the family house. Without good academic qualification, it hard times for
youth to engage in good jobs which promise higher income. Only 37.7% of the youth are
employed, 18.1% unemployed, and 44.2 % unemployed but still continue their education. Some
of the unemployed are not active in finding a job, most probably they feel comfortable with their
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parents, or due to low academic qualification, thus difficult to enter the job market. Some youth
own motor vehicles (+ 50%), mostly motorcycles (33.1%), and about 18% own cars. Motorcycles
and bicycles are common means of transportation in the rural areas.

Youth in the study area shows very actively involved in the activities related to sports and
recreation, reflected in the high perception score of the physical environment. They were satisfied
with physical environment provided by the authority. Discussion with focus group of youth
rectified that they satisfied in term of the condition of the facilities, number, and distance from
their house.

Thus it shows the lowest perception (41.2%). Based on the focus group discussion revealed that
a number of respondents do not quiet satisfy the way the facilities being maintained. For example,
futsal field was locked when its needed and the person who keep the key was not around. Public
facilities need responsible users in order to ensure the facilities always available in good conditions
to be used. For, rural areas the condition of physical environment in the study area considered in
good condition and well maintained. This reflect positive lifestyle of youth in the study area.

Well-being ratings do not reflect their demography. Most of the well-being rating are
intermediate, shows that they are satisfy with their moderate lives. They feel comfortable and
satisfy with the facilities for health, physical activity, their emotions and safety environment. In
fact, future hope score the lowest well-being rating (56.92%). If compared between genders,
female rating shows lowest at 54.55 compared to male at 59.38. Staying in the rural area, without
appropriate academic qualification in deed influenced youth hope for their future.

Future hope of rural youth is at the lower level of intermediate well-being index. Well-being
rating for future hope make female youth worry which discussed during FGD with a group of
youth. Security around the community area has been said not too secure for female, especially at
night. The insecurity for female is reflected in their well-being rating. Well-being index in this
study is not directly comparable to Malaysian Youth National Index because of differences in
domain’s category. However, several domains can be compared based on the criteria indicator.
The Well-being index of this study shows variation with national index. The standard of living
(62.3%), Physical activity (70.19%) is higher in this study compared to national youth well-being
index 46.9% and 30.2% respectively (Wasatch HjMohamad, 2015). However, health (77.31%) is
lower compared to a national value of 97.4%. Youth in the rural area happy with their economic
well-being because less spending compared to an urban

Conclusion

In conclusion, social environment highly influenced the lifestyle of youth in the rural area. In
this study area, youth perceived the availability of social environment in term of physical facilities
as positive perception. The positive perception on physical environment facilities is reflected on the
intermediate rating of well-being, except they have some reservation on future hope.
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