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Abstract 
 

A plethora of approaches applied for measuring the housing affordability. Undoubtedly, the housing cost and household income are 

ubiquitous predictors to address the housing affordability. Besides, housing policies also receive an enormous attention in debating this 

issue. This study, therefore, presents the predictors of transportation cost along with other factors in addressing housing affordability for 

young professionals. Equally, important, individual life event is also highlighted as this matter is being given less attention. By adopting 

these dimensions, it is idyllic in associating the study gap. Young professionals are individuals aged between 25 and 35 years old and 

either working or living in Greater Kuala Lumpur with at least a bachelor‟s degree qualification and registered through the professional 

firm. The purpose of the study is first, to measure young professionals‟ affordability by underpinning the residual income approach and 

second, to explore the affordability through the housing trajectories concept. Thus, 290 survey data were analysed using the binary lo-

gistic regression. The study found that the predictors such as the presence of children, professional for engineer and quantity surveyor, 

employment status of permanent and other, household expenditure, household income, housing cost, transportation cost, housing location 

of Petaling Jaya and Putrajaya, are statistically significant to the housing affordability. 
 
Keywords: Affordable House, Housing Affordability, Housing Trajectories, Residual Income Approach, Young Professionals   

 

1. Introduction 

Housing issue in local context has been disputed since 1971. The 

Malaysia housing provision system can be distributed into four 

phases starting with Housing the Poor (1971-1985), Market Re-

form (1986-1997), Slums Clearance (1998-2011) and State Af-

fordable Housing (2012 to present) (1). However, the affordable 

house issue in early 2012 considerably emphasised on the middle-

income earner. This statement is supported with an assertion that 

at the phase of State Affordable Housing, the housing provision 

system must address the middle-income people by reducing the 

number of public and private low cost housing provisions (2). As 

observed at the initial Malaysia housing policy, the public sector 

has been enhanced and encouraged for the low cost housing provi-

sion and only in 2012, the middle income housing affordability 

had been addressed.  

Furthermore, the contemporary studies have emphasised on hous-

ing affordability among different income groups instead of differ-

ent generations, hence the lack of attention in generation afforda-

bility (3). Now, the study of generation affordability for housing 

has emerged and received attention, and various scholars have 

used numerous terminologies to refer to young generation, for 

instance Gen Y (3), young starters (4), young couple (5) and 

young working households6. Following these studies, the termi-

nologies of young generation were not derived from certain age 

range, except Gen Y has been referred technically to individuals 

born from 1979 to 1994. This study, therefore, focuses on specific 

young generation namely as young professional aged 25 to 35. 

To date, numerous barometer of housing affordability has 

emerged (7,8). Some involve the housing cost approach, and some 

use the basic non-housing cost approach. About this matter, „talk 

of housing affordability is plentiful, but a precise definition of 

housing affordability is at best ambiguous‟ (9). This study, there-

fore, is merging the economy and social approaches. Firstly, the 

economy approach employed the residual income approach while 

the housing trajectories concept is used to represent the social 

approach. Turning to economy approach, most of the previous 

studies overlooked the transportation cost in measuring housing 

affordability. This point has been devastatingly critiqued and 

considering that the contemporary housing affordability barometer 

merely emphasis on the housing cost and income instead of 

undertaking transportation cost in measurement (10). This study, 

therefore, fills the gap by considering the transportation cost in 

residual income approach as well as other predictors that were 

being tested. 

Secondly, the social approach is considered the housing consump-

tion over the life event. In this respect, the young professionals‟ 

life event has explored and identified how each event influences 

them in making a housing decision specifically in housing afford-

ability. Thus, the context of social approach is more deepen with 

the inclusion of housing pathways and housing transition concepts. 

The study is becoming better than to rely on the single approach of 

residual income. Many other prominent social scholars are arguing 

that numerous current housing studies ignore the sociological 

approaches (11,12). Therefore, by merging these approaches, this 

study accomplished to answer the research objectives of identify-

ing housing affordability factors by conducting questionnaire sur-

vey and interview. 
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2. Literature Review 

2.1 Young Professional Definition 

Young professional is defined by enlightening the words of 

„young „and „professional‟. Firstly, the age of young cohort is the 

vital criterion to express the subject. Many international scholars 

and organisations have employed the young groups in various 

studies. However, they were not explicitly addressed as young 

groups but applied to a diverse of age groups. The United Nation 

for instance, describes a young group or also known as “youth” as 

generation aged from 15 to 24 but accepting other range which not 

later than 35 (13) and this range has been adopted by others (14). 

Meanwhile, some the Association of Canadian Community Col-

lege (ACCC) has used a slightly wider range, from 18 to 34 to 

address the young (15). Briefly, from the global view, young gen-

eration referred in the range of 15 to 24 and some up to 35. 

Nevertheless, Malaysia has an opposite view to this, which the 

National Youth Societies (1985) previously created the range from 

15 to 40. Eventually, this wider range is supported and applied by 

many local organisations and scholars such as in the National 

Youth Development Policy in 1997. Furthermore, some agreed 

that this range is ideal to define the young generation as this range 

influences much on political aspect as voters, social as 

symbolising unity and economical as human capita (16). This fact 

is also gazetted in the Youth Societies and Youth Development 

Act (2007) which addresses that young generation is pointed to 

individuals not less than 15s and not exceeding 40 (17). 

Although the range of age from 15 to 24 is accepted broadly at the 

international level, while the age accepted for local context is at 15 

to 40. However, does this range appropriate to address young gen-

eration, especially for certain issues like housing affordability of 

young generation? Undoubtedly, the range of young generation as 

discussed above is questionable. A few local scholars have pro-

vided some different dimensions. For example, some argued that 

the young age range should be classified into 15 to 35 and 15 to 

30 and 15 to 25 (until the range accepted), which the range should 

change in tandem with time passage18. However, the idea to divide 

the young range into three groups as proposed is seemed ideal 

which the range divides into early youth [15-20], middle youth 

[21-24] and late youth [25-35] (19). Also, to strengthen this argu-

ment, Mustari's perspective can be considered, which refers the 

youth in higher education with the age from 18 to 25 and that 

indirectly, the young would start their career at the age of 25 (20).  

The term „professional‟ referred as an individual qualified in a 

profession and specified activity as well as resulted in a better 

income than an unskilled employee (21). Besides that professional 

also defined as a firm definition to portray the character of 

working phase recognised as good attitude, skills and knowledge 

for good performance (22-24). Professional is obligatory for spe-

cialised training and development which require lengthy training 

(23, 24). This group is also controlled and regulated by the auton-

omous professional institute.  

With regards to this study, a young professional is devoted to 

graduate with a minimum of bachelor degree at the age from 25 to 

35. The young professional in the study is subject to the certain 

profession in the built environment background namely engineer, 

architect, urban planner and quantity surveyor, where they are 

regulated by respective professional institutes. In the local practic-

es, most of the bachelor degree holders would graduate as early as 

the age of 22 or 23, but architecture graduates would finish a little 

later. Therefore, the study adopted Hamzah‟s classification of the 

young age range, 25 to 35 (19). Table 1 below shows a summary 

of the literature review for young professional definition by vari-

ous scholars. 

 

 

 

 

Table 1: Summary of the young age range 
Author/ 

Organisa-

tion 

Ap

plie

d 

Ter

m 

Suggestion age 

of young 

Others 

 

United 

Nation 

(UN) 

 

Yo

uth 
 15s to 24s 

 10s to late 30s 
(some cases) 

Young age is a 

transition from child-

hood to adulthood 

National 

Youth 

Policy 

India 

(2014) 

Nil  15s to 29s Young age determina-

tion is frequent chang-
es. 

UNESCO Yo
uth 

 Adopted the 
UN‟s definition 15s to 30s 

(for local community 
youth program) 

Youth refers to those 
has to finish compulso-

ry educations and 

started first job. 
 

Associa-

tion of 

Canadian 

Commu-

nity Col-

leges 

 

Yo

ung 

Ad

ult 

 18s to 34s ACCC denied some 

range age of young  

people.  

Schizzerot

to & 

Gasperoni 

(2001) 

 

Nil  15s to 24s Nil 

National 

Youth 

Societies, 

Malaysia 

(1985) 

 

  15s-40s Nil 

National 

Youth 

Develop-

ment 

Policy 

(NYDP) 

(1997) 

 

Nil  15s-40s Nil 

A. Bahari 

(1995) 

Yo

uth 

Change over time: 

 15s-35s 

 15s-30s 

 15s-25s 

The range 15s-40s is 

extensive and 
inappropriate 

Hamzah 

et al. 

(2007) 

Yo

uth 

Divided into three groups: 

 early youth 
(15s-20s) 

 middle youth 
(21s-24s) 

 late youth 
(25s-35s) 

 

Source: This study (2018) 

2.2 . Housing Affordability Approaches 

Numerous of housing studies specifically in affordability issues 

are expressed merely in economic perspective either on housing 

cost or non-housing cost and some articulated the policies per-

spective to challenge the issue. The combination between econom-

ic and sociology approaches provides comprehensive view of the 

housing affordability study.  

2.2.1. Economic Perspective 

Two main approaches globally debating on housing affordability 

measurement, namely house price-to-income ratio (PIR) repre-

senting housing cost approach and residual income representing 

necessary non-housing cost approach. Firstly, the PIR is assuming 

that the household capable of allocating 25-30% of household 



336 International Journal of Engineering & Technology 

 
income for housing cost. This conventional approach was rooted 

in American view in the 1930s where the household should be 

devoted a standard of maximum proportion of income for housing 

costv (25). Although the PIR is the most conventional approach, it 

is accepted by worldwide practitioners (26, 27) and considered the 

most ordinary method (28). This approach merely is computed and 

apprehended (7, 29, 30). Besides, it is beneficial for comparative 

research (30) and for example, this method is valuable to measure 

the relative position in the housing system by the various groups 

in Australian study (31).  

Besides providing advantages in measuring affordability, PIR is 

also receives critics in a lot of studies. The most vital of these 

criticisms is that the benchmark of 25-30% as a standard income 

for housing cost is dubious, as previous scholars also claimed that 

it is a descriptive method and present enormous issues (30,9). 

Furthermore, PIR ignores the household financial constraints. The 

household might able to allocate the proportion for housing cost 

but neglect to meet the minimum standard of living and potentially 

fall into poverty line. In the similar vein, some argued that the cost 

of living between various locational is varied8. Besides, it is inap-

propriate for a household who prefers high housing consumption, 

which causes high house price-to-income ratio 28,32. A „rule of 

thumb‟ of 25-30%, therefore is debatable in measuring housing 

affordability.  

Alternatively, the residual income is seen more substantial as this 

method is concerned to meet the minimum standard of living. 

With regard to this matter, the „poverty‟ standard had been used in 

the residual income instead of certain percentage as the PIR em-

ployed (33). Meanwhile, in some study, the shelter poverty stand-

ard had been employed, for instance, the household would experi-

ence shelter poverty or housing stress when the disposable income 

after paying the housing cost is below the relevant living standard 

(34). This method as the adequacy of disposable income to allo-

cate for other necessities in the market basket after paying the 

housing cost, and then the household are considered as meeting 

affordability (28). The residual income method improved from the 

primitive method namely market basket (35) and shelter poverty 

method (36).  

Equally important, the residual income method is sensitive to 

household structure and various income levels (33) as it appears as 

a sliding scale of housing affordability. In contrast, the PIR mis-

carried the diversity of household and household expenditure pat-

terns (30). Likewise, the most recent study also criticised the PIR 

due to failure to express the diversification of household size and 

composition as these aspects emerging to a substantial variance to 

affordability (38). In comparison, the residual income is compe-

tent to close the PIR weakness. For instance, if the PIR principle is 

used to measure affordability, therefore, the household without 

children is more likely affordable to allocate 30% of income on 

housing cost compared to the household with children and similar 

household income.  

By using the residual income approach, the below equation is used. 

The equation explains that the young professional would reach 

affordability when the disposable income indicates positive 

amount after utilising monthly housing cost, household expendi-

ture and unaffordability is vice versa. The equation is as follows: 

 
     Housing                   Monthly             Monthly             Monthly 
    Affordability    =    Household    -    Housing      -       Household 

                    Income            Cost    Expenditure 

 
Fig 1: The equation of housing affordability 

2.2.2. Sociological Perspective 

As aforementioned, sociological theory is the least attention or it 

merely takes a cross-sectional perspective in the housing studies. 

This study, therefore, filled the gap involving the social view as-

sociated with the economic view. In this respect, housing over the 

life course concept emphasised and discussed, by which the con-

cept comprises housing histories (39), housing careers (40), hous-

ing pathways (11) and housing transitions (41). By employing the 

concept, the young professionals lives‟ experience explored to-

wards housing affordability. For instance, the process commences 

after the young professionals finish the university and enter occu-

pation phase, and simultaneously seeking for house either for 

homeownership or shared rental. All these processes were discov-

ered to answer how the factors of the life courses influence hous-

ing affordability among the young professionals.  

Nevertheless, only two concepts of housing trajectories engaged in 

the study, namely housing pathways and housing transitions. The 

concept of housing career was linked linearly to the career status 

(40). In this respect, a series of moves into progressively better 

dwelling supported career success. This point, however, receives 

devastatingly criticism as this concept is merely considered the 

capital growth and career success leads to a higher level of hous-

ing satisfaction (41) and not all households are fortunate in career 

success (42). The second concept, housing history seems more 

significant than housing career. This concept embraces multiple 

structural factors namely location, ethnicity, and gender (43), 

where these aspects are absent in housing career. Additionally, the 

living location, household income and accommodation subsidies 

determine the homeownership decision (44).  

Although the housing history is greater than housing career, the 

housing pathways have been better from these both concepts (45). 

The housing pathways differ from others as it is not only 

considered the individual life experiences towards the homeown-

ership but importantly considers the housing market (42). Howev-

er, most current housing researchers do not pay attention to ad-

dress on two aspects namely the set of organised arrangements 

that form behaviours in the housing market and agency aspects 

(decision, values and individual experiences and households) (42). 

To elaborate, the housing pathways emphasise on the process of 

household‟s interpretation and understanding their progression 

over the housing system (42). Briefly, the housing pathways are 

being upgraded from housing career. The housing pathways in-

clude all the aspects and add the meaning attached to the dwelling, 

the relationship with the life course and connections within the 

locality. In contrast, the housing career assumes the household has 

an upward trajectory.  

All the three concepts address the relationship between household 

and housing outcomes through the life course. Housing history has 

added the factors such as demographic, income, locality, social 

„meaning‟ attached to a dwelling, and policy and subsidies are 

reflecting this relationship. However, Clapham‟s work provides 

greater depth of comprehension of household interaction with the 

housing market. Meanwhile, the housing transition has been pre-

sented and provides some different views as this concept 

emphasises on propensities in housing decision throughout the life 

course. Five factors reflect housing decision namely demographic, 

aspiration, employment, housing history and health (41). In this 

respect, the housing pathways and housing transition engaged in 

this study, by which the young professionals' life course is ex-

plored. As an example, the young professionals in the early life 

course who just finished the tertiary education, landed a job, and 

being married can become vital aspects of housing choices. Be-

sides, other factors such as locational preferences and lifestyle 

might influence the young professional in making a decision. 

Therefore, all these factors from sociological perspective show 

how it influences the housing decision towards affordability. 

3. Methodology 

The unit of analysis for the study is young professionals with at 

least a bachelor‟s degree and aged from 25 to 35. Another 

criterion, they either work or live in Greater Kuala Lumpur. This 

study is restricted among professionals from the first layer of built 

environment professionals namely the engineer, architect, urban 

planner and quantity surveyor. All these professionals obtained 



International Journal of Engineering & Technology 337 

 
their professional status from professional institutions such as the 

Institution of Engineers Malaysia (IEM), Malaysian Institute of 

Architects (MIA), Malaysia Institute of Planners (MIP) and Royal 

Institution of Surveyor Malaysia (RISM). The mixed method was 

employed, consisting of survey and interview. In this respect, the 

sampling technique involves a probability technique of stratified 

random sampling for surveying, while non-probability of purpos-

ive sampling is applied for selecting the interview respondents. 

Meanwhile, the number of sampling size was 290 respondents for 

the survey and merely four respondents for interview obtained 

from respective professionals‟ institutes.  

The binary logistic regression was used for analyses, therefore 

measuring housing affordability involved at two levels where 

Level 1 represents affordable and Level 0 represents not afforda-

ble. The relationship between all predictors towards housing af-

fordability is not a linear function, and the logistic regression 

function is by the logit transformation of Ɵ: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Fig 2: The logistic regression function 

4. Results and Findings 

4.1 Economy Perspective  

The Table 2 shows the housing affordability for a different type of 

ownership. The data was generated by employing the equation of 

the residual income approach (see Figure 1). At first glance, it is 

noticeable that the renting rate is slightly outnumbering home 

ownership by 25 individuals. The statistics also prove that the 

young professionals have the housing affordability and merely 16 

renting respectively. Despite that fact, the statistics also show that 

approximately 105 respondents experience difficulty for buying a 

and 14 respondents having difficulty for home ownership and 

house in the near future, where the respondents were from renting 

market and parental homes. Turning to this question, the respond-

ents have been asked about the prospect of affordable house price, 

house type and location. Afterwards, all the information are 

checked through the reputable property website to ensure the 

availability of such property. 

In examining the household expenditure, the data has been divided 

into different household income groups although the study is de-

liberately focusing on the young professional group. As aforemen-

tioned, transportation cost is always deserted in measuring hous-

ing affordability. Interestingly, the descriptive analysis proved that 

all household income groups indicate the highest expenditure on 

the transportation. The T20 group records the greater expenditure 

on transportation about MYR 1793 monthly and this amount is 

followed by group M40 and B40 with MYR 1253 and MYR 812 

respectively. Then, food and beverages became the second most 

important in household expenditure. However, this indicator stated 

the highest at amount below MYR 1000 by T20, while M40 and 

B40 spend approximately MYR 714 and MYR 378 respectively. 

Other expenses are considered insignificant as they do not reach 

MYR 400. 

 
Fig 4: Household expenditure among young professionals from different 

household income groups 
(Source: This study, 2018) 

 
Table 2: Summary of young professionals‟ housing affordability 

Profes-

sionals 

Homeowner-

ship 
Rent 

Family 

Residence 

Prospect  

Buying 

1* 0** To-
tal 

1* 0*
* 

To-
tal 

1
* 

0*
* 

To-
tal 

1
* 

0*
* 

To-
tal 

Engineer 23 4 27 35 4 39   14 3

1 

22 53 

Architect 32 5 37 23 3 26   23 2
6 

23 49 

Urban 

Planner 

11 1 12 28 4 32   16 2

0 

28 48 

Quantity 

Surveyor 

10 6 16 17 3 20   28 1

6 

32 48 

Total 76 16 92 10

3 

14 117   81 9

3 

10

5 

198 

(Source: This study, 2018)  1*  Affordable   0** Unaffordable    

 

Table 3 exhibits the logistic regression result, which the twelve 

predictors indicate a statistically significant improvement through 

the constant model, model ꭓ2 (14, N = 290) chi-square = 187.880, 

p < 0.05 with df = 32. While the Nagelkerke pseudo R2 showed 

that the model accounted for 67.8 of variance. Then, the estima-

tion success is considerably high as young professionals who 

without affordability are 77.9% while with affordability is 91.7% 

and then the percentage of overall accuracy is 87.6. To identify the 

predictors influencing housing affordability, the significant value 

is the most important thing to be assessed. The rule of thumb for 

this matter, the significant value must be less than 0.05, (p<0.05). 

Table 3 indicates that the predictors such as the presence of 

children, professional for engineer and quantity surveyor, 

employment status of permanent and other, household expenditure, 

household income, housing cost, transportation cost, housing 

location of Petaling Jaya and Putrajaya were the significant 

contributors to affordability, as all these predictors show the 

significant value less than 0.05. Meanwhile, demographic predic-

tor (age, ethnicity, marital status, education level, number of 

household member), professionals of architect and urban planner, 

working experience, employment status for contract and tempo-

rary basis and other nine housing locations were indicated as not 

significant in the study.  

Table 3: Predictors in the equation 

Description Variables B S.E Wald df Sig. 

Age 

25-28   .656 2 .720 

29-32 .572 .713 .642 1 .423 

33-35 .513 1.468 .122 1 .727 

Ethnicity 

Malay   2.770 3 .428 

Chinese .565 .479 1.389 1 .239 

Indian -.346 .752 .212 1 .645 

Others 2.175 2.499 .757 1 .384 

Marital 

status 

Single   2.780 2 .249 

Married 2.317 1.509 2.358 1 .125 

Divorced -.966 1.909 .256 1 .613 

Education 

level 

Bachelor 

Degree 
  1.162 2 .559 

 

Ɵ = 
 

 

 
Where: 

Ɵ = the probability that a case is in a particular category 

e = the base of natural logarithms (approx. 2.72) 
α   = the constant of the equation  

β  = the coefficient of the independent varia-

bles  
 

(α+β1
ꭓ

1 +  β2ꭓ2 + ….+ βi 
ꭓ

i ) ℯ
  1+ ℯ  

 

 

(α+β1
ꭓ

1 +  β2
ꭓ

2 + ….+ βi 
ꭓ

i ) 
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Master‟s 

Degree 
.732 .679 1.162 1 .281 

Doctor of 

Philoso-

phy 

21.066 27714.132 .000 1 .999 

Number of 

household 

member 

Household 

member 
2.259 1.309 2.975 1 .085 

Presence of 

children 
Children 3.495 1.411 6.138 1 .013 

Profession-

als 

Engineer   9.769 3 .021 

Architect -.764 .670 1.299 1 .254 

Urban 

Planner 
.237 .702 .114 1 .736 

Quantity 
Surveyor 

-1.455 .616 5.585 1 .018 

Year of 

working 

experience 

Working 

experience 
-.262 .167 2.482 1 .115 

Employ-

ment Status 

Permanent   10.228 3 .017 

Contract .782 .544 2.070 1 .150 

Tempo-

rary 
.111 1.003 .012 1 .912 

Others -6.320 2.242 7.944 1 .005 

Monthly 

household 

expenditure 

Household 

expenditure 
-.003 .001 13.632 1 .000 

Monthly 

household 

income 

House-

hold 

income 

.002 .000 33.350 1 .000 

Monthly 

Housing 

cost 

Housing 
cost 

-.001 .000 4.121 1 .042 

Monthly 

Transporta-

tion cost 

Transpor-

tation cost 
-.002 .000 15.816 1 .000 

Housing 

Location 

Kuala 
Lumpur 

  16.927 10 .076 

 Klang .336 .837 .162 1 .688 

 Kajang -1.484 .844 3.096 1 .078 

 
Subang 

Jaya 
-.569 .788 .522 1 .470 

 
Petaling 

Jaya 
5.353 2.426 4.869 1 .027 

 Selayang .195 .931 .044 1 .834 

 
Shah 
Alam 

-.226 .608 .138 1 .710 

 
Ampang 

Jaya 
-1.181 1.108 1.137 1 .286 

 Putrajaya -5.661 2.039 7.704 1 .006 

 Sepang .632 1.003 .397 1 .528 

 Others -4.607 2.543 3.282 1 .070 

Constant  1.268 1.469 .745 1 .388 

Source: This study (2018) 

4.2 Social Perspective 

4.2.1 Housing Trajectories  

Demographic aspect discusses the influence of age when graduat-

ed and the presence of child towards housing affordability. All 

professionals graduated at the age of 23s except architect, a slight-

ly late about 25, but all of them were immediately hired. Although 

architects finished the study later than others, architect prove that 

they could afford to buy a house at the age of 28 which is similar 

to other professionals, except the quantity surveyors stated slightly 

late, at the age of 31, this also been supported by the survey‟s 

result. The relationship between age graduated, and housing af-

fordability is loose. Another finding, a married couple is more 

likely to become a homeowner compared to the single respondent. 

The married couple is mostly taking less than two years of mar-

riage to become a homeowner. However, the study also found that 

QS took longer to become a homeowner, about six years. In this 

aspect, the presence of children is seen to encourage the head of 

household to become a homeowner, as they aware about 

importance of house for well-being creation for the family.  

A few aspects discussed to assess the employment factors towards 

affordability, among others are professional qualification and 

household income. Intuitively, better education provides pleasant 

life as this always linked to well-employment and income. In other 

words, the higher the education level, the better the standard of 

living. In contrast, the study found that the higher education level 

does not necessarily promise better living standard as the respond-

ents with master‟s degree and doctorate experience the difficulty 

in buying their first house. Another example, a respondent as 

professional engineer is also struggling to buy a house although 

has served for seven years in the industry with professional quali-

fication title.  

A standard income among young professionals is another 

imperative point to highlight as it openly associated with afforda-

bility. The interview found that all respondents were landing a job 

easily with a matched career and unemployment does not exist. 

However, the biggest challenge was the irrelevant initial income 

received. Table 4 below proves the matter, for example, an 

architect earned MYR 1300 and additional MYR 300 as transpor-

tation allowance in 2013 and almost identical experience encoun-

tered by an engineer who only received MYR1500 before an in-

crement to MYR 1800 after a six-month probation period. Inter-

estingly, the urban planner enjoyed with the matched salary rate 

with MYR 2100 in 2010. Meanwhile, QS started the career with 

diploma qualification and only earned MYR 700 in 2008 before 

furthering his bachelor degree shortly and enjoyed the income just 

below MYR 3000. 

 
Table 4: Initial income for young professionals, from 2008-2013. 

Professionals Code Years Initial income  

(MYR) 

Architect  Respondent 1  
(R1) 

2013 1300 + 300  

Engineer  Respondent 2  

(R2) 

2010 1500 

Urban Planner  Respondent 3  
(R3) 

2010 2100 

QS  Respondent 4  

(R4) 

2008 700* 

*Diploma Qualification Source: This study (2018) 

 

According to the housing history, it explains the prior and present 

occupancy towards housing affordability. The study found that 

most of the young professionals gave less attention on homeown-

ership while they were in their student pathways, except R4 who 

desired and had been targeting to own a house at the age of 30s 

since he was at the university. After graduating, some returned to 

the parental home and some rent with other friends and both mere-

ly involve a low rental rate about MYR 250-400 monthly. This 

amount did not add their burden and they could still afford a 

shared rental. The affordability issue arises just after they get mar-

ried, as they are more likely to have privacy. Some respondents 

such as R1 and R3 were privileged to live in parental homes. The 

advantage for them is they could secure some deposit for a new 

house. However, the parental home is insignificant factor as R1 is 

still cannot afford to buy a house, and R3 had bought a house 

priced MYR 650,000 and required the parents‟ assistance to chip 

in for house deposit. In contrast, R4 who earned a minimum in-

come and survived, neither lived at parental home or receiving 

parents‟ assistance, but successfully afford to buy a house priced 

MYR 450,000 in 2013. The parental home, therefore, is consid-

ered as early assistance for young professionals and this factor is 

not a predominant factor leading to the success of housing afford-

ability. 

The health factor towards housing decision is emerging the deter-

minant the type of dwelling occupied, accessibility to care services 

such as clinic and hospital. However, the health factor does not 

impact much on housing decision among young professionals as 

they are considered in good condition or none is having any disa-
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bility or experiencing any chronic disease. In contrast, the mid-life 

group (aged 50-60s) might need the health facilities much. 

Aspiration factor explains about a house decision based on the 

consumption preferences and other significance aspect attached to 

the dwelling. In this study, two aspects were discussed, namely 

housing type and locational preferences. Firstly, the respondents 

revealed that they would prefer the landed house, but they are not 

capable of buying landed house in Greater Kuala Lumpur. As an 

alternative, they rent or buy a high-rise residential type located in 

Kuala Lumpur. Nevertheless, some respondents have an extreme 

desire to own a landed house such as R3 and R4, but due to af-

fordability issue they could only afford to buy a landed house 

located far away (approximately 45km) from their house to 

workplace in Kuala Lumpur. This house seems to be likely 

affordable among young professionals as the price is in the range 

of MYR 350, 000 to MYR 450,000. However, R3 bought a house 

beyond this range as he has preferences of the remarkable facili-

ties attached to the house. He also stressed that buying a house 

means „buying‟ the environment as well. The group who choose a 

high-rise house is due to unwilling for inconvenience location. 

This group prefer the location within a 20km radius from their 

house to workplace, or location with good transportation oriented 

development. 

5. Conclusion 

Housing affordability in this study refers to affordability either for 

home ownership or renting. Therefore, if young professionals are 

having difficulties for homeownership, alternatively they may 

choose to rent. However, those who is in the parental home, they 

can choose either renting or buying a house. The finding of this 

study, however, found that young professionals in parental home 

choose to live with parents until they could afford to buy a house. 

Therefore, their affordability is based on purchasing house in the 

current market shortly after securing jobs. 

The descriptive statistics as shown in Table 2 (see Summary of 

young professionals‟ housing affordability) indicate that most of 

young professionals could afford to own houses and only 30 re-

spondents (homeownership and renting) were trapped in difficulty. 

This declaration excludes the number of respondents in parental 

home. Despite this fact, 105 out of 198 non-homeowners are stat-

ed that they could not afford to buy a house in the near future. 

This causes them to remain in the rental market and parental home. 

Undoubtedly that homeownership essential part of well-being 

creation especially for those just started a family but some are 

eager to be in the rental market and enjoy their lifestyle. Neverthe-

less, the finding of this study found that the young professionals 

are keen for homeownership instead of renting. Therefore, it is 

alarming to see the number of households who cannot afford to 

buy a house. 

This study also proved that transportation is prominent of house-

hold expenditure for all type of household income groups. Begin-

ning with B40 group with a household income below MYR 3860, 

spending approximately MYR 812 monthly for transportation cost 

would diminish their capability for homeownership. Another re-

sult from this study also indicates that most of young professionals 

who lived in parental home are in the B40 group. The transporta-

tion cost increases in tandem with the increment of household 

income. This is evident when T20 group reports the highest trans-

portation cost among other groups.  

Transportation cost is counted based on monthly consumption of 

expenses such as petrol, toll, car park, train ticket, maintenance, 

vehicle instalment, and vehicle insurance. The high vehicle in-

stalment might contribute to the high transportation cost. The 

statistics of this study reveal that there are three main groups of 

vehicle instalments targeted by young professionals in the range 

MYR 0-200 (28%), MYR 401-600 (22%), and MYR 601-800 

(21%), followed by MYR 801-1000 (13%), while vehicle 

instalment ranges above MYR 1001 is only below 2% for each. It 

is certainly irrefutable that vehicle ownership is an essential for 

young professionals to facilitate in engaging with their profession. 

Although public transports and private car services do exist, these 

services are quite costly. Therefore, young professionals certainly 

need vehicles and then do not be surprised if the hire purchase 

becomes the initial commitment among them. Sometimes, the 

question of vehicle ownership is asked in interview sessions by 

employers for recruitment. In this vein, if young professionals 

choose the most economical vehicle or low segment, it might lead 

for housing affordability. 

Referring to housing trajectories, the presence of children has 

encouraged the heads of household to become homeowner. In 

contrast, the statistics in Table 3 (see Predictors in equation) indi-

cates that the presence of children influences the housing afforda-

bility. In this aspect, the presence of children might influence the 

household expenditure and directly affect housing affordability. 

However, from different perspective, the children are the alarm for 

the family to commit into homeownership.  

Another compelling point is the standard income level for profes-

sional. The result from the survey shows that about 20 respondents 

still receive an income of MYR 2000 and below. To support this 

fact, an interview with a young architect who also experiences the 

low income where he only receives MYR 1300 and additional 

MYR 300 for transportation allowance in 2013. In this circum-

stance, a standard income level for young professionals should be 

developed. With the underpaid situation, the young professionals 

are struggling to meet their necessities, and intuitively most young 

professionals who graduated from universities are also burdened 

with the education debt and no need to mention for housing af-

fordability and homeownership. 
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