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Key points 

Aim of the study 

The purpose of this report is to provide an analysis of disparities in the deprivation of children 
in Malaysia. Disparities in childhood deprivation are analysed using Household Income and 
Basic Amenities Survey (HIS/BA) data for the years 2009, 2012 and 2014. The research aimed 
to address the following questions:  

(1) What is the profile of children who are below the national poverty line? In the bottom 
40% of poor households? In vulnerable households?  

(2) What are the disparities that exist among those children who are poor and non-poor? 
Or vulnerable to poverty? In different states and districts? In different ethnic groups? 

(3) What are the gaps in government social protection and welfare programs that address 
the needs of children who are poor? 

(4) What are the policy recommendations that we can make based on the disaggregation 
of data and analysis of income and non-income indicators? 

Children in low-income households 

 The percentage of children under the national poverty line (PL/I) declined significantly 
between 2009 and 2014 – from 9% to 2%. In both years, however, the rate is higher 
than among working-age persons or elderly persons. 

 15% of children live in households with incomes that are less than twice the PL/I. 
 The share of children in low-income households (defined as households with less than 

half the median income) also declined between 2009 and 2014, from 22.7% to 17.5%. 
However, the rate of children in low-income households remained higher in both 
years than the rate for working-age adults and elderly persons. 

 Compared with OECD countries, the share of children in low-income households in 
Malaysia is high. 

 Adjusting household income to take account of household size and composition (or 
equivalisation) matters. If the B40 is calculated as the bottom 40% of households in 
the distribution of household incomes that are unadjusted for household size and 
composition, then the B40 contains 38% of all children. If the B40 is equivalised to take 
account of household size and composition, then the B40 contains 47% of all children. 

 Compared with OECD countries, the efficacy of the Malaysian tax and transfer system 
in reducing the incidence of low-income households is modest. 

Children experiencing non-income deprivation 

 Eleven non-income poverty indicators (relating to education, health and 
housing/environmental conditions) were examined for this report.  

 Between 2009 and 2014 the proportion of persons who were deprived on almost all 
of these indicators declined steadily. While the proportion of children deprived on 
most of these indicators also declined between 2012 and 2014, such decline was often 
less pronounced.  

 Improvement in non-income deprivation indicators occurred throughout the 
distribution of household incomes; that is, children living in households with average 
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incomes benefited as much from this improvement as did children living in households 
with lower incomes. 

 Children in households with seven or more people experienced significantly higher 
non-income deprivation than children in households with six people or fewer. 

 Children in rural areas, and especially rural areas of Sabah and Sarawak, experienced 
significantly more non-income deprivation than children in urban areas. 

Poverty measurement recommendations 

 Low income and vulnerability to income poverty should be assessed using a higher 
absolute threshold (for example, the PL/I x 2) and a relative low income measure (for 
example, half the median household income), where household incomes are 
equivalised to take account of differences in the size and composition of households. 

 Indicators of non-income deprivation need to adequately distinguish between 
deprived and non-deprived children in contemporary Malaysia. 

Policy recommendations 

 The means test for BR1M (and other means-tested income support payments) should 
be reconsidered so that household size and composition, as well as household income, 
are taken into account in assessing eligibility. 

 Moreover, there is scope to improve the generosity of public transfer payments to 
low-income households to bring the efficacy of the tax-transfer system in reducing the 
incidence of low incomes closer to the OECD average.  

 While the Government Transformation Programme has done much to reduce the 
share of children living in low-income households and experiencing non-income 
deprivation in Malaysia since 2009, building on concerted policy efforts since the 
1960s, these efforts need to be reinforced, especially in rural areas of Sabah and 
Sarawak, where levels of income and non-income poverty remain significantly higher 
than in other parts of the country. 

 



 

Chapter 1 Introduction 

1.1 Purpose of this report 

The purpose of this report is to analyse the position of children in relation to household 
income disparities and deprivation in Malaysia. The report has been prepared for the United 
Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF) and the Government of Malaysia. The contract for delivery 
of an analysis of child deprivation disparities in Malaysia, which was signed between UNICEF 
and Flinders University in December 2014, envisaged that the analysis would be conducted 
using Household Income and Basic Amenities (HIS/BA) survey data provided by the 
Government of Malaysia. Research questions to be addressed using these data include the 
following: 

(1) What is the profile of children who are below the national poverty line, living in low 
income households, and in the bottom 40% of households?  

(2) What are the disparities that exist among those children who are poor and non-poor? 
Or living in low-income and average/high income households? In different states and 
districts? In different ethnic groups? 

(3) What are the gaps in government social protection and welfare programs that address 
the needs of children in low-income or deprived households? 

(4) What are the policy recommendations that we can make based on the disaggregation 
of data and analysis of income and non-income indicators? 

This report provides an analysis of the HIS/BA data that focuses on deprivation experienced 
by children, and disparities between them, in both income and non-income dimensions. 
Differences in deprivation are examined with respect to urban, rural and regional factors, 
ethnicity, gender of the household head, ages of children, and household size. The report 
proposes to make three contributions with respect to measurement of disparities in 
childhood deprivation in Malaysia: 

 That vulnerability to income poverty should be assessed using a higher absolute 
threshold (for example, the PL/I x 2) than the currently used PL/I. 

 That income should also be assessed using a relative low income measure, where 
household incomes are equivalised to take account of differences in the size and 
composition of households. 

 That indicators measuring non-income deprivation can adequately distinguish 
between deprived and non-deprived children in contemporary Malaysia. 

The report also proposes the policy recommendations: 

 To reconsider the means test for BR1M (and other means-tested income support 
payments) so that household size and composition, as well as household income, are 
taken into account in assessing eligibility. 

 To improve the level of public transfers to low-income households. 
 To reinforce policy efforts associated with the Government Transformation 

Programme to reduce the share of children, especially children in rural areas of Sabah 
and Sarawak, experiencing non-income deprivation. 
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1.2 What’s missing from this report 

It is important to emphasise that this report is not able to cover every aspect of child 
deprivation and disparities in Malaysia. Three omissions in particular are worth noting here.  

1.2.1 Migrant children 

Malaysia hosts over three million foreign migrants (World Bank, 2015). Most migrants come 
from Indonesia, Nepal, India, Myanmar, Bangladesh and the Philippines, and have 
represented between 20 and 25 per cent of the country’s total labour force since the 1990s 
(Crisp, Obi, & Umlas, 2012). Upwards of a third of these migrants are irregular and 
undocumented (World Bank, 2015). Therefore, they have no access to public health care 
facilities, are unable to obtain driving or trade licences and their children are not always 
allowed to attend state schools, an issue that has been the subject of comment and advocacy 
by human rights agencies (Kaur, 2008). In addition to migrant workers, Malaysia also has at 
least 50,000 refugees, asylum seekers and stateless people, about a fifth of whom are children 
(International Federation for Human Rights, 2008). Crisp et al. (2012) document significant 
differences in health between migrant and non-migrant infants and their mothers in the state 
of Sabah, which has a large concentration of foreigners. However, recent research on the 
situation of migrant children is notable for its absence, even though public provision for their 
health and education is often lacking. Migrants, moreover, whether documented or 
undocumented, are considerably less likely than Malaysians to benefit from policies to reduce 
poverty and disparities, such as those enacted as part of the current Government 
Transformation Programme (see Chapter 3). 

1.2.2 Indigenous children 

The literature review in Chapter 2 discusses poverty and deprivation among Indigenous 
people in Malaysia, mostly in Sabah and Sarawak. Reports by the UNDP and the World Bank 
show that indicators of poverty among these groups are significantly worse than the average, 
or even the average for all people in rural areas (UNDP, 2013; World Bank, 2014). While some 
data are collected in the HIS/BA that may allow identification of Indigenous households, these 
data were not shared with the researchers. However, it is possible that the numbers of 
Indigenous respondents in the HIS/BA are small. Therefore it may be necessary to use 
alternative data to obtain a reliable picture of the deprivation that they experience. 

1.2.3 ‘Pockets of poverty’ 

A number of analyses of poverty and deprivation in Malaysia report on ‘pockets of poverty’ 
especially when discussing the incidence of urban poverty. If pockets are to be identified as 
small geographical areas, it is unlikely that the HIS/BA is suitable for this purpose, in part 
because the overall sample size may be too small, and in part because migrants (documented 
and undocumented) are excluded from the sample. In the Australian context, census data are 
used to identify suburbs (and even smaller geographical areas) where average levels of socio-
economic disadvantage are high (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2008). Similar small area 
level data, if available in the Malaysian context, could be useful in identifying pockets of 
poverty. 

However, as this report shows, the HIS/BA can be used to identify relatively large geographical 
areas where children experience high levels of both income poverty and non-income 
deprivation – notably children in rural areas of Sabah and Sarawak. Moreover, the HIS/BA can 
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also be used to identify large categories of children who experience high levels of income 
poverty and non-income deprivation – notably children living in large households. 

1.3 Organisation of this report 

The report is organised into the following chapters. Literature on poverty in Malaysia is 
discussed in Chapter 2. This shows that, while a number of high-profile reports on poverty in 
Malaysia have recently been produced, the issue of child poverty has been somewhat 
neglected. The review also highlights Malaysia’s success in reducing absolute poverty, and 
challenges for monitoring poverty in the future. Chapter 3 considers the policy environment 
in Malaysia that facilitated effective action to reduce poverty, from the New Economic Policy 
of the 1960s to the Government Transformation Programme (GTP) that commenced in 2009. 
The review looks in some detail at policies enacted under the GTP to raise living standards 
through infrastructural improvement, and extension of means-tested cash transfers. The data 
and method used in the statistical analysis of the HIS/BA for this report are discussed in 
Chapter 4. In particular, variables used to derive income and non-income deprivation 
indicators are examined, and in some cases alternatives are proposed. This is followed by a 
brief examination of demographic characteristics of the HIS/BA samples in Chapter 5. Chapter 
6 discusses income poverty as it impacts on children in detail, while Chapter 7 discusses non-
income deprivation. Chapter 8 concludes with a discussion of the policy implications of the 
analysis. 
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Chapter 2 Literature on poverty in Malaysia 

2.1 Introduction 

The literature on poverty and inequality in Malaysia has for a long time focused on themes 
such as inequalities between ethnic groups, and urban–rural or regional differences in income 
and poverty (Hashim, 1998; UNDP, 2013; UNDP Malaysia, 2007; World Bank, 2014). More 
recently, other issues have also come to the fore, including poverty among Indigenous groups, 
poverty as a gender issue, educational disadvantage and poverty, and ‘pockets of poverty’ 
(UNDP, 2013; World Bank, 2014). Also prominent in the literature are analyses of the 
effectiveness of policy in reducing poverty in Malaysia, and future steps in poverty 
monitoring, as Malaysia heads towards ‘developed nation’ status (UNDP Malaysia, 2007). All 
of these issues are relevant to childhood poverty, but childhood poverty itself has been little 
studied.  

The purpose of this chapter is to review some of the major issues with respect to poverty in 
Malaysia discussed in the literature. This will allow the analytical chapters in this report to 
build on existing work, and advance knowledge on childhood poverty in Malaysia. The chapter 
is organised as follows. Three recent studies on poverty in Malaysia are discussed in Section 
2.2. Section 2.3 then goes on to discuss urban–rural differences in poverty, while Section 2.4 
considers poverty and ethnicity. Literature on poverty and gender is examined in Section 2.5, 
while poverty and household size is discussed in Section 2.6. Section 2.7 reviews some of the 
challenges identified in the literature with respect to poverty reduction in Malaysia, and 
Section 2.8 concludes.  

2.2 Recent overviews on poverty in Malaysia 

In the past several years, Malaysia has made steady progress in addressing poverty. Between 
1970 and 2012, while the population of Malaysia almost tripled, the incidence of absolute 
poverty as defined using national absolute definitions decreased from almost 50 per cent of 
the population in the 1970s to 0.6 per cent in 2014 (Economic Planning Unit, 2015). In other 
words, Malaysia has made huge strides in raising living standards and reducing absolute 
poverty in the past half century. As is discussed in more detail in Chapter 3, this success can 
be largely attributed to the Malaysian Government’s New Economic Policy (NEP) and 
subsequent programs, which effectively reduced poverty throughout the country and made 
Malaysia one of the countries with the smallest incidence of poverty in the Asia-Pacific region 
(UNDP, 2013). Such decrease in the incidence of poverty was coupled with a significant 
reduction in inequality according to several measures (Ahmad, 2005) and a dramatic decrease 
in infant mortality rates (Panis & Lillard, 1995). 

Reports on poverty and inequality in Malaysia have been published in recent years by the 
Department of Statistics (2015), the UNDP (2013) and the World Bank (2014). The 
Department of Statistics report focuses on a long time series of absolute poverty by ethnic 
group, urban–rural and state, from 1970 to 2014, using the PL/I as the poverty threshold, as 
measured in the HIS/BA and earlier comparable surveys (see Chapter 4). Apart from 
highlighting the notable fall in the overall incidence of poverty over this time, the report also 
shows that the declines in absolute poverty have been shared among the three main ethnic 
groups, among urban and rural households, and among all states (Department of Statistics, 
2015, p. 122).  
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The theme of the UNDP report is ‘inclusive growth’, defined as “comprising equitable 
distribution of benefits of economic growth and of social spending across distinct income 
groups and the poor irrespective of their group membership” (UNDP (2013, p. xvii). The 
report’s authors argue that Malaysia’s growth after 1971 largely meets ‘inclusive’ criteria, 
with high growth rates for low-income households, reduced inequality nationally and 
between regions, diminished disparities between ethnic groups, and lower levels of 
unemployment. In this context, the report outlines new challenges for Malaysia in coming 
decades as it strives to reach ‘developed nation’ status: high continuing levels of inequality 
(reductions since the 1970s notwithstanding), continuing pockets of poverty in both urban 
and rural areas, and high levels of gender inequality and low levels of employment among 
women. The report also notes continuing regional differences in development and poverty, 
with rural Sabah and Sarawak in particular falling far behind Peninsular Malaysia in terms of 
capability deprivation (for example, opportunities for health and education). 

The World Bank report also uses as its starting point Malaysia’s achievement in greatly 
reducing poverty and deprivation, and in generating inequality-reducing income growth since 
the early 2000s. The report shows that falling income inequality has been associated with 
reduced differences in average incomes between the three main ethnic groups (Bumiputera, 
Chinese and Indian). However, it also points out that, while inequality in Malaysia is lower 
than in most other Asian countries, it is significantly higher than the average for OECD 
countries. Moreover, the World Bank argues that opinion surveys suggest that the majority 
of Malaysians see income inequality as a problem in the country. Reducing inequality further, 
so as to spread the benefits of economic growth, is seen as essential to Malaysia’s progress 
‘towards a middle-class society’, an aspiration that echoes the ambitions in the Tenth and 
Eleventh Malaysia Plans (Economic Planning Unit, 2010, 2015). The World Bank argues that 
Malaysia has reached a stage of development where it can “now afford to take on the 
challenge of moving the large number of ‘aspirational’ households to the middle class” (World 
Bank, 2014, p. 42).  

As the Tenth Malaysia Plan focuses on households in the bottom 40% of the income 
distribution (the B40) as the targets for inclusive growth, the World Bank report notes that 
people in this group share many characteristics with the poor and the vulnerable; that is, they 
are more likely to work in agriculture, and live in households that are headed by persons with 
low levels of education. However, the World Bank also argues that, even if this is a target 
group for the Tenth (and Eleventh) Malaysia Plan, it is not in itself a direct target group for 
policy attention, for example with respect to income support policies:  

Therefore, while keeping track of progress of the welfare of the bottom 40 
percent remains helpful (especially in terms of international comparisons 
and as a general bias towards the bottom of the income distribution), a 
more fine-grained approach to poverty, vulnerability and middle-class 
aspirations may be beneficial in the design of policy interventions. (World 
Bank, 2014, p. 47) 

While neither the UNDP report nor the World Bank report deal specifically with child poverty, 
both recognise the importance, in ways that are highly relevant to children’s wellbeing, of 
Malaysia developing alternative measures of disadvantage that take into account people’s 
incomes relative to the average, and non-income indicators of deprivation, including access 
to education and health care, and housing conditions. For example, the World Bank (2014, p. 
50) reported in 2012 that a third of households in rural areas lived more than 5 km from the 
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nearest secondary school. The UNDP (2013, pp. 150-160) reports that the states of Sabah, 
Sarawak and Perlis have significantly lower average scores than other states in national school 
exams. Within Sabah and Sarawak, Indigenous minority students in particular have low school 
completion rates. The set of non-income poverty indicators outlined in the Eleventh Malaysia 
Plan (Economic Planning Unit, 2015) can be seen as a response to the concerns revealed in 
these data. Non-income poverty is examined in further detail in Chapter 7 of this report. 

2.3 Poverty and the rural–urban divide 

The process of urbanisation in Malaysia has continued at a rapid pace. Between 2000 and 
2010, the urban population increased from 62% to 71% of the total population (Guan, 2015). 
While researchers have traditionally focused attention on poverty in rural communities (e.g., 
Solaymani & Kari, 2014), some urban areas have more recently registered high rates of 
relative poverty (UNDP, 2013). The World Bank reports that in 2014, one in four households 
in poverty lived in urban areas – less than their share in the total population, but still a 
substantial number (World Bank, 2014, p. 49). Overall, urban poverty in Malaysia is a 
multifaceted phenomenon that represents the culmination of a number of concurrent 
processes, including the migration into urban areas of low-income groups from rural areas, 
the growing influx of poor and underpaid foreign migrant workers (who are excluded from 
participation in the national Household Income Surveys used to monitor poverty in Malaysia 
– see Chapter 4), and the rising cost of living in Malaysian cities (Zainal, Kaur, Ahmad, & Khalili, 
2012). Urbanisation is often accompanied by other phenomena, such as the rise of pollution, 
which can severely impact the quality of life of both adults and children (see Lazim & Osman, 
2009; Siwar, Ahmed, Bashawir, & Mia, 2016), another issue which has been under-researched 
in the Malaysian context. 

Poverty in rural areas persists throughout the country and, as noted above, is especially high 
in the states of Sabah and Sarawak, where Indigenous households are often the worst off. 
Relevant for the situation of children is the fact that, in rural areas, they are sometimes left 
behind with their mothers, while the men emigrate to urban areas looking for jobs. 
Remittances, with all their attendant uncertainty, are often the main form of income for these 
families (Al-Mamun & Mazumder, 2015). However, as Solaymani and Kari (2014) argue, the 
process of urbanisation has also greatly benefited many people in rural areas, and may 
account, at least in part, for improved socioeconomic conditions in the rural areas of the 
country. Overall, the persistence of high levels of poverty in some rural areas and the 
progressive emergence of pockets of poverty in urban areas are growing concerns in Malaysia 
(Stivens, 2013; World Bank, 2014) and are likely to inform policy in the country for the 
foreseeable future (cf. Al Mamun & Adaikalam, 2011; Dass, Gill, Redzuan, & Ahmad, 2014; 
Mok, Gan, & Sanyal, 2007; Nair, 2010). 

2.4 Poverty and ethnicity 

From colonial times, the Malaysian labour force and, consequently, Malaysian society, has 
been organised and divided across ethnic lines: the local ethnic majority, the Bumiputera, 
traditionally inhabited rural areas and worked in traditional agricultural sectors; the Chinese 
largely controlled the Malaysian economy through mining and commerce; and the Indians, 
who were originally imported by the British colonial power to provide labour for plantations 
and services, increasingly gravitated towards the professions (Montesino, 2012). From the 
mid-twentieth century, tensions between the three major ethnic groups became an issue of 
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increasing political concern, leading to the New Economic Policy (NEP), which aimed to use 
economic development and poverty reduction policies to improve the relative socio-
economic position of the Bumiputera majority (Kinuthia, 2010). Poverty eradication programs 
since the 1970s have disproportionately targeted the Bumiputera, in part by targeting rural 
areas where they constitute the overwhelming majority (Khoo, 2012).  

By the early 2000s, even though poverty had been greatly reduced, the poverty rate among 
Bumiputeras remained higher than that among the Chinese and the Indians (Hassan & Rasiah, 
2011; Nair, 2010). The HIS/BA 2014 report shows that absolute poverty (households below 
the PL/I) among households with a Bumiputera head was higher in 2014 than it was among 
households with a Chinese head (Department of Statistics, 2015, p. 84), while the World Bank 
shows that Bumiputera-headed households were not only more likely than households 
headed by Indians or Chinese to be in poverty in 2014, but also more likely to be vulnerable 
to poverty (World Bank, 2014, p. 46).  

Of particular interest with respect to the intersection between poverty and ethnicity in 
Malaysia is the domain of education. The Malaysian education system is highly centralised, 
but it is also highly stratified, ethnicised and politicised (Joseph, 2014). Particular attention 
has been focused on the role of government in the education of children living in poverty, 
especially after the process of “democratisation of education” carried out between 1962 and 
the 1990s (Kenayathulla, 2013; Sua, 2012). Analysing data from a 2005 survey conducted in 
the states of Selangor, Perak, Kelantan and Terengganu, Hassan and Rasiah (2011) argue that 
increasing the government’s expenditure on education could improve the educational 
outcome of students in the relatively disadvantaged areas of Malaysia, and that government 
authorities should pay special attention to subsidies and scholarships for poor students. 
Under the current system, poor Bumiputera children often have very low academic 
achievement, not least those from Indigenous groups such as the Orang Asli, whose 
performance and attainment lag far behind that of Malay, Chinese and Indian groups (UNDP, 
2013). Their chances of completing school are further compromised by the post-secondary 
educational system that is ethnicised, competitive and partially privatised (Joseph, 2014; Lee, 
2014). As is discussed in more detail in Chapter 3, this issue is being at least partially addressed 
in the Government Transformation Programme, in which the Malaysian Government 
explicitly recognises the role of education in human capital development (Kenayathulla, 2016; 
Lee, 2014).  

2.5 Poverty and female-headed households 

Literature shows that in Malaysia, as in many other countries, women are vulnerable to 
poverty (Al Mamun & Adaikalam, 2011; Kenayathulla, 2016). Women in Malaysia have 
traditionally had low rates of involvement in paid employment, and it is only in recent years 
that the number of women receiving higher education and the number entering paid 
employment have begun to increase (Mahari, 2011; UNDP, 2013). This process has not been 
centred on urban areas alone, but has also occurred, albeit more slowly, in rural areas (Bakar, 
2011). As women become more educated and begin entering paid work in larger numbers, 
the number of female-headed households with or without children has also increased (Endut, 
Azmawati, & Hashim, 2015). However, as noted above, the incidence of female-headed 
households has also increased in rural areas in part due to the migration of men to the cities 
in search of work. The HIS/BA 2014 report shows that absolute poverty was slightly higher in 
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2014 among households headed by a women than it was among households headed by a man 
(Department of Statistics, 2015, p. 84). 

The Malaysian government has taken several steps in recent years to address the issue of 
women’s poverty. For instance, since the 1990s the government has included in its five-year 
economic development plans sections dedicated to addressing issues that particularly affect 
women (Bakar, 2011). The Eleventh Malaysia Plan also includes a number of proposals to 
enhance women’s empowerment (Economic Planning Unit, 2015). Nonetheless, research 
shows that single mothers in particular perceive informal support networks based on kinship 
and traditional structures to be more useful than formal, government-sponsored support 
networks, which they perceive as generally unfriendly (Endut et al., 2015). 

2.6 Poverty and household size 

Household size is often associated with living standards. On the one hand, large households 
can share a range of goods and services, not least the home itself, which can reduce living 
costs and therefore increase the living standards of individual members. On the other hand, 
it is lower income families and groups that tend to congregate in larger households for a range 
of reasons, economic, cultural and social. The HIS/BA 2014 report shows that absolute 
poverty was higher in 2014 among households with five or more members than it was among 
households with four members or less (Department of Statistics, 2015, p. 84). The World Bank 
(2014, p. 49), using the same data, reports that over seven in ten households with incomes 
below the PL/I had six or more members. Other studies too emphasise the relationship 
between household size and poverty status in Malaysia (Z. Mohamed & Said, 2013; Pramanik, 
Haneef, Meera, & Yusoff, 1998). In particular, Mok and colleagues (2007) found that the 
presence within households of children under the age of 15 increases the probability of the 
household being below the poverty line. Some of the literature also links household size not 
only with poverty, but also with overcrowding (Dass et al., 2014; Zainal et al., 2012). However 
the question remains as to the extent to which household size is also associated with other 
indicators of deprivation, such as access to water and sewage, and health care.  

2.7 Poverty and disparities in Malaysia: current challenges 

The literature suggests a number of major challenges with respect to future poverty reduction 
and inclusive growth in Malaysia. The first is to maintain a high level of economic growth. 
From an economic point of view, Malaysia appears to have counteracted the negative effects 
of the East Asian Financial Crisis (Elangkovan & Said, 2013; Zin, 2002) and of the more recent 
Global Financial Crisis. In recent years, the country has experienced economic expansion, with 
a real GDP growth rate of 5 per cent in 2015. Employment rates are stable and private 
consumption is growing, as is GDP per capita, albeit at a slower rate than previously (World 
Bank, 2015). However, the government estimates that it will reduce its deficit to 3.1 per cent 
of the GDP in 2016.1 Even though economic growth has slowed down in 2015, and is expected 
to remain subdued in 2016 and 2017 (World Bank, 2015), the economic condition of the 
country as a whole is robust (Purnamasari et al., 2015). The government has responded to 
fiscal challenges associated with subdued growth by rationalising fuel and food subsidies, and 

                                                      

1 All macroeconomic data cited here is readily available on the official portal of the Department of Statistics 
Malaysia (https://www.statistics.gov.my/), accessed on 11 October 2016. 
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introducing a 6% Goods and Services Tax in 2015. To compensate in part for these subsidy 
reductions and tax impositions, the government has also implemented a range of income 
support measures aimed at assisting poorer households (see Chapter 3).  

A second challenge faced by Malaysia is how best to monitor inclusive growth. This is an 
important question not only with respect to statistics, but also with respect to policy, as “what 
gets measured gets done”, as the final Millennium Development Goals report argues (United 
Nations, 2015, p. 10). While absolute poverty has now been virtually eradicated from 
Malaysian society, trends in low income relative to the average are somewhat different. If low 
income is defined as half the median income (the standard poverty threshold in OECD 
countries), then around 20 per cent of Malaysians have been living in low-income households 
since the late 1980s (UNDP, 2013; World Bank, 2014). Methods to develop non-income 
poverty indicators to monitor wider capability-type dimensions of living standards have also 
been proposed (Economic Planning Unit, 2015). Some non-income indicators that can be 
measured using the HIS/BA dataset available to the researchers are discussed in greater detail 
in Chapter 4 of this report. There is also a need to measure disparities in income and non-
income indicators among children, who have not been the focus of any of the major reports 
discussed above. Again, one of the aims of this report is to partly address this gap. 

2.8 Conclusion 

As is clear from the above, the existing literature on poverty, deprivation and inequality 
focused on Malaysia suggests that there are four areas that should be taken into account 
while analysing poverty in Malaysia: the urban–rural divide, ethnic differences, gender 
dimensions and household size. In recent years, while pockets of urban poverty have 
emerged, rural poverty persists and is especially concerning in the states of Sabah and 
Sarawak. With respect to ethnic differences, while poverty eradication programs have 
targeted the Bumiputera majority for decades, it is unclear how these have played out in 
terms of child poverty and deprivation. Education emerges as an important domain with a 
strong ethnic twist to it. While the literature shows that the level of education of the head of 
the household is strongly correlated with household income, it also shows that the ability of 
children to complete secondary schooling and above has a strong impact on their future 
income potential. The gender dimension is also important. However, there is currently little 
information available on poverty or deprivation among children living in female-headed 
households. Finally, the literature shows that in Malaysia (as in other countries) household 
size is associated with the probability that the household will be poor. However, more precise 
information is needed in the Malaysian context on poverty and deprivation among children 
in large households. 

It is important to note that a number of important issues relating to poverty, deprivation and 
disparities in Malaysia that are discussed in the literature referred to above, and are of direct 
relevance to children’s wellbeing in Malaysia, are not covered in this report. These include 
identification of ‘pockets of poverty’ (although the report does identify some large groups of 
children who experience relatively high levels of deprivation), deprivation among Indigenous 
minority children, and deprivation among children of immigrants to Malaysia. The HIS/BA 
data, which are nationally representative, may not allow ‘pockets of poverty’ that occur in 
small geographical areas to be identified . This underlines the need for other data that would 
allow analysis of characteristics associated with child poverty in these ‘pockets’. Second, while 
Indigenous status is identified in the HIS/BA, and both the World Bank and the UNDP have 
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conducted some analysis of poverty among Indigenous groups in Malaysia (UNDP, 2013; 
World Bank, 2014, 2015), the data made available to the researchers for this report do not 
allow such a fine-grained analysis. Finally, both the documented and undocumented migrant 
populations in Malaysia are large – 2.1 million and an estimated one million, respectively 
(World Bank, 2015) – but they are excluded from the HIS/BA. The lack of information on their 
social and economic situation is an issue of concern for policy.  

These important gaps notwithstanding, the analysis in the rest of this report on child 
deprivation and disparities in Malaysia, measured using HIS/BA data on income and non-
income indicators, aims to provide a fuller descriptive account of child deprivation and 
disparities than has recently been attempted. The report also aims to point to policy 
implications with respect to both monitoring of child deprivation in the future, and 
development of policies to address disparities among children. 
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Chapter 3 Policies to reduce poverty and disparities in 
Malaysia 

3.1 Introduction 

Malaysia is among the leaders in developing countries that have made sustained and rapid 
progress in tackling poverty and improving the quality of life of the population (UNDP, 2013). 
This is the outcome of sustained policy efforts to implement numerous pro-poor policies since 
the early years of independence. The unbroken reign of the ruling Barisan Nasional 
government since 1957 has facilitated a remarkable policy continuity rarely seen in other 
countries. This continuity, coupled with strong commitment on part of the political leadership 
to reduce poverty and foster economic growth, explains much of Malaysia’s success.  

Poverty alleviation has remained a common theme and a key priority in all Malaysia’s national 
policies and plans. In Malaysia Five Year Plans are formulated within the framework of the 
long-term Outline Perspective Plans (OPP). Five Year Plans serve as vehicles for policy 
implementation and adjustments based on changing circumstances. Therefore, they aim to 
embody the governmental philosophy of poverty reduction and socio-economic development 
as well as the strategies for realising them. This chapter provides a short overview of 
Malaysia’s poverty alleviation journey, highlighting significant policy initiatives since the 
1960s, and discusses recent policy initiatives that can help explain trends in multidimensional 
poverty between 2009 and 2014. 

3.2 Initiatives in early independence and the New Economic Policy 
(1957–1990) 

Since before independence, economic development and poverty reduction have been 
priorities for Malaysian public policy. This was seen for example in the establishment of the 
Federal Land Development Authority (FELDA) in 1956, which aimed to foster rural 
development. Between 1956 and 1991, when it ceased direct resettlement activities, FELDA 
assisted in the settlement of over 100,000 poor families on smallholder farms to grow cash 
crops, and in many cases provided basic infrastructure like piped water, electricity and roads 
(Sutton & Buang, 1995). 

Concerted efforts to reduce poverty and promote economic development were increased in 
the 1960s, with the introduction of the first Five Year Plan (1966–1970). Table 3.1 provides a 
snapshot of the major policies and poverty-focused initiatives from the 1960s. The First 
Malaysia Plan signalled the beginning of a series of development plans outlining 
governmental aims and strategies to increase prosperity and social cohesion. The First 
Malaysia Plan placed an emphasis on rural development, increasing the incomes of the rural 
population, and provision of adequate infrastructure to the poor.  

The New Economic Policy (NEP) marked the beginning of a major phase of Malaysia’s drive to 
reduce poverty and improve the living standards of poorer groups. It was introduced in the 
aftermath of the 1969 race riots that exposed the growing disparities in income and wealth 
between the country’s major ethnic groups. It called for a new approach to development that 
would promote economic growth while ensuring that equity and distributional issues were 
also prioritised. The NEP therefore had two central aims: to eradicate poverty by creating 
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employment opportunities and raising the income levels of all Malaysians; and to restructure 
Malaysian society so as to reduce the identification of race with economic function 
(Government of Malaysia 1991). Hashim (1998) argues that the strategy for poverty 
eradication had three elements: first, the provision of basic services in poor areas, such as 
public utilities and health; second, the provision of land, technical assistance and credit to 
boost the productivity and therefore the incomes of farmers; third, the provision of 
education, training and technical skills that would facilitate the movement of labour from 
agriculture to more modern sectors of the economy. In simple terms, the NEP aimed to secure 
social and political stability by reducing overall poverty and strengthening the economic and 
social positions of the Bumiputera community. While the NEP outlined its goals and 
strategies, specific projects and action programs were crafted and implemented over a period 
of 20 years under the successive five year plans (the Second to Fifth Malaysia Plans). 

Given its philosophy of ‘growth with equity’ the NEP led to considerable expansion of anti-
poverty programs. This also resulted in the state playing an active and direct role in economic 
and development management, the bulk of this role being performed through public 
enterprises (Abhayaratne, 2004). Given that Bumiputeras made up the great majority of the 
rural population in Malaysia, rural development assumed a particular significance in 
government policy. Attention was also paid to equipping the Bumiputera with skills to enable 
them to participate in modern sectors of the economy. For example, the Bumiputera 
Industrial and Commercial Community (BCIC) was created to help develop a commercial and 
industrial class among this ethnic group. Other governmental programs included: 

 provision of free and subsidised social services (e.g., housing, health and education) 
for low-income groups 

 provision of basic infrastructure particularly for education, health and basic services 
such as roads, water supply and electricity in rural areas 

 raising household incomes through integrated agriculture development, new land 
development and rehabilitation schemes (UNDP, 2005).  

Overall, poverty reduction policies in this period were highly effective, with the proportion of 
the population in absolute poverty (using Malaysia’s official PL/I) falling from 49% in 1970 to 
17% in 1990 (UNDP, 2005).  
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Table 3.1: Major development policies in Malaysia 1960–2020 

1960–70 1971–90 1991–2000 2001–10 2011–20 

Pre-NEP New Economic Policy – OPP1  National Development Policy – 
OPP2 

National Vision Policy – OPP3 New Economic Model – OPP4 

First Malaysia Plan 
(1966–70) 

Second Malaysia Plan (1971–75) 
Third Malaysia Plan (1976–80) 
Fourth Malaysia Plan (1981–85) 
Fifth Malaysia Plan (1986–90) 

Sixth Malaysia Plan (1991–95) 
Seventh Malaysia Plan (1996–
2000) 

Eight Malaysia Plan (2001–05) 
Ninth Malaysia Plan (2006–
10) 
 
 

Tenth Malaysia Plan (2011–15) 
Government Transformation 
Programme  
Eleventh Malaysia Plan (2016–20) 

Major poverty alleviation strategies & initiatives 

Focused on land 
development & rehabilitation 
 

Continued focus on agriculture & 
rural development  
Creation of BCIC  
scholarships for low-income 
families 
Textbook on loan scheme 
Settlement scheme for Orang Asli 
 

Development program for 
hardcore poor (PPRT) 
Continued focus on programs 
launched under previous plans 
including land settlement 
schemes & expansion of 
education and training 
Participation of private sector in 
poverty alleviation programs 

Target group identified 
Cabinet committee on urban 
poverty created 
Special program on 
Bumiputera minorities in 
Sabah and Sarawak (2002) 
Targeting urban poverty, 
better monitoring of poverty 
programs (2003) 
Continued focus on enhancing 
skills and education of 
vulnerable groups 
 

Raising income and wealth of B40 
households 
Addressing increased costs of living 
Strengthening delivery 
mechanisms to support poor 
households 
Extending basic infrastructure 
including roads, water and 
electricity supply 
Measures to reduce school drop-
out rate 
Increasing provision of affordable 
housing 
Enhancing skills training and 
employment opportunities 
Introducing comprehensive social 
safety net programs 

 
Source: Adapted from (UNDP, 2005) 
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3.3 Vision 2020 

His Excellency YAB Dato’ Seri Dr Mahathir Mohamad articulated the philosophy underpinning 
economic and social development in Malaysia in a speech to the Malaysian Business Council 
in Kuala Lumpur in late February 1991. This speech, while focusing mostly on economic 
development, did not outline any detailed plans or policies in the manner of the Malaysian 
Five Year Plans, but rather set out an overarching rationale and goal for Malaysian public 
policy and economic development:  

Malaysia should not be developed only in the economic sense. It must be a 
nation that is fully developed along all the dimensions: economically, 
politically, socially, spiritually, psychologically and culturally. We must be 
fully developed in terms of national unity and social cohesion, in terms of 
our economy, in terms of social justice, political stability, system of 
government, quality of life, social and spiritual values, national pride and 
confidence. (Mahathir, 1991) 

With respect to poverty reduction, Vision 2020 is important in two respects. First, it 
underlines that economic development is not an end in itself, but an instrument for greater 
social cohesion as well as prosperity. Second, it sets a long-term goal of achieving ‘developed 
nation’ status by 2020. All national plans after 1991 have been positioned within the Vision 
2020 framework. The aim of achieving ‘developed nation’ status suggests the need to 
consider new means of assessing progress towards reducing poverty and increasing social 
cohesion.  

3.4 The National Development Policy (1991–2000) 

Within this new framework, the National Development Policy (NDP) maintained the NEP’s 
core strategies for equitable growth, but made eradication of hard-core poverty its priority. 
The other aspects of the NDP included emphasis on rapid development of an active BCIC in 
order to increase Bumiputera participation in modern sectors of the economy, and boosting 
productivity via enhanced education and human resource development strategies (UNDP, 
2005). In line with shifts in the government’s economic philosophy towards greater emphasis 
on market-driven development, the NDP placed greater reliance on the private sector to 
generate income and growth, and economic growth was considered critical for poverty 
alleviation and sustainable development.  

While the government continued the focus on programs launched under previous plans (for 
example, those relating to agriculture and rural development through land consolidation and 
rehabilitation), the government also initiated a number of new programs, including a 
development program for the hard-core poor, PPRT, which comprised a package of initiatives 
tailored to meet specific needs among this group: provision of improved housing, provision 
of food supplements for children, and increased educational assistance. A microcredit scheme 
to enable the hard-core poor to undertake income-generating activities was also launched 
(UNDP, 2005). 
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3.5 The National Vision Policy (2001–2010) 

The National Vision Policy (NVP) essentially built on the NEP and NDP, and retained the 
emphasis on poverty reduction at its core. Despite its otherwise impressive records in 
reducing the overall incidence of poverty, disturbing evidence emerged indicating strong 
continuing ethnic, regional and urban–rural dimensions to poverty in Malaysia. Therefore, the 
Eight and the Ninth Malaysia Plans set specific targets to address pockets of poverty – in 
remote areas, among Indigenous minorities and among the urban poor. In this period the 
PPRT was also consolidated with poverty programs under SPKR (Skim Pembangunan 
Kesejahteraan Rakyat) which included economic and social projects that aimed to alleviate 
poverty in general and hard-core poverty in particular (UNDP, 2005). Under this new initiative, 
a special education program was introduced in 2003 for Indigenous Orang Asli students in 
primary schools, providing them with uniforms, fees, books, writing materials and 
transportation support. The NVP also continued to prioritise development of social and 
economic infrastructure across the country, including roads, electricity, health care, 
educational scholarships, text books, food supplements and low-cost housing. 

3.6 The New Economic Model (2011–20) 

Slow economic growth in the twenty-first century, following the East Asian Financial Crisis of 
the late 1990s, and then the Global Financial Crisis of 2008 inhibited Malaysia’s progress 
towards ‘developed nation’ status by 2020. In 2009 the economy grew by 1.7% (Islam, 2013) 
and with its weakening fundamentals Malaysia was facing growing challenges which made 
realising Vision 2020 more difficult. Moreover, it was also becoming clear that the benefits of 
the growth recorded in the past decades were not shared by all Malaysians – the income of 
the top 20% of the population grew faster, on average, than the income of the other 80%. 
More disturbing was the evidence suggesting that the bottom 40% had the slowest growth in 
income levels (Z. M. Mohamed & Xavier, 2015). It was against such a backdrop that the NEM 
was introduced. While it is primarily aimed at propelling Malaysia’s economic growth to 
achieve high-income nation status by 2020, it includes programs and strategies in other 
spheres, including poverty alleviation and socio-economic development of poorer groups.  

The Tenth and Eleventh Malaysia Plans and the Government Transformation Programme 
(GTP) are the key instruments that elaborate the strategies and programs to achieve the 
objectives of the NEM. The Tenth Malaysia Plan aimed to eradicate hard-core poverty 
completely and enhance the productivity of low-income households. It outlined detailed 
programs to raise the living standards of B40 households including upgrading their skills 
through training, and widening employment opportunities (Economic Planning Unit, 2010). 
Priority initiatives under the plan include: 

 strengthening the social safety net to reduce the vulnerability of disadvantaged 
groups 

 addressing the needs of special target groups (e.g. Bumiputeras in Sabah and Sarawak 
as well as Orang Asli communities) with integrated programs 

 ensuring basic infrastructure and basic amenities are available to all 
 increasing income-generating potential through education, skills and 

entrepreneurship programs (EPU, 2010). 

Similar targets and strategies have been identified in the Eleventh Malaysia Plan (2016–2020) 
to increase the productivity and living standards of B40 households through cash transfers, 
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reducing the school drop-out rate, increasing access to education and training and adoption 
of ICT, addressing the increasing cost of living by monitoring and enforcing price controls, 
increasing provision of affordable housing, and widening access to healthcare services. In 
addition, the Eleventh Malaysia Plan proposes complementing the PL/I measurement with 
non-income measures of deprivation (Economic Planning Unit, 2015). 

3.7 The Government Transformation Programme 

The Government Transformation Programme (GTP) was launched by Prime Minister Najib Tun 
Razak in 2009 as a means of providing impetus for Malaysia, in the context of sluggish national 
and international economic growth, to achieve ‘developed nation’ status by 2020, as per 
Vision 2020. Under this broad agenda, the Prime Minister introduced the GTP “as a strategy 
to radically transform the way the government worked so as to enhance the efficiency and 
effectiveness of the public service delivery” (Siddiquee, 2014, p. 15). The GTP originally 
included six National Key Results Areas (NKRAs) that were to be the focus of urgent policy 
action – reducing crime, fighting corruption, improving student outcomes, raising the living 
standards of low-income households, improving rural basic infrastructure and improving 
urban public transport –and a seventh, tackling the rising cost of living, was added in 2011 
(PEMANDU, 2010, 2011). 

Specific NKRA targets that are directly relevant to reducing poverty include:  

 ‘Assuring quality education’: 
o broadening coverage of preschool and child care, and providing fee assistance for 

children with special education needs 
o provision of financial assistance to parents to access child care.  

 

 ‘Improving rural development’: 
o improving road coverage 
o enhancing access to clean or treated water 
o ensuring access to 24-hour electricity. 

 
 ‘Addressing the cost of living’: 
o improving road coverage 
o provision of a one-off payment of RM500 cash assistance to 5.2 million households 

with an income of less than RM3000 per month through the Bantuan Rakyat 
1Malaysia (BR1M) program 

o provision of a one-off payment of RM100 to 5.3 million low- and middle-income 
primary and secondary students from Year 1 to Year 5 to cover back-to-school 
expenses 

o elimination of tuition fees for all government schools from 2012 
o provision of a one-off RM200 book voucher for all Form 6, Matriculation and higher 

education students through the Bantuan Buku 1Malaysia (BB1M) initiative 
o provision of means-tested assistance to 500,000 very low income senior citizens, 

people with disability, single parents, and police and army widows through the 
Kebajikan Rakyat 1Malaysia (KAR1SMA) program 

o extending access to affordable basic health care through expansion of the Klinik 
1Malaysia program 

o building affordable housing through the Perumahan 1Malaysia program 
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o provision of monthly food baskets to malnourished children among Orang Asli 
communities. 

In addition, the NKRA ‘raising the living standards of low-income households’ includes some 
specific poverty reduction targets: 

 to target the 1AZAM employment program more tightly at poor and extremely poor 
households that currently receive no assistance 

 to reduce the number of households in poverty by 47,000 by 2015 (and reduce the 
poverty rate from 3.8% in 2009 to 2%). 

This NKRA also aimed to reduce disparities, not only between rural and urban areas, but also 
between the states in the federation, often with a particular focus on Sabah and Sarawak, 
which are recognised as being in need of particular development support. 

The setting of clear targets has prompted delivery of real benefits to households, especially 
those in rural areas. Table 3.2 shows that, as a result of the GTP, over 70,000 housing units 
were built between 2010 and 2014, 4500 km of roads were paved, 336,000 households were 
provided with access to clean or treated water, and 130,000 households were provided with 
an electricity connection. In addition, 6.8 million persons lived in households benefiting from 
BR1M, an annual payment to households with a monthly income of less than RM3000 that 
was increased to RM650 in 2014, RM950 in 2015 and RM1000 in 2016, with smaller amounts 
paid from 2014 to households with incomes of between RM3000 and RM4000. In addition, 
from 2016, households with incomes of less than RM1000 are entitled to claim an additional 
RM1050 per year (PEMANDU, 2015). 

Table 3.2: Infrastructure development under the GTP 

Infrastructure type  2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 

Housing units built or 
restored 

16,926 14,365 22,085 11,021 8,995 73,392 units 

Paved roads built (km) 783 1,013 1,553 718 485 4,553 (km) 

Households provided with 
access to clean/treated 
water 

36,273 73,227 187,567 31,004 8,195 336,266 (HHs) 

Households provided with 
connection to electricity 

27,266 27,004 41,030 19,996 14,299 129,595 (HHs) 

 
Source: PEMANDU. 

Finally, it should be noted that there are no NKRAs for improving population health. 
Nonetheless, a significant program under the GTP is the establishment in 2010 of Klinik 
1Malaysia. These clinics provide virtually free (RM1) treatment to poorer groups in both urban 
and rural areas. Currently a total of 307 Klinik 1Malaysia are operating across the country. 

3.8 Conclusion 

The policy review in this chapter shows that since the 1960s the Malaysian Government has 
actively sought to reduce poverty in the context of promoting economic development, and 
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more recently progress towards ‘developed nation’ status. Progress in reducing poverty in 
recent years has built on this rich legacy. The institution of the Government Transformation 
Programme since 2009 has given an extra impetus to poverty reduction, through the 
expansion of cash payments, and also through the provision of vital infrastructure in 
underserved, mostly rural, areas, including water and sewage, electricity, improved housing, 
roads and medical services. As the later chapters in this report show, these efforts have 
achieved positive results in terms of reducing multidimensional poverty overall, and among 
children, in all parts of the country. 
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Chapter 4 Data and method 

4.1 Introduction 

In this chapter the Household Income Survey and Basic Amenities Survey data, and how they 
are used to derive income and multidimensional poverty indicators, are discussed in detail. 
The HIS/BA data are briefly described in Section 4.2. Section 4.3 then goes on to consider 
different definitions of income (gross and net) that can be calculated using the available 
HIS/BA data. Equivalisation, or how income can be adjusted to allow for comparison of 
households of different size and composition, is discussed in Section 4.4. This section includes 
a discussion of the implied equivalence scale in the Malaysia PL/I. This is followed in Section 
4.5 with a discussion of eleven non-income poverty indicators proposed in the Eleventh 
Malaysia Plan (Economic Planning Unit, 2015). Section 4.6 concludes. 

4.2 Data 

The analysis in this report is based on data from the HIS/BA 2009, 2012 and 2014 surveys. The 
HIS/BA survey is conducted twice every five years by the Department of Statistics. The latest 
available data were collected in 2014. The HIS/BA survey contains demographic, income and 
basic amenities data (i.e., data on education, health, housing and household appliances), and 
aims to be representative at the national and state levels, and of both urban and rural areas. 
Respondents must be Malaysian citizens and live in private living quarters (LQ). Consequently, 
foreign citizens (including legal and undocumented migrants) and people living in hospitals, 
military barracks, welfare homes, prisons and other institutions are not included in the survey.  

While the project team was given access to a selection of household-level HIS/BA data for the 
years 2007, 2009, 2012 and 2014, and a limited range of person-level data for 2009, 2012 and 
2014, the analysis in this report focuses mainly on 2014, the most recent year, with some 
analysis of data for 2009 and 2012 in order to provide some context of the overall 
developments across recent years. The 2009 HIS/BA includes data on 184,577 individuals in 
43,026 households, including 68,326 children aged 0–17 years. The 2012 HIS/BA includes data 
on 185,911 individuals living in 44,106 households, including 66,185 children. The 2014 
HIS/BA includes data on 349,914 individuals living in 81,137 households, including 116,659 
children. When weights are applied the 2009 HIS/BA grosses up to approximately 25.3 million 
persons, the 2012 HIS/BA grosses up to approximately 26.4 million persons, while the 2014 
HIS/BA grosses up to approximately 28.5 million persons. 

4.3 Calculating income 

All income data provided to the researchers were at the household level only. These included 
the following, all derived as annual amounts (descriptions are taken from the HIS/BA 2014 
questionnaire and codebook): 

 INCS01 – Total paid employment income, including earnings from paid employment 
(in cash or in kind); gratuities; commissions and tips; directors’ fees; profit-sharing 
bonuses; other forms of profit-related payments; and goods and services provided 
free or subsidised by the employer (including free or subsidised food). 
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 INCS02 – Other earned income: income from self-employment (including agriculture, 
fishing, ICT and non-ICT activities); and imputed rent for owner-occupiers. 

 INCS03 – Total property income, defined as income from assets, including interest, 
dividends, rent and royalties. 

 INCS05 – Total current transfers received, in the form of cash, goods or services, from 
other households, from government or from other institutions (for example, charity), 
and from within Malaysia or from outside of Malaysia. Included in transfers are 
Bantuan Rakyat 1Malaysia (BR1M) and other public transfers, and zakat.2 

 INCS06 – Total net current transfers received comprises total current transfers 
received (INCS05), minus total compulsory and voluntary transfers paid to other 
households (for example alimony), taxes and fees paid to government, and zakat. 

 INCS07 – Gross total income (= INCS 01 + INCS 02 + INCS 03 + INCS 05). This is the 
definition of household income used in Malaysian Government reports on household 
incomes, poverty and inequality (Department of Statistics, 2015; Economic Planning 
Unit, 2015). 

 INCS08 – Net total income (= INCS 01 + INCS 02 + INCS 03 + INCS 06). 
 TP73A – compulsory fees and fines paid (including income tax, zakat, road and airport 

taxes, social security contributions, legal damages, alimony and scholarships). 
 TP73B – voluntary contributions (contributions to charity, trade union/political party 

membership fees, gifts, zakat fitrah, remittances to other households). 
 INCS46 – Gifts received in cash or in kind (from government, NGOs, private sources or 

from an individual). Does not appear to include regular remittances, alimony, 
scholarships or public transfer payments received. 

The following income variables were derived from these indicators: 

 market income (= INCS01 + INCS02 + INCS03) 
 gross income not including gifts (= INCS05 – INCS46) 
 gross income, including gifts (= INCS07) 
 net income, gifts not added, voluntary payments not deducted (= INCS07 – INCS46 – 

TP73A) 
 net income, including gifts received, deducting voluntary payments (= INCS08). 

This last definition is probably closest to the definition of income proposed in a report for the 
United Nations Economic Commission for Europe (UNECE, 2011):  

Household income consists of all receipts whether monetary or in kind 
(goods and services) that are received by the household or by individual 
members of the household at annual or more frequent intervals, but 
excludes windfall gains and other such irregular and typically one-time 
receipts. (UNECE, 2011, p. 9) 

This definition includes ‘net value of owner-occupied housing services’, or imputed rent 
(UNECE, 2011, p. 14). In order to calculate disposable, or net, income, the report proposes: 

The deductions required to calculate disposable income that are collected 
or imputed are direct taxes, employee social security contributions and 

                                                      

2 Zakat: alms-giving treated in Islam as a religious obligation or tax 
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current inter-household transfers such as alimony and child support. 
(UNECE, 2011, p. 52) 

The focus in the UNECE definition is therefore on household income less ‘quasi-compulsory 
transfers’ (UNECE, 2011, p. 55). On the other hand, in its analyses of household income 
distribution, the OECD uses the following operational definition of net disposable household 
income: 

Disposable income is market income (income from work and capital) after 
taking into account public cash transfers received and direct taxes and social 
security contributions paid. It excludes in-kind services provided to 
households by governments and private entities, consumption taxes, and 
imputed income flows due to home ownership. (OECD, 2016, p. 78) 

It is not possible to match this definition in this report, as property income in the HIS/BA 
dataset available to the researchers includes imputed rent from owner occupation, and taxes 
appear to include items such as driving licence fees, which can be characterised as 
consumption taxes or service fees.  

Table 4.1 shows average amounts for market income, gross income excluding and including 
gifts, and net income excluding and including gifts, and 10th, 50th and 90th percentile points 
for the five definitions, as a proportion of the corresponding points for gross income, in the 
2014 HIS. The table shows that the addition of transfers to market income (RM72,881) adds, 
on average, just over 7%, giving an average gross income of RM78,097. This is the definition 
of income used in the calculation of the B40, and for estimating absolute income poverty in 
Malaysia (Department of Statistics, 2015; Economic Planning Unit, 2015). If irregular gifts are 
excluded from this total, then gross income is only slightly reduced, at RM77,787 (99% of 
gross income). Net income, where gifts and voluntary donations as well as taxes are deducted 
(RM67,102), is 86% of gross income, while net income that excludes gifts received and 
voluntary donations made (RM69,379) is 89% of gross income excluding gifts. The inclusion 
of gifts and voluntary donations therefore has a slightly negative impact on average incomes.  

The percentiles in Table 4.1 show that the addition of transfers to market income (giving gross 
income) adds relatively more to incomes at the bottom than at the top of the distribution of 
income. The first column shows that market income (including earned income, property 
income and imputed rent) at the 10th percentile is 74% of gross income. At the 90th percentile 
however, market income is 97% of gross income. The exclusion of irregular gifts from gross 
income makes little difference at the bottom or the top of the income distribution, as the 
third column in the table shows. Column 4 shows that net income (gross income minus 
compulsory and voluntary taxes/contributions paid) is 9% lower than gross income at the 10th 
percentile, and 14% lower at the 90th percentile, suggesting that taxes and other payments 
are slightly progressive. Net income, not including gifts received or voluntary 
taxes/contributions paid, is over three percentage points higher than net income excluding 
these items at the 90th percentile, but just over one percentage point higher at the 10th 
percentile. This suggests that voluntary contributions comprise a larger proportion of the 
incomes of high-income households than low-income households, and that the exclusion of 
gifts and voluntary contributions therefore has a slightly dis-equalising impact on the 
distribution of incomes in Malaysia. 
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Table 4.1: Means and percentiles for alternative income definitions, 2014 

  

Market income Gross income Gross income 
(gifts received 
not included)a 

Net income Net income 
(gifts received 
and voluntary 
donations not 

included) 

Average 
household income 
(RM) 

72,881 78,097 77,787 67,102 69,379 

Income as proportion of gross income at 10th, 50th and 90th percentiles 
 

10th pctile 0.741 1.000 0.984 0.913 0.926 

50th pctile 0.922 1.000 0.995 0.875 0.900 

90th pctile 0.970 1.000 0.998 0.857 0.891 

 
Source: HIS/BA 2014, authors’ calculations. Note: income in this table is not equivalised to take account of 
household size or composition. a: Gross income (gifts received not included) and net income (gifts received 
and voluntary donations not included) are included in the table for illustrative purposes, and are not used 
further in this report. 

In this report, the different income definitions are used as follows: 

 Market income: used to calculate the impact of taxes and transfers on poverty in 
Malaysia and in international comparison. 

 Gross income: used in the calculation of the B40, and to derive absolute poverty 
estimates. 

 Net income: used in the calculation of low income. 

We focus on these definitions because they are most widely used in the Malaysian context, 
and appear to be close to definitions proposed by UNECE (2011) – the exclusion of gifts 
received and voluntary donations paid is unlikely to influence the results significantly. 
However, because imputed rent from owner occupation cannot be separated from other 
forms of property income, it is not possible to derive a net income definition that is close to 
that used in international comparisons of poverty and inequality in OECD countries. 
Therefore, comparisons between Malaysia and OECD countries in Chapter 6 need to be 
treated with caution. 

4.4 Taking account of household size and composition 

In the analysis of household income and living standards, it is always necessary to consider 
whom the income has to support, and how the incomes of two households with different 
numbers of adults and children should be compared. Adjustment of income through the 
application of an equivalence scale allows the notional attribution of a portion of household 
resources to each household member, takes account of economies of scale associated with 
the consumption of a range of goods and services (not least, the home itself), and facilitates 
comparisons of living standards across households. Since income is (equally) attributed to 
individuals within households, children can be considered separately from adults, allowing 
estimation of child poverty. Although given equivalence scales can incorporate assumptions 
relating to unequal patterns of intrahousehold distribution  (Cockburn, Dauphin, & Razzaque, 
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2006; Lanjouw & Ravallion, 1995), the usual assumption is that everyone in a given household 
has the same standard of living. That is, equivalence scales reflect an equitable notion of the 
relative needs of individuals within the household, and equitable consumption of ‘public 
goods’ within the household, for example the dwelling itself (Nelson, 1993). For example, if 
children need less food or clothing in order to achieve the same standard of living as adults, 
then their lower needs should be reflected in the calculation of the equivalence scale.  

Ideally, equivalence scales that reflect differential needs and economies of scale should be 
based on detailed observation of differences in needs for individuals with different 
characteristics. The equivalence scale implicit in the Malaysian Poverty Line/Income (PL/I) is 
constructed on this basis – this is discussed in further detail below. In practice however, 
equivalence scales used in many analyses of living standards are to some extent arbitrary. For 
example, (Percival & Harding, 2001)show that, across a number of Australian studies, the ratio 
of equivalence scales for a couple with four dependent children to a couple with no children 
ranges from 1.25 to 1.57. Historically, equivalence scales used in international comparisons 
of inequality and poverty have included the ‘OECD Modified’ scale: 

𝑚ℎ = 1 + 0.5𝑛𝑎ℎ + 0.3𝑛𝑐ℎ 

where mh is the number of equivalent adults in household h, nah is the number of adults in 
household h, and nch is the number of children in the household. Newhouse, Suarez-Becerra, 
and Evans (2016) discuss a more generalised formula for equivalence scales: 

  
𝑚ℎ = (𝑛𝑎ℎ + 𝛼𝑛𝑐ℎ)

𝜃 

Where the parameters α and θ take values between 0 and 1. For α, a value of 0 suggests that 
there are no costs attached to children, and household income only needs to be divided 
among adults in order to measure their living standards, while a value of 1 suggests that 
children have the same needs or costs as adults. θ represents the economies of scale 
component of the equivalence scale, where a value of 0 indicates all households have similar 
needs, regardless of their size or composition; therefore, a one-person household with an 
income of RM3000 per month would be assumed to have the same living standard as a ten-
person household with the same monthly income. On the other hand, if θ = 1, then it is 
assumed that there are no economies of scale associated with living with other people, so a 
ten-person household needs ten times the income of a single-person household to achieve 
the same standard of living. The equivalence scale most commonly used in recent 
comparisons of income poverty and inequality in OECD countries has α = 1 and θ = 0.5 – the 
square root of the number of people in the household (OECD, 2016). This scale assumes that 
children are weighted the same as adults, that a two-person household has 1.41 times the 
needs of a single-person household, a four-person household has twice the needs of a single-
person household, and a five-person household has 2.24 times the needs of a single-person 
household. Larger scale values are sometimes described as ‘more generous’ than smaller 
scale values, as they increase the probability of a household with a given amount of income 
being in poverty, and therefore deserving of, or entitled to, extra support from policy (Banks 
& Brewer, 2002). In the calculation of equivalised household income, equivalence scales are 
the denominator and household income the numerator: 

𝑦ℎ
𝑚ℎ
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Where yh is total income for household h, and mh is the equivalence scale for the same 
household. 

The Malaysian Poverty Line/Income takes a more direct approach to the measurement of 
basic needs (UNDP Malaysia, 2007). The PL/I, extensively re-modelled in 2005, is derived from 
recommended daily energy requirements (as proposed by nutritionists and health experts 
and based on average body weight calculations) for males and females aged 0–17 years (with 
different requirements for each year of age), 18–29 years, 30–59 years and 60 + years. The 
food required to provide the necessary energy (comprising food types commonly consumed 
in Malaysian households) is aggregated into a basket of 15 items which are assigned relative 
weights and costed using data from the Household Expenditure Survey, with separate 
costings for urban and rural areas in thirteen states, plus Kuala Lumpur (Raslan, 2013). The 
‘food poverty threshold’ therefore has over 1000 permutations, based on a person’s age (21 
categories), sex, and urban/rural by state (27 categories). To this is added a non-food 
component comprising five item groups (clothing, housing, durables, transport and other), 
with different prices by urban and rural areas within each state. The PL/I for each household 
is the sum of thresholds for each individual in the household. The PL/I is derived as a money 
amount that is compared directly with unequivalised household income to determine 
whether the household’s income is below the absolute poverty threshold for Malaysia.  

Therefore, the PL/I differs from the other equivalence scales discussed above in that it is not 
designed as the denominator mh to the numerator yh. However, it is possible to derive an 
implicit equivalence scale from the PL/I by dividing PL/I values for each household in the 
HIS/BA by the PL/I value for one specific household type. Table 4.2 compares average implied 
PL/I equivalence scales for households of different size with commonly used alternatives – 
the square root of household size, per capita, and the Modified OECD scale. For the implied 
PL/I, an urban household in Selangor comprising 3 adults and 2 children with the head aged 
30–59 years is given a value of 1 (this is the median household size and composition in the 
2nd-5th deciles of household income in Malaysia - see Ravallion, 2015). For the three 
comparator scales, a five-person household is also given a relative equivalence scale value of 
1. The table shows that for households comprising 5 persons or less, the mean PLI/I scale (as 
calculated using HIS/BA 2014) is close to the per capita scale. For households comprising 6 
persons, the PL/I scale is somewhat less generous than the per capita scale and the Modified 
OECD scale, but more generous than the square root of household size scale. For households 
comprising 10 or more people, the average implied PL/I scale is more generous than the 
square root of household size and the per capita scales, but slightly less generous than the 
Modified OECD scale. For all household sizes, it is worth noting that the ranges between the 
minimum and maximum scale values for the implied PL/I are notably larger than is the case 
for the other scales (indeed, the square root of household size scale does not vary at all). This 
is a function of how the PL/I is constructed, not only with reference to household size and 
composition, but also with reference to state and stratum (urban/rural). 

In the remainder of this report, the equivalence scales that are most commonly used are the 
PL/I (for measuring absolute poverty); the implied PL/I (for measuring low income and 
inequality); and the square root of household size (also for measuring low income and 
inequality). All three scales are also used in order to develop alternative estimates of the 
composition of the bottom 40%.  
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Table 4.2: Alternative equivalence scales for households of different size 

  

Implied PL/I Square root of 
household size 
(α = 1; θ = 0.5) 

Per capita (α = 1; 
θ = 1) 

Modified OECD 

1 person     

mean 0.23 0.67 0.20 0.37 

min 0.16 0.67 0.20 0.37 

max 0.33 0.67 0.20 0.37 

2 persons     

mean 0.41 0.80 0.40 0.56 

min 0.24 0.80 0.40 0.48 

max 0.59 0.80 0.40 0.56 

3 persons     

mean 0.60 0.88 0.60 0.71 

min 0.39 0.88 0.60 0.59 

max 1.18 0.88 0.60 0.74 

4 persons     

mean 0.77 0.95 0.80 0.86 

min 0.44 0.95 0.80 0.71 

max 1.44 0.95 0.80 0.93 

5 persons     

mean 0.94 1.00 1.00 1.00 

min 0.57 1.00 1.00 0.82 

max 2.42 1.00 1.00 1.12 

6 persons     

mean 1.10 1.05 1.20 1.15 

min 0.70 1.05 1.20 0.93 

max 2.07 1.05 1.20 1.30 

10 persons     

mean 1.73 1.19 1.40 1.78 

min 1.26 1.19 1.40 1.45 

max 2.26 1.19 1.40 2.04 

 
Note: values for implied PL/I and ‘Modified’ OECD scale calculated using HIS/BA 2014, as they both vary with 
household composition as well as household size.  

4.5 Analysis of non-income deprivation 

Table 4.3 shows how the indicators used in the analysis of non-income deprivation presented 
in Chapter 7 were defined, and the variables and values in the HIS/BA datasets (as accessed 
by the researchers) used to define them. These indicators were loosely based on indicators 
proposed in the Eleventh Malaysia Plan, although it is understood that these indicators are 
currently under revision. Indicators of years of education and educational qualifications of 
adults aged 17–60 years, and school attendance of children aged 6–16 years, are defined at 
the individual level. All other indicators are defined at the level of the household, with no 
differentiation between household members. 
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It is important to note that in a number of cases data provided do not allow for the derivation 
of indicators that are considered optimal by the researchers. The analysis based on available 
data may therefore be suboptimal in a number of cases. In particular, the following indicators 
present clear issues: 

 Years of schooling: There are a number of possible ways to analyse educational 
achievement among adults who have completed their schooling. One of these is years 
of schooling. Two indicators of years of schooling were derived from the HIS/BA data 
available to the researchers: one based on completion of Form 3 (lower secondary), 
which equates to 9 years of schooling, the other based on completion of Form 5 (upper 
secondary), which equates to 11 years of schooling. In the 2014 HIS/BA data supplied 
to the researchers, it is only possible to distinguish between ‘lower secondary’ and 
‘upper secondary’ (disaggregation in the 2012 HIS/BA is more detailed). In this 
analysis, the researchers have utilised the Form 3 cut-off, which equates to ‘nine years 
or less’ of education. The proportion of deprived children in the education dimension 
according to this definition is significantly smaller than the results obtained utilising 
the Form 5 cut-off.3 

 Access to health facilities: Data on mobile health facilities are collected and included 
in the HIS/BA, but they have not been provided to the researchers and, therefore, are 
not included in the analysis at this time. Only distance to non-mobile health facilities 
is included in the analysis. 

 Transportation: Data on how individuals commute to work are collected and included 
in the HIS/BA, but they have not been provided to the researchers and, therefore, are 
not included in the analysis at this time. Instead, the researchers have utilised data on 
possession of a motor vehicle (car or motor cycle) as a proxy to measure deprivation 
in the transportation dimension. 

The researchers have also evaluated the impact of using alternative definitions of years of 
schooling in the calculations presented. This is made possible by the provision of more 
detailed information in the 2012 HIS. Overall, the impact of different definitions seems to be 
quite small, as most students appear to complete their education after Year 9, or after Year 
11. It is not possible, however, using the data available to the researchers, to examine the 
impact of the suboptimal definition of the other two indicators.  

                                                      

3 Compulsory education of six years in Malaysia was implemented in 2003. However, students who are at risk of 
dropping out are supported through a variety of retention initiatives, from remedial coaching to parent and 
student counselling. One initiative under the Malaysia Education Blueprint 2013–2025 to increase compulsory 
education from six to eleven years is currently in process (Ministry of Education Malaysia, 2013). 
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Table 4.3: Operationalisation of non-income indicators 

Intended operationalisation Interpretation in the context of the 
HIS/BA 

Based on HIS/BA item (variable 
name & values) 

Individual level 

Years of schooling (cut-off = all 
household members aged 17–60 
have less than nine years of 
education) 

No adult household member has 
completed higher than Form 3 
(lower secondary); that is, all adults 
have 9 years’ schooling, or less  

U – Age in years (0–99) 
PTa – Highest level of education 
(0=preschool; 1=primary; 2=lower 
secondary; 3=upper secondary; 
4=pre-university; 5=post-secondary 
non-tertiary; 6–8=tertiary education; 
9=non-formal education; 10=no 
education)  

Highest school or post-school 
qualification (cut-off = no 
household members aged 17–60 
have any educational qualifications) 

No adult household member has any 
school certificate, or post-school 
qualification.  

U – Age in years (0–99) 
PTa – Highest level of education 
(0=preschool; 1=primary; 2=lower 
secondary; 3=upper secondary; 
4=pre-university; 5=post-secondary 
non-tertiary; 6–8=tertiary education; 
9=non-formal education; 10=no 
education)  

School attendance (cut-off = any 
school-aged children (aged 6–16) 
not schooling) 

Anyone aged 6–16 years is not 
currently attending school, or has 
completed school. 

U – Age in years (0–99) 
PS – school attendance (1=no 
schooling; 2=currently schooling; 
3=completed schooling) 

Household level 

Access to health facility (cut-off = 
distance to health facility is more 
than 5 km away and no mobile 
health facility is provided) 

Distance from either a government 
or a private health facility is greater 
than 5 km. 

KKK – distance from government 
health facility (1: <5 km; 2: 5–9 km; 
3: >9 km) 
KKS – distance from private health 
facility (1: <5 km; 2: 5–9 km; 3: >9 
km) 

Access to clean water supply (cut-
off = other than treated pipe water 
inside house and public water 
pipe/stand pipe) 

Household does not have access to 
either pipe water in the house or a 
public water pipe. 

BA – water supply (1=pipe water in 
the home; 2=public water pipe; 
3=others) 

Conditions of living quarters (cut-off 
= dilapidated or deteriorating) 

Living quarters reported as 
‘dilapidated’ or ‘deteriorating’ 

KR – house condition (1=stable; 
2=deteriorating; 3=dilapidated) 

Number of bedrooms (cut-off = 
more than 2 members/room) 

Number of people of any age in the 
household / number of bedrooms > 
2 

NOAIR – number of household 
members (1–26) 
BT – number of bedrooms (0–40) 

Toilet facility (cut-off = other than 
flush toilet) 

Household does not have access to a 
flush toilet 

JT – type of toilet (1=flush toilet; 
2=pour toilet; 3=other) 

Garbage collection facility (cut-off = 
no facility) 

No garbage collection direct from 
the living quarters or in the area of 
living quarters  

KS – garbage collection (1=from 
living quarters; 2=within 100 m of 
living quarters; 3=none) 

Transportation (cut-off = all 
members in the household do not 
use private or public transport to 
commute) 

Household does not possess any 
cars or motor cycles. 

PR1 – total number of cars (0–9) 
PR2– total number of motorcycles 
(0–8) 

Access to basic communication 
tools (cut-off = does not have 
consistent fixed-line phone or 
mobile phone) 

Household does not possess any 
fixed-line or mobile phones 

PR19 – total number of fixed line 
phones (0–9) 
PR20 – total number of mobile 
phones (0–9) 
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Source: Eleventh Malaysia Plan and HIS/BA database. Notes: a: Categories for PT in 2014 shown. Categories 
vary slightly in 2009 and 2012. 

 

4.5.1 Derivation of non-income indicators 

Table 4.4 shows the frequency distribution of the highest school grade level achieved by 
adults aged 17–60 in 2014. This shows that a quarter of all adults aged 17–60 years (26%) had 
less than 10 years’ education. The table shows that 45% of all adults reported completing 
upper secondary (Form 4–5). On the other hand, the table also shows that over a quarter 
have some form of tertiary education. Table 4.5 shows that 15% of adults reported having no 
educational qualifications in 2014. On the other hand, over a quarter (26%) reported having 
post-secondary qualifications. 

Table 4.4: Years of education indicator, by highest school grade level, 2014, all adults (per cent) 

Highest school grade level Educated less than 10 
years 

 No Yes 

Preschool (5–6 years)  0.0 

Primary school (Year 1–6)  10.1 

Lower secondary (Transition – Form 3)  13.0 

Upper secondary (Form 4–5) 44.6  

Pre-university (Form 6 and Matriculation) 4.2  

Post-secondary non-tertiary education 0.1  

Tertiary education (diploma and certificate) 14.6  

Tertiary education (bachelor and masters) 10.6  

Tertiary education (PhD and postdoctoral) 0.4  

No formal education  0.1 

No education  2.3 

Child not at school (0–4 years)  0.0 

   
Total 74.5 25.5 

 
Source: HIS/BA 2014, authors’ calculations 
 

Table 4.5: Educational qualifications indicator, by highest qualification level, 2014, all adults (per cent) 

Highest qualification No educational qualifications/ 
certificates 

 No Yes 

Bachelor degree or higher 9.8  

Diploma 12.3  

STPM 3.5  

SPM/SPMV 44.2  

PMR/SPM 15.3  

No certificate  15.0 

   

Total 85.0 15.0 

 
Source: HIS/BA 2014, authors’ calculations 
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Table 4.6 shows the proportion of children in 2014 who were reported to be not attending 
school, currently attending school, and to have completed school (where the information is 
supplied by the head of household in the HIS). A total of 1.4% of children aged 6 to 16 years 
were reported to be not attending school or to have completed school in 2014. However, 
2.4% of all children (aged 0–17 years) in 2014 were living in a household where at least one 
child aged 6–16 years was not at school. Figure 4.1 shows the age distribution of children not 
schooling in the 2009, 2012 and 2014 HIS/BA. In all years, the non-schooling rate is low 
between the ages of 8 and 12 years, after which it begins to rise in 2009 and 2014 (but not 
2012). The figure shows a particularly steep drop in the percentage of students reported to 
be non-schooling between 2009 and 2014 at ages 14–16 years. In 2014, only 2% of 15 year 
olds and 3% of 16 year olds were reported to be non-schooling. These data suggest the 
possibility that head of household reports of non-schooling in the HIS/BA may require closer 
examination and triangulation with data from other sources. 

Table 4.6: Children aged 6–16 by school attendance status, 2014 (per cent) 

School 
attendance 
indicator 

Child level school attendance 
 

No 
school 

Currently 
schooling 

Completed 
school 

Total 

Attending 0 98.6 0 98.6 
Not 
attending 0.9 0 0.5 1.4 

  0.9 98.6 0.5 100.0 

 
Source: HIS/BA 2014, authors’ calculations 
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Figure 4.1: Children aged 7–16 years not attending school, by age, 2009–2014 (per cent) 

Source: HIS/BA 2009-2014, authors’ calculations 

Table 4.7 shows that in 2014, 7% of people did not live within 5 km of a government or private 
health facility. Of these, just under half lived within 9 km of a government or private health 
facility, and just over half lived more than 10 km away from the nearest facility. 

Table 4.7: Distance to health facility is more than 5 kilometres, 2014, all persons (per cent) 

 
No public or private health facility within 5 

km (mobile facilities excluded) 
Total without 
health facility 
within 5 km   No Yes Total 

Both public & private < 5 km away 81.4 0.0 76.0  

Public < 5 km away, private 5–9 km away 4.3 0.0 4.0  

Public < 5 km away, private 10 + km away 7.1 0.0 6.6  

Public 5–9 km away, private < 5 km away 4.3 0.0 4.0  

Public 5–9 km away, private 5–9 km away 0.0 26.5 1.8 1.8 

Public 5–9 km away, private 10 + km away 0.0 12.5 0.8 0.8 

Public 10 + km away, private < 5 km away 3.0 0.0 2.8  

Public 10 + km away, private 5–9 km away 0.0 9.0 0.6 0.6 

Public 10 + km away, private 10 + km away 0.0 51.9 3.4 3.4 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 6.6 

 
Source: HIS/BA 2014, authors’ calculations 

Table 4.8 shows that 94% of people reported having piped water in their home, while fewer 
than one per cent relied on a public water pipe, and 5% relied on other sources for water – 
the definition of no access to water supply proposed in the Eleventh Malaysia Plan. These 
other sources are disaggregated to some extent in the HIS/BA questionnaire, but not in the 
HIS/BA Summary Report or the survey data as made available to the researchers. 

Table 4.8: Access to treated pipe water inside house and public water pipe/stand pipe, 2014, all persons (per 

cent) 

  

Pipe water 
in the house 

Public 
water pipe 

Other Total 

Access 99.4 0.6 0.0 94.7 

No access 0.0 0.0 100.0 5.3 

Total 94.1 0.6 5.3 100.0 

 
Source: HIS/BA 2014, authors’ calculations 

Table 4.9 shows the indicator on the condition of the living quarters, which is derived from a 
single item in the HIS: Present condition of the LQ (interviewer observation). In the 2014 HIS, 
97% of living quarters were reported to be in a stable condition, while 3% were reported to 
be deteriorating, and less than 1% dilapidated.  
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Table 4.9: Conditions of living quarters, 2014, all persons (per cent) 

  Stable Deteriorating Dilapidated Total 

No 100.0 0.0 0.0 96.9 

Yes 0.0 91.5 8.5 3.1 

Total 96.9 2.8 0.3 100.0 

 
Source: HIS/BA 2014, authors’ calculations 

Other information collected in the HIS/BA on housing conditions (not in the dataset shared 
with the researchers) includes type of living quarters (from detached house to temporary hut 
or raft house), ownership of living quarters (whether the living quarters are owned or rented, 
or whether the household is squatting), and construction of outer walls (brick/concrete, bricks 
and plank, plank, other). For example, the HIS/BA Summary Report reports that, while 6% of 
all households have living quarters whose outer walls are made of plank, 49% of this group 
are in poverty (Department of Statistics, 2015, p. Tables 3.3 and 4.3). It may be possible to 
construct an alternative indicator of conditions of living quarters from these data. 

Table 4.10 shows proportions of people living in households with different numbers of 
bedrooms, by the number of persons in the household. The shaded cells in the table represent 
percentages of people living in households with more than two persons per bedroom (22% of 
all persons). Therefore, over half of all persons living in ‘overcrowded’ conditions are in 5–6 
or 7–8 person households, in 2 or 3 bedroom homes.  

Table 4.10: Number of persons in the home by number of bedrooms, 2014, all persons (per cent) 

N 
bedrooms 

Number of persons in the household  

1–2 3–4 5-6 7-8 9–10 11–12 
13 or 
more Total 

0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 

1 0.3 0.7 0.7 0.3 0.1 0.0 0.0 2.2 

2 1.4 5.3 5.3 2.1 0.5 0.1 0.1 14.9 

3 4.3 18.5 20.3 7.4 1.7 0.5 0.1 52.8 

4 1.4 6.8 8.9 3.9 1.4 0.4 0.1 22.8 

5 0.2 1.1 1.6 1.1 0.6 0.2 0.1 5.0 

6 0.1 0.3 0.5 0.4 0.2 0.1 0.1 1.5 

7 or more 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.6 

Total 7.7 32.7 37.5 15.5 4.6 1.5 0.5 100.0 

 
Source: HIS/BA 2014, authors’ calculations. Note: Amounts before rounding sum to the column/row totals. All 
cells sum to 100%. Shaded cells represent people living in households with more than two persons per 
bedroom (22.3% of the total sample). 

Alternative measures of overcrowding include the Canadian National Occupancy Standard 
(CNOS), which assesses the bedroom requirements of a household based on the following 
criteria: 

 There should be no more than 2 persons per bedroom. 
 Children less than 5 years of age of different sexes may reasonably share a bedroom. 
 Children 5 years of age or older of opposite sex should have separate bedrooms. 
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 Children less than 18 years of age and of the same sex may reasonably share a 
bedroom.  

 Single household members 18 years or older should have a separate bedroom, as 
should parents or couples. 

Therefore, this measure takes into account not only the number of persons in the household, 
but also their age and sex. Using this measure, households that require at least one additional 
bedroom are considered to experience some degree of overcrowding. (see 
http://meteor.aihw.gov.au/content/index.phtml/itemId/386254) However, any household 
‘overcrowding’ measure involves questions of custom and culture that need to be taken into 
account. 

Table 4.11 shows that, of the 16% of persons living in a home without a flush toilet in 2014, 
the majority had a ‘pour’ toilet, while very few (fewer than 1% of all persons) relied on other 
toilet facilities. 

Table 4.11: Toilet facility in the home, 2014, all persons (per cent) 

  Flush Pour Other Total 

Flush toilet 100.0 0.0 0.0 84.1 

Other 0.0 96.3 3.7 15.9 

Total 84.1 15.3 0.6 100.0 

 
Source: HIS/BA 2014, authors’ calculations. 

Table 4.12 shows that 56% of all persons lived in a home from which garbage was directly 
collected in 2014, while another 26% lived in a home that was within 100 m of a garbage 
collection facility. However, 18% lived in a home with no nearby garbage collection facility. 
This latter group are classified as in poverty for this indicator. 

Table 4.12: Garbage collection facility, 2014, all persons (per cent) 

 
Garbage 

collection 
from home 

Garbage 
collection 

within 100 m 
of home 

No garbage 
collection 

Total 

Yes 68.3 31.7 0.0 82.5 

No 0 0 100 17.5 

Total 56.3 26.2 17.5 100.0 

 
Source: HIS/BA 2014, authors’ calculations. 

Table 4.13 shows that 4% of persons are classified as in poverty under the transport indicator 
– that is, they have no access to a motor vehicle. As noted above, this does not take account 
of access to public transport. The majority of persons (86%) live in a household with at least 
one car. Almost four in ten live in a household with two or more cars. Over seven in ten live 
in a household with at least one motorcycle. 

http://meteor.aihw.gov.au/content/index.phtml/itemId/386254


Child Deprivation in Malaysia  

Page 33 

Table 4.13: household has private motor transport (proxy for transport indicator: all members in the 

household do not use private or public transport to commute), 2014, all persons (per cent) 

  None 1 2 3 4 5 Total 

Motor cars       

Has private transport 10.6 48.9 30.0 7.8 2.0 0.7 96.2 
Does not have private 
transport 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.8 

Total 14.0 47.0 28.8 7.5 1.9 0.7 100.0 

        

Motorcycles/scooters       

Has private transport 25.9 45.5 20.4 6.0 1.6 0.5 96.2 
Does not have private 
transport 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.8 

Total 28.7 43.8 19.6 5.8 1.6 0.5 100.0 

 
Source: HIS/BA 2014, authors’ calculations. 

Table 4.14 shows that almost all persons live in households with access to a fixed line or a 
mobile phone. In total, 31% live in a home with at least one fixed line phone, and 98% live in 
a home with at least one mobile phone. 

Table 4.14: Household has access to communication facilities (fixed line or mobile phone), by number of 

fixed line and mobile phones in the household, 2014, all persons (per cent) 

  None 1 2 3 4 5 Total 

Number of fixed-line phones      

Access 69.0 30.5 0.4 0.1 0.1 0.0 98.9 
No 
access 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.1 

Total 69.3 30.2 0.4 0.1 0.0 0.0 100.0 

        

Number of mobile phones      

Access 0.8 9.3 32.1 22.8 17.8 17.4 98.9 
No 
access 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.1 

Total 1.9 9.2 31.7 22.5 17.6 17.2 100.0 

 
Source: HIS/BA 2014, authors’ calculations. 

Information on ownership of PCs and laptops, and access to the internet, is also collected in 
the HIS/BA (although not in data made available to the researchers). The HIS/BA Summary 
Report 2014 reports that 44% of Malaysian households have an internet subscription. 
Internet access is one indicator of socio-economic advantage included in some Australian 
indexes of socio-economic status (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2008). 

4.6 Conclusion 

This chapter has discussed how available data in the HIS/BA have been used to construct 
income and non-income disparities and deprivation measures. A number of issues have been 
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highlighted. First, it is possible to define household income in a number of ways. Malaysian 
Government documents have tended to focus on gross income measures (Department of 
Statistics, 2015; Economic Planning Unit, 2015). This is analogous to the definition of income 
used in the calculation of poverty in US Government statistics, but inconsistent with 
definitions used in international comparisons of poverty and inequality in OECD countries, 
where the Canberra Group definition or an alternative net income definition is recommended 
(OECD, 2008, 2016; Short, 2016; UNECE, 2011). Second, equivalisation of income needs to be 
considered. International comparisons of household income poverty and inequality tend to 
equivalise with the square root of household size. However, outside of the frame of 
international comparisons, other scales may be more appropriate. Therefore, it may be worth 
considering the equivalence scale implied in the PL/I, which takes account in some detail of 
food and other requirements according to people’s age, sex and location (Raslan, 2013), as a 
useful basis for calculating poverty and inequality statistics in the Malaysian context. 
However, given that this implied scale assumes different needs for adults of different age and 
sex, it raises conceptual questions around whether measures of living standards and poverty 
should be constructed on the basis of needs – calories needed to produce a given level of 
energy – or rights – to a certain minimum level of resources, irrespective of age or sex 
(Atkinson, 1989). 

In addition to discussing the definition of income, the chapter has also discussed the 
derivation of eleven non-income deprivation indicators. Limitations are especially noted with 
respect to years of education, access to health facilities and transportation. The definition of 
years of education needs greater clarification. The operationalisation of access to health 
facilities in this report does not include access to mobile health services (this information was 
collected in the HIS/BA, but not shared with the researchers). Finally, the transportation 
indicator should be better defined. While there is some information on commuting collected 
in the HIS/BA, this was not shared with the researchers.  

It is worth noting that in the 2014 HIS/BA some deprivation indicators appear to reveal very 
little about disparities and deprivation, because nearly all households have access to them: 
children not schooling, access to transport and communications. In the future, therefore, it 
may be worth reconsidering the definition of these indicators in ways that are useful for 
capturing relative deprivation in contemporary Malaysia. 
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Chapter 5 Demographics 

5.1 Introduction 

This chapter presents some basic descriptive demographic data, in order to provide some 
context to the analysis that ensues. In particular, it focuses on the different groups identified 
in Chapter 2 as vulnerable groups within contemporary Malaysian society, particularly when 
it comes to disparities in the deprivation of children. 

The chapter first presents general data on the overall population, children and adults, in terms 
of gender, ethnicity, urban and rural areas, and region of the country. It then moves on to 
describe the proportion of the overall population, children and adults, who live in different 
household types, classified both in terms of size – measured in the number of people living in 
a household – and in terms of the gender of the head of the household. 

5.2 Children and adult demographics 

Table 5.1 shows that Bumiputeras constituted almost 70% of the Malaysian population in 
2014. The other two largest ethnic groups were Chinese (22%) and Indians (9%). Among 
children, Bumiputeras represent an even higher percentage of the population, accounting for 
76% of all children. 

Table 5.1: Children and adults demographics, HIS/BA 2014 (per cent) 

 
Total Children 

(17 and under) 
Adults 

(18 and over) 

Ethnicity    

Bumiputera 69.2 76.4 65.7 

Chinese 21.8 15.9 24.7 

Indian 8.7 7.5 9.3 

Other ethnicity 0.3 0.3 0.4 

Area type    

Urban areas 76.0 74.6 76.6 

Rural areas 24.0 25.4 23.4 

Region    

Peninsular Malaysia 82.9 81.8 83.4 

Sabah (including Labuan) 8.4 9.5 7.9 

Sarawak 8.7 8.6 8.7 

Total 100.0 33.1 66.9 

 
Source: HIS/BA 2014, authors’ calculations. Note: Ethnicity refers to ethnicity of the head of the household. 

Malaysia’s strong process of urbanisation (see Section 2.3) has produced a population that is 
predominantly urban. In 2014 only about one fourth of the total population lived in rural 
areas. This is true for both children and adults, even though a very slightly higher percentage 
of children live in rural areas (25%), in comparison to adults (23%). 

The vast majority of the Malaysian population (83%) lives in the 11 states and territories of 
Peninsular Malaysia, while about one in six lives in the eastern Malaysian states of Sabah (8%) 



Child Deprivation in Malaysia  

Page 36 

and Sarawak (9%). Table 5.1 shows that Bumiputeras constituted almost 70% of the Malaysian 
population in 2014. The other two largest ethnic groups were Chinese (22%) and Indians (9%). 
Among children, Bumiputeras represent an even higher percentage of the population, 
accounting for 76% of all children. 

Table 5.1Table 5.1 shows that the child population is, by and large, distributed in the same 
way throughout the country, although in Sabah the share of children (10%) is slightly higher 
than the share of adults (8%) in the total population. 

5.3 Household composition 

Table 5.2 shows that, according to the HIS, over two thirds of the Malaysian population lived 
in households comprising between 3 and 6 people. It also shows that almost one fourth of 
the total population (23%) lived in very large households composed of 7 people or more in 
2014. Among children, a very large proportion lived in households with 5 or 6 people (44%), 
while smaller proportions lived in smaller households of 3 or 4 people (25%) or in larger 
households of 7 or 8 people (21%). One in ten children lived in extremely large households of 
9 or more people.  

Table 5.2: Children and adults by household type, HIS/BA 2014 (per cent) 

 
Total Children 

(17 and under) 
Adults 

(18 and over) 

Household size    

1–2 people 8.7 0.6 13.0 

3–4 people 31.8 24.5 35.6 

5–6 people 36.5 44.0 32.5 

7–8 people 15.8 21.2 12.9 

9 + people 7.2 9.8 5.9 

Head of household    

Male-headed households 88.2 90.8 86.8 

Female-headed households 11.8 9.2 13.2 

Total 100 33.1 66.9 

 
Source: HIS/BA 2014, authors’ calculations 

The vast majority of households in Malaysia in 2014 were male-headed (88%). However, the 
total proportion of female-headed households (12%) is large enough to raise concerns, 
especially given that, as seen in Section 2.4, female-headed households are more likely than 
male-headed households to experience severe deprivation in Malaysia. Table 5.2 shows that 
9% of all Malaysian children live in a female-headed household. 

5.4 Conclusion 

The data presented in this chapter provides context to the analysis that ensues. It is important 
to note that, in terms of ethnicity, Bumiputeras not only represent the majority of both the 
adult and child population, but they also are a particularly young ethnic cohort, in comparison 
to the other two large ethnic groups. This means that ethnicity is a particularly important 
category when it comes to understanding disparities in the deprivation of children. Any social 
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or economic issue or policy proposal that impacts strongly on Bumiputeras is also likely to 
have a strong impact on children. 

Even though the majority of both the adult and the child population lives in urban areas, about 
one fourth of all adults and all children lived in rural areas in 2014. In other words, even 
though Malaysia has been rapidly urbanising in recent years, the rural population is still large. 
A similar argument can be made in relation to eastern Malaysia (Sabah and Sarawak), which 
accounts for almost 20% of both children and adults in Malaysia. 

Finally, close to a third of children live in households composed of 7 or more people, with 
almost a tenth of children living in very large households of 9 or more people. Moreover 
around a tenth of children live in female-headed households. Research from a wide range of 
countries shows that children in both of these groups are more likely to experience 
deprivation than children in smaller households, or in male-headed families. 
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Chapter 6 Income poverty and inequality 

6.1 Introduction 

In this chapter, the income and equivalisation definitions discussed in Chapter 4 are used to 
analyse income poverty, disparities, deprivation and inequality in Malaysia. Trends between 
2009 and 2014 are examined, as are international comparisons for the year 2012. Particular 
emphasis is given to the investigation of disparities in the deprivation of children. Trends in 
overall and children’s deprivation disparities are explored in Section 6.2. Section 6.3 then 
discusses the definition of the B40 – a key group of policy interest in both Malaysian and 
international contexts. Characteristics associated with disparities in childhood deprivation are 
discussed in Section 6.4. Section 6.5 then examines the role of taxes and transfers in reducing 
poverty in Malaysia. Section 6.6 concludes. 

6.2 Overall poverty and child income poverty 

Table 6.1 shows percentages of absolute poverty and low-income households, and the size of 
threshold gaps, in Malaysia in 2009, 2012 and 2014. The percentages relate to households 
(‘All households’ rows) and persons (other rows). The top panel shows that absolute poverty 
(using the national Malaysian definition) has declined steeply since 2009, when 4% of 
households, 6% of persons and 9% of children were living in poverty under this definition. In 
2014, the corresponding rates were 1%, 1% and 2%, respectively. Proportions living in low-
income households also declined between 2009 and 2014. If household income is adjusted to 
take account of differences in size and composition using the square root of household size 
equivalence scale (see Section 4.4), then 17% of persons lived in households with incomes of 
less than half the national median in 2009, compared with 13% in 2014. Among children, the 
share living in households with incomes under this threshold declined from 23% in 2009 to 
18% in 2014. If household income is adjusted using the implied PL/I scale, the share living in 
low-income households declined from 19% to 14% among all adults, and from 26% to 21% 
among all children. 

Poverty gaps, the average gap between the income threshold and the income of households 
below that threshold, also declined. In 2009, the average gap for people under the absolute 
poverty line was 23% (that is, on average the incomes of households below the poverty line 
were 77% of the poverty threshold). This gap had declined to 18% by 2014. The table shows 
that average low income gaps also declined over the period in question. 

Table 6.1 shows consistent differences between age groups over the period examined. The 
proportion of children in both absolute poverty and in low-income households is higher in 
every year than the proportion of working-age adults or elderly persons in poverty or low-
income households. In 2014, 18% of children in Malaysia were in low-income households 
(square root of household size equivalence scale), compared with 11% of working-age adults 
and 14% of elderly persons. Moreover, the average threshold gap was larger for children than 
for other age groups.  

Figure 6.1 shows how levels of low income (defined as living in a household with less than half 
the median income) in Malaysia compare with levels in OECD countries in 2012 (the most 
recent year for which internationally comparable data are available). Countries in the figure 
are placed in ascending order of low income. Malaysia is far to the right, one of only five out 
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of 33 countries in which more than 20% of children live in low-income households. (Malaysia 
is also in the top five countries for overall proportions living in low-income households.) It is 
worth noting that, even if low income rates for children were unchanged in the richer 
countries, Malaysia’s 2014 child poverty rate (18%) would still be in the top half of the 
distribution. On the other hand, Figure 6.2 shows that the relative income gap for low-income 
households in Malaysia is low by international standards. Compared to most countries, the 
depth of overall poverty is shallow (there are no comparable statistics for child poverty gaps 
in rich countries).  

To summarise, the data in Table 6.1, Figure 6.1 and Figure 6.2 suggest that, while absolute 
poverty has declined significantly in Malaysia since 2009, and the proportion of children living 
in low-income households has also declined, the share of children living in low-income 
households is still high in comparison with that in rich countries. However, the low income 
gap is shallower than in most countries. This suggests a challenge for policy to reduce child 
poverty, coupled with an opportunity to take advantage of the shallowness of that poverty – 
the costs (for example in terms of cash transfers) of increasing the incomes of households 
with children above the low-income threshold are lower when the average gap is smaller. 

Table 6.1: Persons in absolute poverty and low-income households in Malaysia, 2012–2014, by age group 

(per cent) 

  2009  2012  2014 

 Below 
threshold 

Average 
gap 

 
Below 

threshold 
Average 

gap 

 
Below 

threshold 
Average 
poverty 

gap       

Absolute poverty         
All households 3.8 22.0  1.7 18.4  0.6 17.7 

All persons 5.8 22.9  2.7 18.9  1.0 18.1 

All working-age adults 4.2 22.4  1.9 18.1  0.7 17.8 

All elderly persons  3.5 21.7  1.4 16.6  0.5 18.9 

All children 8.9 23.3  4.4 19.6  1.7 18.2 

Low income (equivalence scale = square root of household size)   
All households 13.5 27.4  12.8 25.6  10.7 24.0 

All persons 17.0 25.7  16.3 25.6  13.3 23.9 

All working-age adults 13.2 24.5  13.0 24.2  10.6 22.9 

All elderly persons  17.5 26.7  19.0 25.7  14.0 24.0 

All children 22.7 26.5  21.1 26.9  17.5 24.9 

Low income (equivalence scale = implied PL/I)     
All households 13.5 27.4  12.8 25.6  10.7 24.0 

All persons 18.8 29.0  17.2 27.1  14.4 25.1 

All working-age adults 14.9 27.7  13.9 25.8  11.8 24.2 

All elderly persons  13.1 26.4  11.9 23.8  9.2 22.3 

All children 26.3 30.4  24.0 28.9  20.5 26.5 
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Source: HIS/BA 2009, 2012 and 2014. Note: Absolute poverty calculated on gross income, with PL/I as the 
poverty line. Low income calculated on net equivalised income, where the equivalence scale is the square root 
of household size (middle panel) and implied PL/I scale (lower panel). Low-income threshold is half equivalised 
net income for all persons. The gap is calculated as the difference between the poverty/low income threshold 
income and the household income, divided by the threshold income, averaged across all households with 
incomes below the threshold. 
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Figure 6.1: Relative low income overall and among children in high income countries, 2012 

Source: OECD Income Distribution Database (http://www.oecd.org/social/income-distribution-database.htm) and Malaysia HIS/BA 2012. Note: Low income calculated on 
net equivalised income, where the equivalence scale is square root of household size. Note that the definition of net income in Malaysia may be different to that in OECD 
countries. The low income threshold is half the equivalised net income for all persons.  
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Figure 6.2: Relative low income gap for all persons in high income countries, 2012 

Source: OECD Income Distribution Database (http://www.oecd.org/social/income-distribution-database.htm) and Malaysia HIS/BA 2012. Note: Low income calculated on 
net equivalised income, where the equivalence scale is square root of household size. Note that the definition of net income in Malaysia may be different to that in OECD 
countries. The low income threshold is half the equivalised net income for all persons.  
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Table 6.2 compares the proportions of households, persons and children with incomes below 
some alternative absolute poverty thresholds, compared with the national poverty line. The 
table shows that 4% of all persons and 7% of children were in households with incomes of 
less than 1.5 times the poverty threshold in 2014, while 10% of all persons and 15% of children 
were in households with incomes of less than twice the national poverty threshold. The 
proportions of adults and elderly people with incomes of less than twice the national 
threshold were 8% and 7%, respectively. On the other hand, 21% of all persons and 22% of 
children were in households with incomes of less than RM3000 per month, as were 31% of all 
elderly persons. RM3000 is the cut-off threshold for eligibility for BR1M, the main income 
support payment in Malaysia. The data in this table suggest that, while the proportion of 
persons and children below the national poverty line is now very small, substantially higher 
proportions of children than adults or elderly persons are vulnerable to poverty in that they 
live in households with incomes that are close to (albeit above) the national poverty line. 

Table 6.2: Households and people with incomes below alternative poverty thresholds, 2014 (per cent) 

  

National 
absolute 
poverty 

line 

National 
absolute 

poverty line 
x 1.5 

National 
absolute 

poverty line 
x 2 

Less than 
RM3000 

Households 0.6 3.1 7.4 24.4 

Persons 1.0 4.4 10.2 20.8 
Working-age persons (age 18–
59) 0.7 3.3 8.1 18.0 

Older persons (age 60 and over) 0.5 2.5 6.7 31.1 

Children (age 0–17) 1.7 6.9 14.8 22.3 

 
Source: HIS/BA 2014, authors’ calculations. 

6.3 The B40 

The B40 is an important group in Malaysian social policy, and several of the targets in the 
Eleventh Malaysia Plan relate to improving outcomes for this group. The B40 has also taken 
on added significance recently as a key target group in the Sustainable Development Goals, 
as SDG Target 10.1 seeks to ensure that income growth among the poorest 40 per cent of the 
population in every country is more rapid than its national average. 

In Malaysian Government documents, statistics relating to the B40 refer to households whose 
unequivalised gross incomes are in the bottom 40% of the distribution (Department of 
Statistics, 2015). The top panel of Table 6.3 shows that, under this definition, the B40 included 
36% of all persons, 47% of all elderly persons and 38% of all children. If the B40 were 
measured, using gross income, as the bottom 40% of persons, then it would include 51% of 
all elderly persons, and 43% of all children. If gross household incomes were equivalised using 
the square root of household size equivalence scale, then the B40 would include 42% of all 
elderly persons and 47% of all children. And if the implied PL/I equivalence scale was used, 
34% of the elderly, and half of all children would be in the B40. The bottom panel of Table 6.3 
shows that, if net household income is used as the basis for defining the B40, the relative 
shares of households, older persons and children in the B40 are similar to those where gross 
income is used. This suggests that, in terms of policy targeting, assumptions about 
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equivalisation of household incomes are important, while actual definitions of income (gross 
or net) may matter less. 

Table 6.3: Alternative estimates of proportions of households and people in the B40, 2014 (per cent) 

  

Unequivalised 
household 

income 
weighted at 

household level 

Unequivalised 
household 

income 
weighted at 
person level 

Equivalised 
income 

weighted at 
person level (eq 
scale = square 

root of 
household size) 

Equivalised 
income 

weighted at 
person level (eq 
scale = implied 

PL/I) 

Gross income  

Households 40.0 44.1 37.8 33.4 

Persons 35.9 40.0 40.0 40.0 

Working-age persons (age 18–59) 32.4 36.6 35.3 35.6 

Older persons (age 60 and over) 46.9 50.6 42.4 33.8 

Children (age 0–17) 38.2 42.5 47.2 49.5 

Net income  

Households 40.0 44.3 37.7 33.2 

Persons 35.7 40.0 40.0 40.0 

Working-age persons (age 18–59) 32.6 36.8 35.6 35.8 

Older persons (age 60 and over) 44.6 48.7 40.3 31.6 

Children (age 0–17) 38.3 42.7 47.5 49.8 

 
Source: HIS/BA 2014, authors’ calculations. 
 

Table 6.4 shows absolute values (in RM per month) of different poverty lines discussed in this 
chapter for a household that includes 3 adults and two children, the median composition of 
households in the 2nd – 5th income deciles. It is notable that in 2009, while the PL/I x 2 
threshold (RM1908) is significantly larger than the low-income threshold of half the median 
income where the equivalence scale is the square root of household size (RM1365), by 2014 
the two poverty lines have almost the same value (RM2228 and RM2195, respectively). In 
2012, the year BR1M was introduced (with an RM3000 per household eligibility threshold for 
receipt of the maximum payment), the majority of households in the B40 qualified for the 
payment as the B40 threshold was only a little above RM3000. By 2014 however, while the 
maximum payment eligibility threshold for BR1M had not been uprated, with rising incomes 
the B40 threshold had increased to RM3857. Nonetheless, in 2014 all households with three 
adults and two children who were in absolute poverty or with low incomes under any of the 
definitions in Table 6.4 would have been entitled to receive the maximum BR1M.  
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Table 6.4: Absolute poverty and relative low-income thresholds for a household with 3 adults and 2 children 

(RM per month) 

  2009 2012 2014 

Absolute poverty - PL/I 954 1043 1114 

Absolute poverty - PL/I x 1.5 1431 1565 1671 
Relative low-income threshold, equivalence scale = square root of 
household size 1365 1782 2195 

Absolute poverty - PL/I x 2 1908 2086 2228 

Relative low-income threshold, equivalence scale = implied PL/I 1542 1969 2420 

Household income = RM3000 3000 3000 3000 

B40 (unequivalised gross household income) 2297 3054 3857 

 
Source: HIS/BA 2009, 2012 and 2014. Notes: Relative low-income threshold equals half the median equivalised 
household income; PL/I values represent average thresholds for all households with 3 adults and 2 children. 

6.4 Characteristics associated with poverty and low incomes 

Table 6.5 shows a number of characteristics associated with low income, according to six 
different definitions: the Malaysian national poverty line – PL/I (column 1), PL/I x 1.5 (column 
2), PL/I x 2 (column 3), gross household income less than RM3000 – the threshold for receipt 
of full BR1M (column 4), low income – threshold is half the median income equivalised with 
square root of household size (column 5), and low income – threshold is half median income 
equivalised with the implied scale in the PL/I (column 6). The first panel of the table shows 
the shares of children falling below these six thresholds, by the number of people in the 
household. For the most part, rates increase with household size for the three PL/I thresholds. 
It is also notable that under the PL/I x 1.5 and PL/I x 2 the rates are especially high for children 
living in households with seven or more people. As noted in Chapter 5, almost a third of all 
children live in these households. This suggests that, even though the proportion of children 
in large households under the national poverty line is relatively small, there are significant 
proportions of children living in large households whose incomes are not far above the 
poverty line. 

It is notable also that the proportion of children living in households with incomes of less than 
RM3000 actually declines with household size. This suggests that the RM3000 threshold for 
receipt of BR1M may disadvantage children in larger households, even though these children 
are vulnerable to poverty, as the first three columns show. The vulnerability of children in 
large households to poverty is also apparent in the final two columns in the table, which show 
rates of children living in households below relative low-income thresholds. In particular, if 
the implied PL/I scale is assumed, children in households with seven or more members are 
again shown to be particularly vulnerable to disadvantage.  
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Table 6.5: Characteristics associated with child poverty and low incomes, by different income thresholds, 

2014 (per cent)  

  

National 
absolute 

poverty line 

National 
absolute 

poverty line 
x 1.5 

National 
absolute 

poverty line 
x 2 

Household 
income is 
less than 
RM3000 

Low income 
(equivalence 

scale = 
square root 

of household 
size) 

Low income 
(equivalence 

scale = 
implied PL/I) 

Number of persons in the household     
1–2 0.4 2.0 8.3 59.6 26.8 10.0 

3–4 0.3 2.0 5.7 24.1 12.5 8.6 

5–6 1.0 5.2 12.1 21.6 16.2 17.9 

7–8 2.9 11.6 24.1 22.8 23.3 31.6 

9 + 5.9 18.5 32.7 17.5 23.7 42.0 

       
Sex of head of household      
Female 2.6 11.0 22.3 35.4 25.8 27.8 

Male 1.6 6.5 14.0 20.9 16.6 19.7 

       
Ethnicity of head of household      
Bumiputera 1.9 8.1 17.0 25.0 19.9 23.4 

Chinese 0.2 1.7 4.7 9.6 5.9 7.0 

Indian 1.9 5.8 13.2 21.5 17.1 19.7 

Other 1.9 8.8 19.0 30.0 19.8 24.9 

       
Ages of children       

0–4 years 1.2 5.2 11.0 20.6 16.1 15.7 

5–9 years 1.6 7.0 14.7 22.8 18.5 20.5 

10–14 years 2.0 8.0 17.0 23.0 18.2 23.1 

15–17 years 1.7 7.1 15.9 22.4 16.5 21.9 

       

Region      

Peninsular Malaysia      
Urban 0.6 3.1 8.2 14.1 10.4 12.8 

Rural 1.6 9.8 21.7 38.9 30.5 28.2 

Sabah       
Urban 4.5 16.7 29.1 28.5 25.4 37.4 

Rural 14.2 31.9 49.4 48.9 43.8 58.4 

Sarawak       
Urban 1.3 6.7 15.7 20.4 16.2 23.5 

Rural 3.7 18.0 37.2 48.4 39.3 46.5 

       
All 1.7 6.9 14.8 22.3 17.5 20.5 

 
Source: HIS/BA 2014, authors’ calculations. Low-income threshold equals half the median equivalised 
household income. 
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The second panel of Table 6.5 shows that children living in female-headed households are 
more likely to fall below any of the six thresholds than children living in male-headed 
households. Among children in female-headed households, a quarter live in low-income 
households. The third panel shows that children living in Bumiputera households are more 
likely to fall under the six thresholds than children living in Chinese or Indian households. The 
fourth panel shows that children who are aged 10 years and upwards are slightly more likely 
to live in poor or low-income households than children aged 0–9 years. This is counter-
intuitive, as analysis of child poverty by age in both developed and developing countries has 
tended to show that younger children are more vulnerable to poverty than older children 
(Newhouse et al., 2016). Higher poverty among young children is often associated with 
mothers’ labour market attachments, which tend to be weaker when children are very young, 
and with the likelihood that parents of older children are themselves older, and therefore 
earning higher incomes due to their greater work experience. The final panel, showing the 
regional distribution of children living in poor and low-income households, shows that under 
all six thresholds children living in urban areas of Peninsular Malaysia have the lowest 
poverty/vulnerability rates, while children living in rural areas of Sabah have the highest rates. 
Half of all children in rural Sabah live in households with incomes of less than twice the 
national threshold, and half of all children in both rural Sabah and rural Sarawak live in 
households with incomes of less than RM3000 per month. 

6.5 Impact of taxes and transfers on low incomes 

One of the main aims of tax and transfer policy is to redistribute income from households or 
individuals with high incomes towards households and individuals with low incomes. Most 
OECD countries devote a substantial proportion of their public budgets to social transfers in 
order to reduce poverty and inequality (OECD, 2008; Smeeding, 2006). In order to assess the 
effectiveness of social transfers, one common approach is to calculate the change in the 
percentage of people living in low-income households if the income definition is switched 
from market income to net disposable income, the difference between the two rates 
representing the impact of taxes and transfers on income poverty (Bibi & Duclos, 2008).  

The analysis in this report shows that the share of children living in low-income households 
increases with household size (the rate for children in two-person households is an anomaly, 
but this category includes less than 0.5% of all children in 2014). It is therefore pertinent to 
investigate whether the tax and transfer system works to reduce rates of low income among 
children living in large households. Figure 6.3 shows relative low income rates in 2009 and 
2014 (where the threshold is half the median equivalised household income and the 
equivalence scale is the square root of household size) calculated from market income, before 
the addition of transfers and the subtraction of taxes, and net income, by household size. As 
discussed in Chapter 3, the Malaysian Government boosted its cash transfer program in 2012 
in order to reduce poverty and increase incomes among the B40. In particular, BR1M was 
introduced for all households with incomes of less than RM3000. The figure shows that, while 
relative low income, whether calculated on the basis of market income or net income, has 
declined substantially for children living in both smaller and larger households since 2009, 
there is little evidence that in either year children in large households, who experience the 
greatest vulnerability to poverty, benefited more from the introduction of BR1M and other 
transfers than did children in small households. For example, in 2014 the rate of children living 
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in low-income households with nine or more members, where income is defined as half the 
median market income, was 29%. This compares with a rate of 24% where income is defined 
as half the median net income. That is, the application of taxes and transfers to this group 
results in a decline of a little less than a fifth in the share living in low-income households. On 
the other hand, the rate for children living in households with 3–4 persons is reduced by a 
quarter (from 17% to 13%) when transfers are added and taxes deducted. This suggests that 
the targeting of transfers needs further investigation, with the aim of developing reforms to 
provide greater support to children in larger households. 

 

   

Figure 6.3: The impact of taxes and transfers on shares of children living in low income households in 

Malaysia, 2009 and 2014, by number of persons in the household (per cent) 

Source: HIS/BA 2014, authors’ calculations. Note: Low income is defined as half the median equivalised 
household market income and half the equivalised median household net income, where the equivalence 
scale is the square root of household size. 

Figure 6.4 shows how Malaysia compares with OECD countries in terms of the effectiveness 
of its tax and transfer system in reducing the share of persons living in low-income 
households. The figure shows that low market income rates are small in Malaysia compared 
with most OECD countries – only Turkey and Korea have smaller low market income rates. 
However, the figure also shows that the efficacy of taxes and transfers in reducing the share 
of persons in low-income households is also low. The contrast with Iceland is instructive. 
While both countries have the same rate of low market income of 21% (in 2012), the Icelandic 
tax and transfer system reduces that rate by more than two thirds, to 6%, while the Malaysian 
tax and transfer system shaves off about a fifth, bringing the rate for low net income down to 
16%. 
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Figure 6.4: Relative low income rates before and after the addition of taxes and transfers, OECD countries, 2012 (per cent) 

Source: OECD Income Distribution Database (http://www.oecd.org/social/income-distribution-database.htm) and Malaysia HIS/BA 2012. Note: Low income calculated on 
market and net equivalised income, where the equivalence scale is square root of household size. Note that definition of income in Malaysia is not fully consistent with the 
definition used for OECD countries. The relative low income threshold is half the equivalised net income for all persons. 
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Table 6.6 shows the proportions of children overall, and children in households with seven or 
more persons, falling under different poverty or low-income thresholds, and the share of 
those children falling under these thresholds whose household incomes were greater than 
RM3000 per month in 2014. The table shows that, under all definitions, there are some 
children living in households where the total income is greater than RM3000, and who 
therefore would not be entitled to receive BR1M. If the national absolute poverty line is taken 
as the threshold, then the proportions are small – less than 1 per cent of those in poverty. 
However, among the children living in households with less than twice the national poverty 
line, 14% have incomes greater than RM3000; among children in large households with 7+ 
persons, the proportion is 26%. The table also shows that substantial proportions of children 
in low-income households (defined as half the median equivalised income) live in households 
where the total household income is greater than RM3000. 

Table 6.6: Children living in households with incomes > RM3000, by different poverty/low income 

thresholds, 2014 (per cent) 

  
All children Children in households with 

7+ people 

  

Below 
income 

threshold 

(of children 
below 

threshold) 
household 
income > 
RM3000 

Below 
income 

threshold 

(of children 
below 

threshold) 
household 
income > 
RM3000 

National absolute poverty line 1.7 0.6a 3.8 0.9a 

National absolute poverty line x 
1.5 6.9 4.4 13.6 7.3 

National absolute poverty line x 2 14.8 13.8 26.6 25.6 
Relative low income (less than half 
median income, equivalence scale 
= square root of household size) 17.5 6.2 23.4 13.8 
Relative low income (less than half 
median income, equivalence scale 
=implied PL/I) 20.5 24.0 34.7 40.2 

 
Source: HIS/BA 2014, authors’ calculations. Note a: these very small percentages are subject to considerable 
sampling error, and should be treated with caution. See Appendix tables. 

6.6 Conclusion 

Between 2009 and 2014, absolute poverty in Malaysia declined, regardless of how it is 
measured. Absolute poverty based on the PL/I has almost been entirely eradicated. Relative 
low income has also declined. In 2014, 18% of children were living in a household with less 
than half the median equivalised income, compared with 23% in 2009. 

However, even though the proportion of children in absolute poverty and vulnerable to 
poverty has declined, the proportion of children living in poor or in low-income households 
has been consistently higher than the proportion of adults or elderly people living in poor or 
in low-income households throughout the period analysed. Moreover, international 
comparisons show that rates of relative low income in Malaysia appear to be higher than 
comparable rates in OECD countries.  
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The analysis presented here also finds that children are particularly vulnerable, in the sense 
that a relatively large share of children were living in households with low incomes, or 
incomes that were close to the poverty line, in 2014. In other words, a large proportion of 
children in Malaysia was vulnerable to income disparities and deprivation in 2014. Some 
groups of children emerge as particularly vulnerable. Children in large households, children in 
female-headed households, Bumiputera children and children in rural areas – especially in 
the states of Sabah and Sarawak – are shown to experience high rates of income disparities 
and deprivation. Household size is shown to be a particularly concerning issue, since current 
public means-tested cash transfers do not take household size into account in determining 
eligibility for the largest payment, BR1M. Therefore, children in large households may miss 
out because total gross household income may appear to be high, even if per capita incomes 
are low. 
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Chapter 7 Non-income deprivation 

7.1 Introduction 

This chapter presents a multidimensional analysis of non-income deprivation. Eleven non-
income indicators operationalised by the researchers utilising the HIS/BA data available to 
them are examined (their construction was discussed in more detail in Section 4.5). The 
analysis first focuses on trends in non-income deprivation over time across the 3 years of 
HIS/BA data made available to the researchers, and differences between adults and children. 
It then goes on to examine characteristics associated with non-income deprivation, and the 
relationship between income poverty and low income on the one hand, and non-income 
deprivation on the other. 

7.2 Non-income deprivation 

Figure 7.1 shows 11 non-income deprivation indicators compiled by the authors. Overall, it 
shows that in 2014  9% of all persons lived in households where no person had more than 9 
years of schooling (Form 3), and 4% lived in households where no adults had any educational 
or post-school qualifications or certificates. In 2014 also, less than 2% of persons lived in 
households where at least one child aged 6–16 was not in school. Seven per cent of persons 
lived in households that were more than 5 km away from the nearest public or private health 
care facility, and 5% lived in households with no running water inside the home, or communal 
piped water. While the living quarters of only 3% of persons were reported to be dilapidated 
or deteriorating, 22% lived in homes with more than two persons per bedroom, 16% had no 
flush toilet inside the home, and the homes of 18% had no access to garbage collection. On 
the other hand, only 4% lived in households with no motor vehicles, and 1% lived in homes 
where no-one had access to a mobile or fixed-line phone. 

The figure shows that the percentages of those deprived on most of these eleven indicators 
declined significantly between 2009 and 2014. For example, the share of persons living in 
households with no access to healthcare facilities declined by two thirds (from 21% to 7%) 
over this time, while the share with no flush toilet fell from 27% to 16%. These notable 
improvements can in part be attributed to increasing living standards experienced by most 
households in this period, but also from infrastructure investment strategies implemented 
under the Government Transformation Programme. Similarly, the proportion of persons 
living in households where at least one child aged 6–16 years was not in school fell 
dramatically from 13% to 2% between 2009 and 2014. However, the proportion living in 
households where all adults had less than 10 years of schooling changed little over this period. 



Child Deprivation in Malaysia  

Page 53 

 

Figure 7.1: Persons deprived in 11 non-income indicators, 2009–2014 (per cent) 

Source: HIS/BA 2009, 2012 and 2014, author’s calculations. 

 

Figure 7.2 shows that, while patterns of deprivation among children are similar to those for 
all persons, children nonetheless fared worse than all persons on most indicators. That is, the 
proportion of children who were deprived on most of the eleven indicators was higher than 
the proportion of all persons experiencing deprivation. However, the differences were in 
general smaller in 2014 than in 2012 or 2009. As was the case with persons overall, some 
indicators presented very large improvements between 2009 and 2014, including the share 
of children living in households where at least one child aged 6–16 was not in school 
(deprivation declined by 17 percentage points), presence of flush toilet (12 percentage point 
decline), access to garbage collection facilities (10 percentage point decline), and number of 
people per bedroom (9 percentage point decline). Overall, the same indicators where a large 
proportion of the overall population was in deprivation in 2014 also feature a large proportion 
of children, and adults, living in deprivation. 
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Figure 7.2: Children deprived in 11 non-income indicators, 2009–2014 (per cent) 

Source: HIS/BA 2009, 2012 and 2014, author’s calculations. 

 

A detailed analysis of the eleven indicators shows that, between 2009 and 2014, some of 
these indicators seem to have lost explanatory power with respect to analysis of deprivation. 
That is, as suggested in Chapter 4, the proportions who are deprived with respect to these 
indicators are so low as to not reveal much policy-relevant information in 2014. In particular, 
the proportion of children not schooling and the proportion of children with no access to 
health care has dropped dramatically between 2009 and 2014. In addition, other indicators 
have been consistently low throughout the entire time period analysed. The proportion of 
children (and of the whole population as well) with no access to running water, living in 
deteriorating living quarters, without possession of a motor vehicle, and with no access to a 
phone were already low in 2009 and decreased even more in 2012 and 2014. Consequently, 
an important consideration for the near future may be to re-think some of these indicators, 
moving away from some indicators that are typically utilised in developing countries in favour 
of indicators that are more efficiently employed in more developed countries. 
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in households below the PL/I is small (9%, 4% and 2% in 2009, 2012 and 2014 respectively – 
see Table 6.1). On the other hand, it illustrates the extent of deprivation that children in these 
households experience. For example, while 2% of children overall lived in households where 
at least one child aged 6–16 years was not schooling in 2014, this was the case for 15% of 
children who were living in households below the PL/I. Similarly, a quarter of children who 
were living in households below the PL/I lived in deteriorating or dilapidated living quarters, 
and almost two thirds lived in homes with no flush toilet. As the proportion of children living 
in households below the PL/I declined substantially between 2009 and 2014, it is perhaps not 
surprising that trends in deprivation among children in these households are mixed. 
Moreover, it is important to note that these represent very small proportions of all children. 
And while the figure tells a consistent story of the relationship between income poverty and 
non-income deprivation, small sample sizes for this sub-group suggest the need for caution 
in the interpretation of the percentages in the figure.  

 

 

Figure 7.3: Children in households experiencing non-income deprivation, by income poverty, 2009–2014 (per 

cent) 

Source: HIS/BA 2009, HIS/BA 2012 and HIS/BA 2014, author’s calculations. 
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with incomes under the PL/I are small, considerably larger proportions of children are living 
in households that might be described as vulnerable, with incomes of 1.5 times (7% of all 
children) or twice the PL/I (15% of all children). The table shows that 7% of children living in 
households with incomes of less than twice the PL/I are themselves not attending school, or 
have a sibling who is not attending school – this compares with 2% of children overall. 
Sixteen per cent of children in this category also live in households without access to a 
healthcare facility close by, while almost a fifth (19%) live in households without access to 
running water. The proportions in this category living in households without a flush toilet or 
garbage collection nearby are higher still – 48% and 44% respectively. Proportions of 
children in households where total (unequivalised) income is less than RM3000 who 
experience non-income deprivation are also high on many indicators – for example, 42% live 
in homes without a flush toilet. Similarly, over four in ten children living in households 
where equivalised income is less than half the national median have no flush toilet in their 
home, and a tenth are in living quarters that are described as ‘dilapidated’ or ‘deteriorating’. 
Over one in twenty in this category live in a household where at least one child aged 6–16 
years is not attending school. 
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Table 7.1: Children in households experiencing non-income deprivation, by different income thresholds, 2014 (per cent)  

Income poverty & low income measures 

Adults 
<10 yrs 
school 

Adults – 
no qual-

ificat-
ions 

Child not 
school-

ing 

No 
access 

to 
health 
care 

No 
running 
water 

LQ 
deterior

ating 

>2 
persons 
per bed-

room 

No flush 
toilet 

No 
garbage 

coll-
ection 

No 
motor 
vehicle 

No 
phone 

            

National absolute poverty line 34.8 24.1 15.2 23.1 30.6 25.6 78.6 62.8 61.6 38.9 6.3 

National absolute poverty line x 1.5 27.5 17.2 9.8 18.6 23.1 16.5 70.9 55.6 49.2 23.3 3.6 

National absolute poverty line x 2 23.0 13.0 6.9 15.6 18.9 12.3 64.4 48.4 43.8 16.0 2.4 

Household income is less than RM3000 23.3 12.4 4.5 13.5 15.6 9.5 43.9 41.8 37.9 12.5 2.1 
Low income (equivalence scale = square 
root of household size) 23.6 13.0 5.6 14.4 17.4 10.9 54.8 45.4 40.5 14.0 2.2 
Low income (equivalence scale =implied 
PL/I) 20.4 10.9 6.0 13.9 15.7 10.2 61.0 42.0 38.6 13.1 2.0 

            
All children  9.4 4.3 2.4 7.1 6.0 3.4 30.6 16.9 18.3 3.7 1.0 
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Table 7.2 and Table 7.3 show the percentages of children who are living in households that 
are deprived on the eleven indicators, according to the income quintile that their household 
is in. That is, all households are ranked according to their incomes and then divided into five 
equal sized groups, with a fifth of all people in each group. Quintile 1 is the fifth with the 
lowest income, and quintile 5 is the fifth with the highest income. Table 7.2 shows non-
income deprivation by quintiles of gross unequivalised household income (as used in the 
calculation of the PL/I), while Table 7.3 shows income deprivation by quintiles of net 
equivalised household income (as used by the OECD in international comparisons of income 
poverty and inequality). The two bottom quintiles comprise the B40. Both tables show 
clearly that all the deprivation indicators are closely related to income. Across most 
indicators and in all years, the proportion of children living in deprived households is lower 
in the higher quintiles – deprivation is uniformly very low among children living in 
households in the top quintiles, slightly higher among children living in households in the 
middle quintiles, and highest among children living in households in the bottom quintile. 
Even though the analysis in Chapter 6 showed that equivalisation makes a difference with 
respect to counting shares of children living in low-income households, comparison of Table 
7.2 and Table 7.3 suggests that the shares of children who are living in deprived households 
by income quintile do not differ greatly whether gross unequivalised income or net 
equivalised income are used as the income measure.  

Included in the tables are ratios of the percentage in the bottom quintile to the percentage 
in the middle quintile who are deprived on each indicator (Ratio Q1/Q3). This is a measure 
of inequality in non-income deprivation between children in the lowest income households 
by income, versus those in the middle of the distribution. While the tables in this chapter 
show that there has been a substantial improvement in the proportions of children 
experiencing non-income deprivation on nearly all indicators examined between 2009 and 
2014, the ratios in Table 7.2 and Table 7.3 suggest that inequality in non-income deprivation 
has not improved. That is, the improvement in non-income deprivation has for the most 
part benefited children in the middle of the distribution of household incomes at least as 
much as it has benefited children at the bottom of the distribution of household incomes.  
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Table 7.2: Children in households experiencing non-income deprivation, by quintiles of gross household income, 2009–2014 (per cent)  

Quintiles Adults <10 
yrs school 

Adults – 
no quals 

Child not 
schooling 

No access 
to health 

care 

No running 
water 

LQ 
deteriorating 

>2 persons 
per 

bedroom 

No flush 
toilet 

No 
garbage 

collection 

No motor 
vehicle 

No phone 

2009            

1 22.7 24.0 24.5 30.9 24.2 20.4 59.0 62.1 56.5 26.9 12.3 

2 9.9 10.7 19.1 23.8 10.6 7.6 45.8 37.5 34.6 10.0 3.8 

3 3.9 4.3 17.3 19.7 5.3 3.7 37.4 21.0 21.1 4.3 1.7 

4 1.8 2.0 16.8 17.2 3.5 2.1 29.2 12.0 15.4 1.5 1.1 

5 0.5 0.6 18.1 15.6 2.3 0.6 20.0 5.5 9.8 0.4 0.4 

Ratio Q1/Q3 5.8 5.6 1.4 1.6 4.6 5.5 1.6 3.0 2.7 6.3 7.2 

2012            

1 27.9 14.1 4.3 19.6 18.7 16.2 59.0 50.8 49.5 16.2 3.2 

2 14.9 6.4 3.9 13.1 8.6 6.0 41.0 26.7 30.4 4.6 1.4 

3 9.3 3.6 3.0 10.1 4.1 3.3 27.5 14.1 18.2 1.8 0.8 

4 3.8 1.2 2.8 7.3 2.4 1.6 21.0 6.5 12.4 0.6 0.6 

5 1.5 0.4 2.6 6.6 1.8 0.6 11.6 1.7 7.4 0.2 0.5 

Ratio Q1/Q3 3.0 3.9 1.4 1.9 4.6 4.9 2.1 3.6 2.7 9.0 4.0 

2014            

1 23.6 12.7 4.6 13.7 15.8 9.6 44.1 42.2 38.3 12.7 2.2 

2 11.1 4.2 2.4 6.9 5.9 3.4 33.7 19.1 19.7 3.1 0.9 

3 6.4 2.1 2.0 5.6 3.3 2.0 29.2 10.9 13.7 1.2 0.6 

4 3.1 0.9 1.4 4.8 2.5 1.0 26.3 6.4 10.8 0.5 0.6 

5 0.9 0.3 1.4 3.7 1.5 0.4 17.4 2.2 6.2 0.1 0.4 

Ratio Q1/Q3 3.7 6.0 2.3 2.4 4.8 4.8 1.5 3.9 2.8 10.6 3.7 

 
Source: HIS/BA 2009, HIS/BA 2012 and HIS/BA 2014, author’s calculations. 
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Table 7.3: Children in households experiencing non-income deprivation, by quintiles of net equivalised household income, 2009–2014 (per cent)  

Quintiles Adults <10 
yrs school 

Adults – 
no quals 

Child not 
schooling 

No access 
to health 

care 

No running 
water 

LQ 
deteriorating 

>2 persons 
per 

bedroom 

No flush 
toilet 

No 
garbage 

collection 

No motor 
vehicle 

No phone 

2009            

1 19.1 20.4 26.5 31.3 22.7 19.3 65.8 60.5 55.4 24.8 10.9 

2 9.2 9.9 18.0 22.2 9.2 6.1 44.1 34.1 31.4 8.7 3.3 

3 4.4 4.8 16.2 18.7 4.9 3.4 33.2 18.7 19.0 3.1 1.6 

4 2.0 2.2 15.9 16.8 2.7 1.4 23.6 9.5 13.6 1.3 0.9 

5 0.6 0.8 16.5 15.0 2.0 0.6 13.5 4.4 8.6 0.4 0.4 

Ratio Q1/Q3 4.3 4.3 1.6 1.7 4.6 5.7 2.0 3.2 2.9 8.0 6.8 

2012            

1 27.9 14.1 4.3 19.6 18.7 16.2 59.0 50.8 49.5 16.2 3.2 

2 14.9 6.4 3.9 13.1 8.6 6.0 41.0 26.7 30.4 4.6 1.4 

3 9.3 3.6 3.0 10.1 4.1 3.3 27.5 14.1 18.2 1.8 0.8 

4 3.8 1.2 2.8 7.3 2.4 1.6 21.0 6.5 12.4 0.6 0.6 

5 1.5 0.4 2.6 6.6 1.8 0.6 11.6 1.7 7.4 0.2 0.5 

Ratio Q1/Q3 3.0 3.9 1.4 1.9 4.6 4.9 2.1 3.6 2.7 9.0 4.0 

2014            

1 20.6 10.8 4.9 12.9 14.8 9.2 51.2 40.2 36.7 11.4 1.9 

2 10.0 3.8 2.1 6.8 5.2 3.0 34.2 17.5 18.8 2.5 0.8 

3 6.4 2.3 1.5 5.2 2.9 1.3 26.3 9.3 12.8 1.0 0.6 

4 3.3 1.0 1.4 4.2 2.0 0.8 19.7 4.4 8.6 0.3 0.7 

5 1.2 0.3 1.1 3.8 1.5 0.4 10.0 1.6 5.5 0.1 0.4 

Ratio Q1/Q3 3.2 4.7 3.3 2.5 5.1 7.1 1.9 4.3 2.9 11.4 3.2 

 
Source: HIS/BA 2009, HIS/BA 2012 and HIS/BA 2014, author’s calculations. Equivalence scale is square root of household size.
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7.4 Characteristics of households experiencing non-income deprivation 

Table 7.4 shows the percentage of children living in households that are deprived in the 
eleven indicators according to a range of characteristics: household size, sex of head of 
household, ethnicity of head of household, and region (urban and rural areas in Peninsular 
Malaysia, Sabah and Sarawak). With respect to educational achievements and qualifications 
of adults in the household, the table suggests that large households are somewhat less 
deprived than smaller households – among children in households with 9 or more persons, 
6% live in households where no adult has 10 or more years of education; this compares with 
12% of children in households with 3–4 persons. With respect to most other indicators 
however, children in large households are more disadvantaged than those in smaller 
households. This is the case for example with respect to lack of access to health care and living 
in a household with no running water. Among children in households with 9 or more persons, 
11% and 13%, respectively, live in households without adequate access to health care or 
running water in their homes; this compares with 6% and 4%, respectively, among children in 
households with 3–4 members. Percentages of children in large households living in homes 
described as dilapidated or deteriorating, homes with more than two persons per bedroom, 
homes with no flush toilet, and homes without garbage collection nearby are all notably 
higher than the percentages of children in smaller households who experience these 
deprivations. These higher levels of non-income deprivation among children in large 
households are consistent with the analysis of household income in Chapter 6, which also 
showed that children in large households experience high levels of disadvantage and poverty.  

Table 7.4 also shows that, for the most part, households headed by women are more deprived 
on non-income indicators than households headed by men. This is most notable with respect 
to education and qualifications of adults in the household – 8% of children in households 
headed by a woman live with adults who have no qualifications, compared with 4% of children 
in households headed by a man; and access to a motor vehicle – 13% of children in households 
headed by a woman live in households with no access to a motor vehicle, compared with 3% 
of children in households headed by a man. 

Children in households head by a Bumiputera person are least deprived in terms of education 
of adults in the household. For most other non-income deprivation indicators however, 
children in households headed by a Chinese person are the least deprived. In terms of 
bedroom space, 12% of children in Chinese households live in homes with more than two 
persons per bedroom, compared with 35% of children in Bumiputera households. And 3% of 
children in Chinese households live in homes with no flushing toilet, compared with 4% of 
children in Indian households, and 21% of children in Bumiputera households. It is also worth 
noting that children in households classified as ‘other’ (not headed by a Bumiputera, Chinese 
or Indian person) are the most deprived group with respect to several of the indicators. 
However, the small size of this group, and the lack of additional information in the available 
data on the characteristics of children in this group, makes it difficult to draw policy-relevant 
conclusions. 

Finally, Table 7.4 also shows regional differences in the eleven non-income indicators. In all 
three regions, children in rural areas live in households with higher levels of deprivation than 
children in urban areas. Across nearly all indicators, children in urban Peninsular Malaysia are 
the least deprived, while children in rural Sabah and Sarawak are the most deprived. The 
share of children in households where at least one child is not at school is notably high in rural 
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Sabah (9%). And the share of children in households that are not near to a healthcare facility 
is particularly high in rural Sarawak (51%). Overcrowding (more than two persons per 
bedroom) is high everywhere, but highest in rural Sabah, where 54% of children live in a home 
with more than two persons per bedroom. And while across all of Malaysia 4% of children live 
in households without access to a motor vehicle, this is the case for 24% of children in rural 
Sabah. Again, these considerable differences in non-income deprivation levels between urban 
and rural areas in the three regions are consistent with the findings reported in Chapter 4 for 
income poverty and low incomes in Malaysia. 
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Table 7.4: Characteristics of households with children experiencing non-income deprivation, 2014 (per cent children)  

  

Adults <10 
years 

school 

Adults – no 
qualifica-

tions 

Child not 
schooling 

No access 
to health 

care 

No running 
water 

LQ 
deteriorati

ng 

>2 persons 
per 

bedroom 

No flush 
toilet 

No 
garbage 

collection 

No motor 
vehicle 

No phone 

Number of persons in the household          
1–2 31.3 19.7 2.9 10.2 9.0 4.2 0.8 23.7 18.8 24.5 2.7 
3–4 12.0 5.7 1.3 6.0 3.9 2.6 3.1 11.7 12.3 3.7 1.0 
5–6 8.9 3.8 1.8 6.6 5.0 2.8 18.1 14.2 15.6 3.0 0.9 
7–8 8.3 3.7 2.9 7.9 8.1 4.7 68.0 22.3 24.4 3.8 0.9 
9–10 6.4 3.4 7.4 10.8 12.6 6.1 86.4 32.4 35.3 6.4 1.4 
Sex of head of household          
Female 13.4 7.7 3.2 8.9 8.2 4.7 28.4 21.4 22.1 12.5 1.6 
Male 9.0 3.9 2.3 6.9 5.8 3.3 30.8 16.4 17.9 2.8 0.9 
Ethnicity of head of household          
Bumi-
putera 8.1 3.8 2.7 8.3 7.7 4.1 35.0 21.0 22.8 4.3 1.0 
Chinese 13.3 5.2 1.1 3.2 0.5 1.0 12.2 3.0 3.7 1.0 0.5 
Indian 14.7 6.3 2.0 2.6 0.4 2.2 24.4 3.8 3.1 3.8 1.1 
Other 12.7 9.7 9.0 10.7 8.7 6.9 38.3 27.3 27.4 8.9 1.9 
Region            
Peninsular Malaysia           
Urban 6.3 2.3 1.4 2.2 1.7 1.5 24.2 6.9 5.7 1.3 0.7 
Rural 11.7 5.1 2.7 10.1 10.3 4.6 38.9 37.8 44.4 0.8 1.0 
Sabah            
Urban 13.9 8.0 7.1 7.1 3.6 8.5 44.6 24.7 35.8 18.1 1.6 
Rural 24.7 15.6 8.7 34.1 43.7 16.9 54.1 52.6 79.3 23.5 3.0 
Sarawak            
Urban 12.7 5.6 2.6 6.6 0.5 5.0 35.6 11.2 2.0 4.0 0.6 
Rural 26.4 15.9 4.5 50.9 33.2 7.1 49.2 48.3 42.8 16.6 2.8 

            
All 9.4 4.3 2.4 7.1 6.0 3.4 30.6 16.9 18.3 3.7 1.0 
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7.5 Conclusion 

The analysis above shows that Malaysia has made considerable progress in addressing non-
income deprivation in the past few years. The improvements between 2009 and 2014 in 
almost every indicator utilised here are remarkable. Much of this improvement can be 
attributed to policies enacted under the Government Transformation Programme, which 
sought to extend infrastructure, especially in the most deprived rural areas of Sabah and 
Sarawak (PEMANDU, 2015; see also Chapter 3). Progress notwithstanding, there are several 
areas of concern, especially for a country which has reached the level of industrialisation of 
Malaysia and which aspires to be a fully developed nation by 2020. In particular, access to 
healthcare facilities, access to running water, access to flush toilets, and access to garbage 
collection services have improved considerably but need further improvement. 

In comparison with adults, children are disadvantaged in virtually every dimension and 
indicator. Similar to income poverty, non-income deprivation is more common among 
children than among adults in Malaysia. While conditions for children generally improved 
between 2009 and 2014, those belonging to groups that are traditionally disadvantaged 
continue to experience high rates of deprivation – these groups include children in rural areas, 
(especially rural areas of Sabah and Sarawak), Bumiputera children, children in female-
headed households and children in large households.  

Income poverty and low-income status are very important determinants of non-income 
deprivation. That notwithstanding, the analysis above shows that measuring income poverty 
using the existing PL/I may be of limited use in Malaysia in the future, given that absolute 
poverty using this definition has been virtually eradicated. The analysis also shows that many 
other indicators (e.g., children not schooling, living quarters deteriorating, lack of access to a 
motor vehicle and lack of access to a phone) reveal little about deprivation that is useful for 
policy, given that a very small proportion of individuals overall are deprived in these 
indicators. Nonetheless, the analysis in this chapter shows that, even in some of these 
indicators, notable deprivation exists among children in households with specific 
characteristics, such as living in rural Sabah or Sarawak. A major challenge for policy in future 
years will be to consider how to develop these indicators further so that they can identify 
deprivation not only in the poorest regions, but also in more affluent areas of the country, 
where most of the population lives.  
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Chapter 8 Discussion and recommendations 

8.1 Introduction 

This chapter provides a summary discussion of the issues and recommendations elaborated 
in previous chapters. Section 8.2 discusses income disparities and deprivation, the poverty 
line, and the advantages of focusing analyses on low-income families instead of those below 
the absolute poverty line. Section 8.3 provides an overall assessment of the non-income 
deprivation indicators and their operationalisation in this analysis. Section 8.4 discusses 
disparities in childhood deprivation in relation to the urban–rural divide, Section 8.5 discusses 
disparities in the deprivation of children in relation to ethnicity, Section 8.6 discusses 
disparities in the deprivation of children in relation to female-headed households, and Section 
8.7 discusses disparities and childhood deprivation in relation to household size. Section 8.8 
concludes. 

8.2 Income disparities and deprivation and the PL/I 

There are two distinct stories that can be told in terms of an income-based analysis of 
disparities and deprivation in Malaysia. The first is the success story of the eradication of 
absolute poverty. The second is the story of low-income families in Malaysia.  

In terms of absolute poverty, Malaysia has made remarkable progress in the last half century. 
Starting with the New Economic Policy, the eradication of absolute poverty became a national 
priority. Even in the relatively short period of time between 2009 and 2014, absolute poverty 
decreased considerably for working-age adults, elderly persons and children (see Table 6.1). 
These declines may in part be attributable to the introduction of new cash transfer payments, 
such as BR1M under the Government Transformation Programme (see Chapter 3). With 
roughly 1% of adults and 1.7% of children being considered poor according to the PL/I in 2014, 
the PL/I may be a less useful measure of poverty in Malaysia in future years. 

Success in eradicating absolute poverty, however, does not necessarily mean that 
households, people and children are no longer vulnerable in terms of income. A sizeable 
proportion of the population lives in households with income at or below 1.5 times the 
poverty line threshold or twice the poverty line threshold (see Table 6.2). As the World Bank 
(2014) also argues, these households are vulnerable to poverty. 

In terms of low-income families, Malaysia does not perform as well as high-income countries 
(see Figure 6.1). In particular, the percentage of children living in low-income families is high 
when compared with OECD countries, even though it has declined significantly from 23% in 
2009 to 18% in 2014.  

Four specific recommendations stand out in relation to the issue of income poverty, low-
income families, and the establishment of a poverty line in Malaysia. First, in estimating 
income poverty, low-income families and inequality, a measure of equivalised income should 
be used. As the analysis in this report shows, one of the major determinants of not only child 
but also adult deprivation in Malaysia is household size: the bigger the household, the higher 
are the chances that the individuals living in it are in deprivation. Therefore, it is important to 
apply an equivalence scale in order to account for household size and composition in any 
income-based assessment. This equivalence scale could be the scale used in international 
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comparisons (the square root of household size), the scale implicit in the PL/I and designed 
for Malaysian conditions (as discussed in Chapter 4), or a different equivalence scale.  

Second, as discussed by the World Bank (2014), it may be useful from a policy perspective to 
measure the condition of low-income families regularly. Analysing low-income families allows 
policy makers to capture the distribution of income below the median, and the extent to 
which households may be excluded from participating in customs and activities that are 
considered ‘normal’ by most households. These measures are also the benchmark by which 
deprivation in OECD countries is compared. 

Third, household size and composition should be taken into account in assessing eligibility for 
cash transfer programs such as BR1M. As the analysis shows, significant proportions of 
children were living in large households that were poor under a number of definitions, but 
where total household income was greater than RM3000. These households were not eligible 
to receive BR1M.  

Fourth, it is important to note that transfers play a limited role in Malaysia in reducing the 
incidence of low income, not least among families with children. The opportunity exists to 
increase levels of cash transfers to low-income households in order to reduce income 
disparities and deprivation. 

8.3 Non-income deprivation indicators 

The proportion of persons, and children, in non-income deprivation – as defined in this 
analysis – declined significantly for ten out of eleven indicators measured between 2009 and 
2014. This decline is in part associated with infrastructure expansion under the Government 
Transformation Programme, under which large numbers of new homes were built, and even 
larger numbers were connected to piped water and electricity. As is the case with absolute 
income poverty, this is a significant policy success. 

As with PL/I poverty, this success may have rendered some of the indicators utilised in this 
analysis less relevant for measuring disparities and deprivation. By 2014, 98% of persons lived 
in households where all children aged 6–16 years were attending school; 96% lived in 
households with a motor vehicle; 97% lived in homes that were in good condition; 99% lived 
in households with a phone; and 95% lived in homes with running water. All of these 
indicators may need to be reconsidered in the future because Malaysia may have reached a 
level of development that requires the use of different or more nuanced indicators. This issue 
will become more important as Malaysia moves towards ‘developed nation’ status. However, 
Table 7.4 also shows that some of these non-income deprivation indicators that appear less 
important within the population at large do become relevant for certain segments of the 
population. For instance, larger households and households in rural areas – especially in 
Sabah and in Sarawak – suffer issues that the population at large seems to no longer suffer, 
including lack of access to health care, lack of access to running water and lack of access to 
garbage collection services. Policy makers should take into account the fact that rural areas 
seem to require considerable investment in infrastructure and that larger households tend to 
be disproportionately affected by certain issues. 

Chapter 4 discussed how the HIS/BA data were utilised by the researchers in order to 
operationalise the indicators. It was noted in the chapter that years of schooling, access to 
health facility and transportation are problematic due to data constraints. While these issues 
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related to the operationalisation of the indicators can potentially be addressed with access to 
the full HIS/BA dataset, it is unlikely that they will have a strong impact on the analysis 
presented here. However, the concept that the transportation indicator seeks to capture may 
need reconsidering, for example to capture access to public as well as private transport. 

8.4 Child deprivation and the urban–rural divide 

Income poverty and non-income deprivation in Malaysia still impacts a larger proportion of 
the rural population than of the urban population. However, these data should be 
contextualised, given the ongoing process that has transformed Malaysia into a 
predominantly urban country. 

In rural areas, children are particularly vulnerable in terms of access to adequate health care 
and to reasonable living standards. In other words, any program that aims to help rural 
children will have to include considerable infrastructure investment, in order to improve 
access to healthcare facilities and running water for one third of rural children, as well as more 
adequate living quarters for almost half of rural children. Already, the Government 
Transformation Programme has made considerable progress in this area (see Chapter 3), as 
the reductions in the health and living standards dimensions of poverty between 2009 and 
2014 show. 

Improvements notwithstanding, child deprivation is considerably higher in rural areas of both 
Sabah and Sarawak than in any other area of the country. Consequently, a large proportion 
of the children in rural Sabah and in rural Sarawak experienced non-income deprivation in 
multiple indicators in 2014.  

Future policies therefore need to target rural children in order to reduce their relative 
disadvantage. Milestones achieved in GTP infrastructure building policies therefore need to 
be reinforced in order to address urban–rural disparities, especially in health care and living 
standards. Moreover, while it was not possible with the data available to the researchers to 
examine access to schools, the World Bank (2014) shows that significant proportions of 
children in rural areas live more than 5 km from a secondary school. The impact of this lack 
of access on school participation and completion needs further examination. 

8.5 Child deprivation and ethnicity 

Bumiputera children are disadvantaged in comparison with children of other ethnicities in 
terms of both income poverty and non-income deprivation. Regardless of how income 
poverty is measured, a larger proportion of Bumiputera children live in poverty than Chinese 
and Indian children (see Table 6.5). Significant proportions of both Bumiputera and Indian 
children lived close to absolute poverty (that is, in households with incomes of less than twice 
the PL/I) in 2014. About one in five Bumiputera and Indian children lived in a low-income 
household (with equivalised household incomes of less than half the median) in 2014. 

In terms of non-income deprivation, a much larger proportion of Bumiputera children 
suffered deprivation according to several indicators in 2014 than was the case with Chinese 
or Indian children (Table 7.4). Bumiputera children are particularly vulnerable in terms of 
access to adequate health care and reasonable living standards. Interestingly, however, in 
terms of education Indian and Chinese children seem to be more disadvantaged than 
Bumiputera children. 
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8.6 Child deprivation and female-headed households 

Chapter 5 showed that 9% of children lived in a female-headed household in 2014. The 
analysis showed that female-headed households are disadvantaged in terms of both income 
poverty and non-income deprivation. In terms of absolute income poverty, 2.6% of children 
living in female-headed households lived in poverty in 2014 in comparison with 1.6% of 
children living in male-headed households, and 26% of children in female-headed households 
lived in low-income families, compared with 17% of children in male-headed households (see 
Table 6.5). 

The non-income deprivation analysis shows that children living in female-headed households 
are disadvantaged in most indicators (see Table 7.4). More disaggregation of the female-
headed household category is required, for example, in order to examine differences in living 
standards between children in households where the female head is married, and where she 
is not married. 

8.7 Child deprivation and household size 

One of the strongest determinants of child poverty and deprivation that emerges from this 
analysis is household size. The larger the household, the greater the proportion of children in 
income poverty or non-income deprivation. Given that almost one third of children lived in 
households with seven or more people in 2014 (see Table 5.2), household size is clearly an 
important correlate of child deprivation in Malaysia. 

In terms of income poverty and vulnerability to income poverty, while the differences in the 
proportions of children in absolute poverty across households of different size are generally 
small for households containing up to four people, they increase greatly for households 
containing more than 5 people. For example, in 2014, 6% of children in 3–4 person households 
had household incomes that were less than twice the PL/I, compared with 12% in 5–6 person 
households, 24% in 7–8 person households, and 33% in households with nine or more people 
(see Table 6.5).  

The non-income deprivation analysis shows that children in larger households are especially 
likely to be deprived, especially in terms of access to health care and housing conditions (state 
of living quarters, flush toilet, access to garbage collection). In particular, deprivation 
increases notably among children living in households with seven or more people. Income 
support and cash transfer policies need to target larger households. Even under existing 
programs such as BR1M, support for large households would likely be improved if household 
size were considered in the application of means tests.  

8.8 Conclusion 

Both the income-based and the non-income deprivation analyses in Malaysia show that 
disparities in childhood deprivation have improved in recent years. Nonetheless, 
vulnerabilities remain. Most notably, children living in rural areas of Sabah and Sarawak are 
highly disadvantaged, as are children living in large households. These findings highlight the 
need for policy to reinforce the positive investments in infrastructure and income support 
instituted under the Government Transformation Programme.  
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In order to effectively monitor progress towards reducing deprivation among vulnerable 
groups, policy monitoring demands alternative measures of poverty and deprivation. In terms 
of income poverty, the success of past and current policies have rendered the current official 
absolute poverty line less useful for poverty analysis or policy targeting. A number of options 
are available for future monitoring, including a multiple of the current PL/I (PL/I x 1.5 and PL/I 
x 2 are examined in this report), or a focus on low-income families, as is used in OECD country 
comparisons. The use of an income measure (gross or net) that takes into account household 
size and composition would also be useful for monitoring child poverty, disparities and 
deprivation in particular, given the high levels of vulnerability to poverty and deprivation 
found in this report among children in large households.  

Equally, Malaysia has reached a level of development that may call for the development of 
non-income indicators of the sort used in developed nations in conjunction with indicators 
that are currently included in this analysis. These ‘developed country’ indicators are designed 
not only to capture access to essential goods and services, but also to capture social inclusion, 
or participation in the community. These alternative forms of assessing non-income 
deprivation would allow the elaboration of policies that support the goal of prosperity with 
social cohesion, the aspiration of Vision 2020. 
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Appendix 1: Detailed tables with standard errors 

Table 0.1: Standard errors and 95% confidence intervals for Table 6.1 

Absolute poverty (below PL/I)     95% CI 

    Prop. SE LB UB 

2009 All households 0.0379 0.0009 0.0362 0.0396 

2009 All persons  0.0582 0.0014 0.0554 0.0610 

2009 All working-age adults 0.0419 0.0011 0.0398 0.0441 

2009 All elderly persons 0.0355 0.0018 0.0320 0.0390 

2009 All children 0.0888 0.0023 0.0843 0.0933 

2012 All households 0.0169 0.0006 0.0158 0.0181 

2012 All persons  0.0267 0.0010 0.0249 0.0286 

2012 All working-age adults 0.0186 0.0007 0.0172 0.0199 

2012 All elderly persons 0.0137 0.0010 0.0116 0.0157 

2012 All children 0.0436 0.0017 0.0403 0.0470 

2014 All households 0.0064 0.0003 0.0059 0.0069 

2014 All persons  0.0101 0.0004 0.0092 0.0109 

2014 All working-age adults 0.0072 0.0003 0.0066 0.0078 

2014 All elderly persons 0.0048 0.0004 0.0040 0.0057 

2014 All children 0.0166 0.0007 0.0152 0.0180 
 

Low income (equivalence scale = square root of household size) 95% CI 

    Prop. SE LB UB 

2009 All households 0.1479 0.0017 0.1445 0.1512 

2009 All persons  0.1701 0.0021 0.1660 0.1743 

2009 All working-age adults 0.1325 0.0018 0.1290 0.1360 

2009 All elderly persons 0.1747 0.0038 0.1673 0.1820 

2009 All children 0.2269 0.0032 0.2207 0.2331 

2012 All households 0.1540 0.0018 0.1505 0.1574 

2012 All persons  0.1634 0.0021 0.1593 0.1675 

2012 All working-age adults 0.1295 0.0018 0.1260 0.1330 

2012 All elderly persons 0.1898 0.0039 0.1822 0.1974 

2012 All children 0.2109 0.0031 0.2048 0.2170 

2014 All households 0.1243 0.0011 0.1221 0.1265 

2014 All persons  0.1326 0.0013 0.1301 0.1352 

2014 All working-age adults 0.1065 0.0011 0.1042 0.1087 

2014 All elderly persons 0.1404 0.0022 0.1361 0.1448 

2014 All children 0.1747 0.0020 0.1707 0.1787 
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Low income (equivalence scale =implied 
PL/I)     95% CI 

    Prop. SE LB UB 

2009 All households 0.1353 0.0017 0.1320 0.1386 

2009 All persons  0.1881 0.0024 0.1834 0.1927 

2009 All working-age adults 0.1487 0.0020 0.1447 0.1526 

2009 All elderly persons 0.1309 0.0034 0.1243 0.1375 

2009 All children 0.2626 0.0035 0.2558 0.2694 

2012 All households 0.1283 0.0017 0.1250 0.1315 

2012 All persons  0.1719 0.0023 0.1674 0.1763 

2012 All working-age adults 0.1391 0.0020 0.1351 0.1430 

2012 All elderly persons 0.1189 0.0032 0.1127 0.1251 

2012 All children 0.2400 0.0034 0.2334 0.2466 

2014 All households 0.1072 0.0011 0.1052 0.1093 

2014 All persons  0.1440 0.0015 0.1411 0.1468 

2014 All working-age adults 0.1180 0.0013 0.1154 0.1205 

2014 All elderly persons 0.0922 0.0018 0.0887 0.0958 

2014 All children 0.2049 0.0022 0.2005 0.2093 
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Table 0.2: Standard errors and 95% confidence intervals for Table 6.2 

      95% CI 

  Prop. SE LB UB 

Absolute poverty (below PL/I)    

All households 0.0064 0.0003 0.0059 0.0069 

All persons 0.0101 0.0004 0.0093 0.0109 

All working-age adults 0.0072 0.0003 0.0066 0.0078 

All elderly persons 0.0048 0.0004 0.0041 0.0057 

All children 0.0166 0.0007 0.0152 0.0181 

Absolute poverty line x 1.5    

All households 0.0307 0.0006 0.0296 0.0318 

All persons 0.0443 0.0008 0.0427 0.0460 

All working-age adults 0.0335 0.0007 0.0322 0.0348 

All elderly persons 0.0250 0.0009 0.0232 0.0269 

All children 0.0689 0.0014 0.0662 0.0718 

Absolute poverty line x 2    

All households 0.0744 0.0009 0.0727 0.0761 

All persons 0.1016 0.0012 0.0992 0.1041 

All working-age adults 0.0808 0.0011 0.0788 0.0830 

All elderly persons 0.0674 0.0015 0.0644 0.0705 

All children 0.1479 0.0020 0.1441 0.1518 

Less than RM3000     

All households 0.2438 0.0015 0.2408 0.2467 

All persons 0.2077 0.0015 0.2048 0.2106 

All working-age adults 0.1795 0.0014 0.1768 0.1823 

All elderly persons 0.3112 0.0031 0.3051 0.3173 

All children 0.2227 0.0021 0.2186 0.2269 
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Table 0.3: Standard errors and 95% confidence intervals for Table 6.3 

      95% CI 

  Prop. SE LB UB 

Unequivalised gross household income weighted at household level 

All households 0.4000 0.0018 0.3965 0.4036 

All persons 0.3588 0.0019 0.3551 0.3624 

All working-age adults 0.3242 0.0019 0.3206 0.3279 

All elderly persons 0.4688 0.0035 0.4620 0.4755 

All children 0.3824 0.0026 0.3774 0.3875 

Unequivalised gross household income weighted at person level 

All households 0.4412 0.0018 0.4376 0.4448 

All persons 0.4000 0.0019 0.3962 0.4038 

All working-age adults 0.3656 0.0020 0.3617 0.3694 

All elderly persons 0.5062 0.0035 0.4993 0.5130 

All children 0.4248 0.0026 0.4196 0.4299 

Equivalised gross income weighted at person level (eq scale = square root of 
household size) 

All households 0.3780 0.0018 0.3746 0.3815 

All persons 0.4000 0.0020 0.3962 0.4039 

All working-age adults 0.3532 0.0020 0.3494 0.3570 

All elderly persons 0.4244 0.0034 0.4178 0.4310 

All children 0.4720 0.0027 0.4667 0.4773 

Equivalised gross income weighted at person level (eq scale = implied PL/I) 

All households 0.3340 0.0017 0.3306 0.3373 

All persons 0.4000 0.0020 0.3960 0.4040 

All working-age adults 0.3559 0.0020 0.3520 0.3599 

All elderly persons 0.3383 0.0032 0.3321 0.3446 

All children 0.4948 0.0027 0.4895 0.5002 

Unequivalised net household income weighted at household level 

All households 0.4000 0.0018 0.3965 0.4035 

All persons 0.3572 0.0019 0.3536 0.3609 

All working-age adults 0.3258 0.0019 0.3221 0.3294 

All elderly persons 0.4457 0.0034 0.4390 0.4524 

All children 0.3826 0.0026 0.3775 0.3877 

Unequivalised net household income weighted at person level 

All households 0.4426 0.0018 0.4390 0.4462 

All persons 0.4000 0.0020 0.3962 0.4039 

All working-age adults 0.3682 0.0020 0.3643 0.3721 

All elderly persons 0.4868 0.0035 0.4800 0.4937 

All children 0.4266 0.0027 0.4214 0.4318 
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      95% CI 

  Prop. SE LB UB 

Equivalised net income weighted at person level (eq scale = square root 
of household size) 

All households 0.3773 0.0018 0.3738 0.3807 

All persons 0.4000 0.0020 0.3961 0.4039 

All working-age adults 0.3556 0.0020 0.3518 0.3595 

All elderly persons 0.4028 0.0033 0.3962 0.4093 

All children 0.4748 0.0027 0.4695 0.4801 

Equivalised net income weighted at person level (eq scale = implied 
PL/I) 

All households 0.3316 0.0017 0.3282 0.3350 

All persons 0.4000 0.0020 0.3960 0.4040 

All working-age adults 0.3583 0.0020 0.3543 0.3623 

All elderly persons 0.3161 0.0031 0.3100 0.3222 

All children 0.4980 0.0027 0.4927 0.5033 
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Table 0.4: Standard errors and 95% confidence intervals for Table 6.5 

Number of persons  95% CI  
  Prop. SE LB UB 

     
Below PL/I    
1–2 0.0035 0.0021 0.0011 0.0110 

3–4 0.0031 0.0004 0.0024 0.0040 

5–6 0.0103 0.0007 0.0089 0.0119 

7–8 0.0291 0.0022 0.0251 0.0336 

9 or more 0.0586 0.0052 0.0493 0.0697 

Below PL/I x 1.5    
1–2 0.0204 0.0057 0.0118 0.0351 

3–4 0.0200 0.0011 0.0180 0.0222 

5–6 0.0524 0.0016 0.0493 0.0557 

7–8 0.1158 0.0041 0.1080 0.1242 

9 or more 0.1851 0.0088 0.1684 0.2030 

Below PL/I x 2    
1–2 0.0834 0.0114 0.0636 0.1087 

3–4 0.0569 0.0018 0.0535 0.0605 

5–6 0.1213 0.0024 0.1166 0.1262 

7–8 0.2410 0.0057 0.2299 0.2524 

9 or more 0.3267 0.0106 0.3062 0.3479 

Below RM3000    
1–2 0.5961 0.0230 0.5504 0.6403 

3–4 0.2414 0.0034 0.2348 0.2480 

5–6 0.2155 0.0031 0.2095 0.2217 

7–8 0.2283 0.0056 0.2176 0.2394 

9 or more 0.1750 0.0084 0.1590 0.1921 
Below low-income threshold – equivalised net income weighted at person level (eq scale = square root of 
household size) 

1–2 0.2677 0.0194 0.2314 0.3075 

3–4 0.1253 0.0026 0.1203 0.1304 

5–6 0.1622 0.0028 0.1568 0.1678 

7–8 0.2330 0.0057 0.2220 0.2443 

9 or more 0.2371 0.0096 0.2188 0.2564 

Below low-income threshold – equivalised net income weighted at person level (eq scale = implied PL/I) 

1–2 0.0998 0.0124 0.0780 0.1269 

3–4 0.0862 0.0022 0.0821 0.0906 

5–6 0.1787 0.0030 0.1729 0.1845 

7–8 0.3159 0.0063 0.3037 0.3284 

9 or more 0.4199 0.0113 0.3979 0.4421 
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Sex of household 
head     95% CI 

  Prop. SE LB UB 

Below PL/I    
Female 0.0261 0.0030 0.0209 0.0325 

Male 0.0156 0.0007 0.0142 0.0172 

Below PL/I x 1.5    
Female 0.1104 0.0057 0.0997 0.1222 

Male 0.0647 0.0014 0.0619 0.0676 

Below PL/I x 2    
Female 0.2232 0.0073 0.2093 0.2378 

Male 0.1402 0.0020 0.1362 0.1442 

Below RM3000    
Female 0.3537 0.0077 0.3386 0.3690 

Male 0.2093 0.0022 0.2050 0.2136 
Below low-income threshold – equivalised net income weighted at person level (eq scale = square root of 
household size) 

Female 0.2580 0.0073 0.2439 0.2726 

Male 0.1662 0.0021 0.1621 0.1703 

Below low-income threshold – equivalised net income weighted at person level (eq scale = implied PL/I) 

Female 0.2778 0.0078 0.2629 0.2933 

Male 0.1974 0.0023 0.1929 0.2020 
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Ethnicity of household head     95% CI 

  Prop. SE LB UB 

Below PL/I    
Bumiputera 0.0194 0.0009 0.0177 0.0212 

Chinese 0.0022 0.0006 0.0013 0.0039 

Indian 0.0189 0.0037 0.0129 0.0277 

Other 0.0190 0.0113 0.0058 0.0600 

Below PL/I x 1.5    
Bumiputera 0.0808 0.0017 0.0774 0.0842 

Chinese 0.0172 0.0018 0.0140 0.0211 

Indian 0.0576 0.0059 0.0471 0.0702 

Other 0.0878 0.0269 0.0474 0.1568 

Below PL/I x 2    
Bumiputera 0.1704 0.0024 0.1658 0.1751 

Chinese 0.0465 0.0029 0.0411 0.0526 

Indian 0.1317 0.0081 0.1167 0.1483 

Other 0.1904 0.0389 0.1254 0.2783 

Below RM3000    
Bumiputera 0.2496 0.0025 0.2447 0.2546 

Chinese 0.0958 0.0036 0.0890 0.1030 

Indian 0.2145 0.0087 0.1979 0.2322 

Other 0.2996 0.0405 0.2266 0.3845 
Below low-income threshold – equivalised net income weighted at person level (eq scale = square root of 
household size) 

Bumiputera 0.1990 0.0024 0.1943 0.2038 

Chinese 0.0592 0.0031 0.0534 0.0655 

Indian 0.1710 0.0085 0.1549 0.1883 

Other 0.1978 0.0354 0.1374 0.2763 

Below low-income threshold – equivalised net income weighted at person level (eq scale = implied PL/I) 

Bumiputera 0.2335 0.0027 0.2283 0.2388 

Chinese 0.0699 0.0034 0.0635 0.0769 

Indian 0.1973 0.0093 0.1797 0.2162 

Other 0.2490 0.0405 0.1783 0.3364 
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Ages of children     95% CI 

  Prop. SE LB UB 

Below PL/I    
Age 0–4 0.0123 0.0008 0.0108 0.0140 

Age 5–9 0.0162 0.0009 0.0145 0.0181 

Age 10–14 0.0198 0.0010 0.0179 0.0218 

Age 15–17 0.0173 0.0010 0.0155 0.0193 

Below PL/I x 1.5    
Age 0–4 0.0516 0.0016 0.0485 0.0548 

Age 5–9 0.0696 0.0018 0.0661 0.0733 

Age 10–14 0.0799 0.0019 0.0763 0.0837 

Age 15–17 0.0710 0.0020 0.0672 0.0750 

Below PL/I x 2    
Age 0–4 0.1103 0.0023 0.1059 0.1150 

Age 5–9 0.1468 0.0026 0.1419 0.1519 

Age 10–14 0.1697 0.0027 0.1645 0.1749 

Age 15–17 0.1590 0.0029 0.1534 0.1646 

Below RM3000    
Age 0–4 0.2057 0.0031 0.1998 0.2118 

Age 5–9 0.2278 0.0030 0.2220 0.2337 

Age 10–14 0.2298 0.0029 0.2242 0.2355 

Age 15–17 0.2241 0.0032 0.2179 0.2305 
Below low-income threshold – equivalised net income weighted at person level (eq scale = square root of 
household size) 

Age 0–4 0.1614 0.0028 0.1560 0.1669 

Age 5–9 0.1852 0.0028 0.1797 0.1908 

Age 10–14 0.1816 0.0027 0.1764 0.1869 

Age 15–17 0.1647 0.0028 0.1592 0.1704 

Below low-income threshold – equivalised net income weighted at person level (eq scale = implied PL/I) 

Age 0–4 0.1571 0.0028 0.1517 0.1626 

Age 5–9 0.2050 0.0030 0.1992 0.2109 

Age 10–14 0.2309 0.0030 0.2250 0.2369 

Age 15–17 0.2195 0.0033 0.2131 0.2260 
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Region       95% CI 

    Prop. SE LB UB 

Below PL/I      
Peninsular Malaysia Urban 0.0056 0.0007 0.0045 0.0071 

 Rural 0.0162 0.0018 0.0130 0.0201 

Sabah Urban 0.0451 0.0048 0.0366 0.0555 

 Rural 0.1424 0.0090 0.1257 0.1609 

Sarawak Urban 0.0134 0.0025 0.0092 0.0193 

 Rural 0.0369 0.0045 0.0290 0.0469 

Below PL/I x 1.5      
Peninsular Malaysia Urban 0.0308 0.0014 0.0282 0.0337 

 Rural 0.0982 0.0039 0.0908 0.1062 

Sabah Urban 0.1665 0.0086 0.1503 0.1841 

 Rural 0.3192 0.0111 0.2978 0.3414 

Sarawak Urban 0.0671 0.0051 0.0577 0.0780 

 Rural 0.1796 0.0085 0.1635 0.1969 

Below PL/I x 2      
Peninsular Malaysia Urban 0.0816 0.0022 0.0774 0.0860 

 Rural 0.2171 0.0052 0.2071 0.2275 

Sabah Urban 0.2906 0.0098 0.2718 0.3101 

 Rural 0.4941 0.0113 0.4720 0.5162 

Sarawak Urban 0.1565 0.0070 0.1433 0.1707 

 Rural 0.3723 0.0101 0.3527 0.3924 

Below RM3000      
Peninsular Malaysia Urban 0.1414 0.0025 0.1366 0.1464 

 Rural 0.3886 0.0058 0.3773 0.4000 

Sabah Urban 0.2849 0.0090 0.2677 0.3028 

 Rural 0.4887 0.0113 0.4667 0.5108 

Sarawak Urban 0.2039 0.0070 0.1905 0.2179 

 Rural 0.4843 0.0101 0.4644 0.5042 
Below low-income threshold – equivalised net income weighted at person level (eq scale = square root of 
household size) 

Peninsular Malaysia Urban 0.1040 0.0023 0.0995 0.1087 

 Rural 0.3051 0.0056 0.2942 0.3162 

Sabah Urban 0.2539 0.0090 0.2366 0.2721 

 Rural 0.4376 0.0113 0.4155 0.4598 

Sarawak Urban 0.1619 0.0068 0.1490 0.1756 

 Rural 0.3932 0.0100 0.3738 0.4130 

Below low-income threshold – equivalised net income weighted at person level (eq scale = implied PL/I) 

Peninsular Malaysia Urban 0.1282 0.0027 0.1230 0.1336 

 Rural 0.2823 0.0056 0.2714 0.2935 

Sabah Urban 0.3737 0.0100 0.3543 0.3934 

 Rural 0.5838 0.0108 0.5626 0.6048 

Sarawak Urban 0.2354 0.0079 0.2202 0.2513 

  Rural 0.4652 0.0102 0.4452 0.4853 
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Table 0.5: Standard errors and 95% confidence intervals for Table 6.6 

        95% CI   

    Prop. SE LB UB 

Below PL/I      
All children Below threshold 0.0166 0.0007 0.0152 0.0180 

All children Below RM3000 0.0063 0.0038 -0.0011 0.0136 

Children in households with 7+ people Below threshold 0.0379 0.0022 0.0336 0.0421 

Children in households with 7+ people Below RM3000 0.0093 0.0056 -0.0017 0.0204 

Below PL/I x 1.5     
All children Below threshold 0.0689 0.0014 0.0662 0.0717 

All children Below RM3000 0.0430 0.0057 0.0319 0.0541 

Children in households with 7+ people Below threshold 0.1364 0.0039 0.1288 0.1440 

Children in households with 7+ people Below RM3000 0.0729 0.0095 0.0543 0.0915 

Below PL/I x 2      
All children Below threshold 0.1479 0.0020 0.1440 0.1517 

All children Below RM3000 0.1379 0.0058 0.1265 0.1493 

Children in households with 7+ people Below threshold 0.2664 0.0051 0.2565 0.2764 

Children in households with 7+ people Below RM3000 0.2561 0.0101 0.2362 0.2760 
Below low-income threshold - equivalised net income weighted at person level (eq scale = square root of 
household size) 

All children Below threshold 0.1747 0.0020 0.1707 0.1787 

All children Below RM3000 0.0621 0.0039 0.0543 0.0698 

Children in households with 7+ people Below threshold 0.2342 0.0048 0.2247 0.2436 

Children in households with 7+ people Below RM3000 0.1383 0.0090 0.1207 0.1560 

Below low-income threshold - equivalised net income weighted at person level (eq scale = implied PL/I) 

All children Below threshold 0.2049 0.0022 0.2005 0.2093 

All children Below RM3000 0.2400 0.0059 0.2285 0.2515 

Children in households with 7+ people Below threshold 0.3468 0.0055 0.3360 0.3576 

Children in households with 7+ people Below RM3000 0.4020 0.0097 0.3830 0.4210 

 

  



Child Deprivation in Malaysia  

Page 81 

Table 0.6: Standard errors and 95% confidence intervals for Figure 7.1 

      95% CI 
year Prop. SE LB UB 

Adults <10 yrs school  
2009 0.08 0.001 0.077 0.083 
2012 0.123 0.002 0.119 0.126 
2014 0.09 0.001 0.088 0.092 
Adults – no qualifications  
2009 0.085 0.002 0.082 0.088 
2012 0.062 0.001 0.059 0.064 
2014 0.044 0.001 0.043 0.045 
Child not schooling  
2009 0.128 0.002 0.124 0.133 
2012 0.023 0.001 0.021 0.024 
2014 0.016 0.001 0.015 0.017 
No access to health care  
2009 0.205 0.002 0.201 0.21 
2012 0.114 0.002 0.111 0.118 
2014 0.066 0.001 0.064 0.068 
No running water   
2009 0.081 0.001 0.078 0.084 
2012 0.068 0.001 0.066 0.071 
2014 0.053 0.001 0.051 0.054 
LQ deteriorating   
2009 0.065 0.001 0.063 0.068 
2012 0.06 0.001 0.057 0.062 
2014 0.031 0.001 0.03 0.032 
>2 persons per bedroom  
2009 0.287 0.003 0.281 0.293 
2012 0.253 0.003 0.248 0.259 
2014 0.223 0.002 0.22 0.227 
No flush toilet   
2009 0.265 0.002 0.26 0.27 
2012 0.214 0.002 0.209 0.218 
2014 0.159 0.001 0.156 0.162 
No garbage collection  
2009 0.259 0.002 0.255 0.264 
2012 0.243 0.002 0.238 0.247 
2014 0.175 0.001 0.173 0.178 
No motor vehicle   
2009 0.091 0.002 0.087 0.094 
2012 0.059 0.001 0.056 0.061 
2014 0.038 0.001 0.037 0.04 
No phone   
2009 0.044 0.001 0.042 0.046 
2012 0.018 0.001 0.017 0.02 
2014 0.011 0.000 0.011 0.012 
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Table 0.7: Standard errors and 95% confidence intervals for Figure 7.2 

      95% CI 
year Prop. SE LB UB 

Adults <10 yrs school  
2009 0.083 0.002 0.079 0.087 
2012 0.13 0.002 0.125 0.135 
2014 0.094 0.002 0.091 0.097 
Adults – no qualifications  
2009 0.089 0.002 0.085 0.093 
2012 0.059 0.002 0.056 0.062 
2014 0.043 0.001 0.041 0.045 
Child not schooling  
2009 0.193 0.003 0.186 0.199 
2012 0.034 0.002 0.031 0.037 
2014 0.024 0.001 0.022 0.026 
No access to health care  
2009 0.218 0.003 0.212 0.224 
2012 0.121 0.002 0.117 0.126 
2014 0.071 0.001 0.068 0.073 
No running water   
2009 0.097 0.002 0.092 0.101 
2012 0.081 0.002 0.078 0.085 
2014 0.06 0.001 0.058 0.063 
LQ deteriorating   
2009 0.073 0.002 0.07 0.077 
2012 0.064 0.002 0.061 0.068 
2014 0.034 0.001 0.033 0.036 
>2 persons per bedroom  
2009 0.392 0.004 0.385 0.4 
2012 0.347 0.004 0.339 0.355 
2014 0.306 0.003 0.301 0.311 
No flush toilet   
2009 0.29 0.003 0.284 0.297 
2012 0.228 0.003 0.222 0.234 
2014 0.169 0.002 0.165 0.172 
No garbage collection  
2009 0.286 0.003 0.28 0.293 
2012 0.26 0.003 0.254 0.266 
2014 0.183 0.002 0.179 0.187 
No motor vehicle   
2009 0.092 0.002 0.088 0.097 
2012 0.056 0.002 0.053 0.059 
2014 0.037 0.001 0.035 0.039 
No phone   
2009 0.041 0.001 0.038 0.044 
2012 0.015 0.001 0.013 0.016 
2014 0.01 0.001 0.009 0.011 
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Table 0.8: Standard errors and 95% confidence intervals for Figure 7.3 

      95% CI 
year Prop. SE LB UB 

Adults <10 yrs school  
2009 0.257 0.012 0.234 0.28 
2012 0.343 0.018 0.307 0.379 
2014 0.348 0.021 0.306 0.39 
Adults – no qualifications  
2009 0.277 0.012 0.253 0.301 
2012 0.195 0.014 0.167 0.223 
2014 0.241 0.019 0.203 0.279 
Child not schooling  
2009 0.341 0.013 0.315 0.367 
2012 0.067 0.009 0.049 0.085 
2014 0.152 0.017 0.12 0.185 
No access to health care  
2009 0.398 0.013 0.372 0.424 
2012 0.253 0.016 0.222 0.284 
2014 0.231 0.017 0.197 0.265 
No running water   
2009 0.368 0.013 0.343 0.393 
2012 0.278 0.016 0.247 0.309 
2014 0.306 0.020 0.268 0.344 
LQ deteriorating   
2009 0.294 0.012 0.27 0.318 
2012 0.23 0.016 0.2 0.261 
2014 0.256 0.019 0.218 0.293 
>2 persons per bedroom  
2009 0.814 0.010 0.796 0.833 
2012 0.821 0.014 0.794 0.847 
2014 0.786 0.017 0.754 0.819 
No flush toilet  
2009 0.751 0.013 0.726 0.775 
2012 0.674 0.020 0.635 0.713 
2014 0.628 0.022 0.585 0.672 
No garbage collection  
2009 0.718 0.013 0.693 0.744 
2012 0.638 0.020 0.598 0.677 
2014 0.616 0.022 0.572 0.659 
No motor vehicle   
2009 0.431 0.014 0.405 0.458 
2012 0.362 0.018 0.326 0.398 
2014 0.389 0.021 0.347 0.431 
No phone   
2009 0.179 0.010 0.159 0.199 
2012 0.055 0.008 0.04 0.071 
2014 0.063 0.012 0.039 0.086 
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Table 0.9: Standard errors and 95% confidence intervals for Table 7.1 

National absolute poverty line     95% CI 

    Prop. SE LB UB 

2014 Adults <10 yrs school 0.348 0.021 0.306 0.39 

2014 Adults – no qualifications 0.241 0.019 0.203 0.279 

2014 Child not schooling 0.152 0.017 0.12 0.185 

2014 No access to health care 0.231 0.017 0.197 0.265 

2014 No running water 0.306 0.02 0.268 0.344 

2014 LQ deteriorating 0.256 0.019 0.218 0.293 

2014 >2 persons per bedroom 0.786 0.017 0.754 0.819 

2014 No flush toilet 0.628 0.022 0.585 0.672 

2014 No garbage collection 0.616 0.022 0.572 0.659 

2014 No motor vehicle 0.389 0.021 0.347 0.431 

2014 No phone 0.063 0.012 0.039 0.086 
 

National absolute poverty line x 1.5 95% CI 

    Prop. SE LB UB 

2014 Adults <10 yrs school 0.275 0.009 0.257 0.294 

2014 Adults – no qualifications 0.172 0.008 0.156 0.187 

2014 Child not schooling 0.098 0.007 0.085 0.112 

2014 No access to health care 0.186 0.008 0.17 0.201 

2014 No running water 0.231 0.008 0.215 0.248 

2014 LQ deteriorating 0.165 0.008 0.15 0.18 

2014 >2 persons per bedroom 0.709 0.009 0.691 0.727 

2014 No flush toilet 0.556 0.011 0.535 0.577 

2014 No garbage collection 0.492 0.011 0.471 0.513 

2014 No motor vehicle 0.233 0.009 0.215 0.25 

2014 No phone 0.036 0.004 0.028 0.043 
 

National absolute poverty line x 2 95% CI 

    Prop. SE LB UB 

2014 Adults <10 yrs school 0.23 0.006 0.219 0.242 

2014 Adults – no qualifications 0.13 0.005 0.121 0.139 

2014 Child not schooling 0.069 0.004 0.062 0.077 

2014 No access to health care 0.156 0.005 0.146 0.165 

2014 No running water 0.189 0.005 0.179 0.199 

2014 LQ deteriorating 0.123 0.005 0.114 0.132 

2014 >2 persons per bedroom 0.644 0.007 0.631 0.657 

2014 No flush toilet 0.484 0.007 0.47 0.498 

2014 No garbage collection 0.438 0.007 0.424 0.452 

2014 No motor vehicle 0.16 0.005 0.151 0.17 

2014 No phone 0.024 0.002 0.02 0.029 
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Household income is less than RM3000 95% CI 

    Prop. SE LB UB 

2014 Adults <10 yrs school 0.233 0.004 0.224 0.242 

2014 Adults – no qualifications 0.124 0.003 0.117 0.131 

2014 Child not schooling 0.045 0.002 0.041 0.05 

2014 No access to health care 0.135 0.003 0.129 0.142 

2014 No running water 0.156 0.004 0.149 0.163 

2014 LQ deteriorating 0.095 0.003 0.089 0.101 

2014 >2 persons per bedroom 0.439 0.005 0.429 0.45 

2014 No flush toilet 0.418 0.005 0.408 0.429 

2014 No garbage collection 0.379 0.005 0.369 0.389 

2014 No motor vehicle 0.125 0.003 0.118 0.131 

2014 No phone 0.021 0.002 0.018 0.024 
 

Low income (equivalence scale = square root of household size) 95% CI 

    Prop. SE LB UB 

2014 Adults <10 yrs school 0.236 0.005 0.225 0.246 

2014 Adults – no qualifications 0.13 0.004 0.122 0.138 

2014 Child not schooling 0.056 0.003 0.05 0.062 

2014 No access to health care 0.144 0.004 0.136 0.152 

2014 No running water 0.174 0.004 0.165 0.183 

2014 LQ deteriorating 0.109 0.004 0.101 0.116 

2014 >2 persons per bedroom 0.548 0.006 0.536 0.561 

2014 No flush toilet 0.454 0.006 0.442 0.467 

2014 No garbage collection 0.405 0.006 0.393 0.417 

2014 No motor vehicle 0.14 0.004 0.132 0.149 

2014 No phone 0.022 0.002 0.018 0.026 
 

Low income (equivalence scale = implied PL/I) 95% CI 

    Prop. SE LB UB 

2014 Adults <10 yrs school 0.204 0.005 0.195 0.214 

2014 Adults – no qualifications 0.109 0.004 0.102 0.116 

2014 Child not schooling 0.06 0.003 0.054 0.066 

2014 No access to health care 0.139 0.004 0.132 0.147 

2014 No running water 0.157 0.004 0.15 0.165 

2014 LQ deteriorating 0.102 0.004 0.095 0.109 

2014 >2 persons per bedroom 0.61 0.006 0.598 0.621 

2014 No flush toilet 0.42 0.006 0.408 0.431 

2014 No garbage collection 0.386 0.006 0.375 0.398 

2014 No motor vehicle 0.131 0.004 0.123 0.138 

2014 No phone 0.02 0.002 0.016 0.023 
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Table 0.10: Standard Errors and 95% Confidence Intervals for Table 7.2 

1st quintile of gross household income     95% CI 

    Prop. SE LB UB 

2009 Adults <10 yrs school 0.227  0.007  0.214 0.239 

2009 Adults – no qualifications 0.240  0.007  0.227 0.253 

2009 Child not schooling 0.245  0.007  0.231 0.259 

2009 No access to health care 0.309  0.007  0.295 0.323 

2009 No running water 0.242  0.006  0.229 0.254 

2009 LQ deteriorating 0.204  0.006  0.191 0.216 

2009 >2 persons per bedroom 0.590  0.007  0.576 0.605 

2009 No flush toilet 0.621  0.008  0.607 0.636 

2009 No garbage collection 0.565  0.008  0.55 0.58 

2009 No motor vehicle 0.269  0.007  0.255 0.283 

2009 No phone 0.123  0.005  0.113 0.132 

2012 Adults <10 yrs school 0.313  0.007  0.299 0.328 

2012 Adults – no qualifications 0.167  0.006  0.156 0.178 

2012 Child not schooling 0.041  0.003  0.035 0.047 

2012 No access to health care 0.200  0.006  0.188 0.211 

2012 No running water 0.197  0.006  0.186 0.208 

2012 LQ deteriorating 0.169  0.006  0.158 0.181 

2012 >2 persons per bedroom 0.525  0.008  0.509 0.54 

2012 No flush toilet 0.522  0.008  0.507 0.538 

2012 No garbage collection 0.506  0.008  0.49 0.521 

2012 No motor vehicle 0.178  0.006  0.167 0.189 

2012 No phone 0.037  0.003  0.032 0.042 

2014 Adults <10 yrs school 0.236  0.005  0.227 0.245 

2014 Adults – no qualifications 0.127  0.004  0.12 0.134 

2014 Child not schooling 0.046  0.002  0.041 0.051 

2014 No access to health care 0.137  0.003  0.13 0.144 

2014 No running water 0.158  0.004  0.151 0.165 

2014 LQ deteriorating 0.096  0.003  0.09 0.103 

2014 >2 persons per bedroom 0.441  0.006  0.43 0.452 

2014 No flush toilet 0.422  0.005  0.412 0.433 

2014 No garbage collection 0.383  0.005  0.372 0.393 

2014 No motor vehicle 0.127  0.003  0.121 0.134 

2014 No phone 0.022  0.002  0.018 0.025 
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2nd quintile of gross household income     95% CI 

    Prop. SE LB UB 

2009 Adults <10 yrs school 0.099  0.005  0.089 0.108 

2009 Adults – no qualifications 0.107  0.005  0.097 0.117 

2009 Child not schooling 0.191  0.007  0.177 0.204 

2009 No access to health care 0.238  0.007  0.225 0.252 

2009 No running water 0.106  0.005  0.096 0.115 

2009 LQ deteriorating 0.076  0.004  0.067 0.084 

2009 >2 persons per bedroom 0.458  0.008  0.442 0.475 

2009 No flush toilet 0.375  0.008  0.36 0.39 

2009 No garbage collection 0.346  0.008  0.331 0.361 

2009 No motor vehicle 0.100  0.005  0.09 0.11 

2009 No phone 0.038  0.003  0.032 0.044 

2012 Adults <10 yrs school 0.163  0.006  0.151 0.174 

2012 Adults – no qualifications 0.067  0.004  0.059 0.074 

2012 Child not schooling 0.033  0.003  0.026 0.039 

2012 No access to health care 0.138  0.005  0.128 0.148 

2012 No running water 0.095  0.004  0.087 0.104 

2012 LQ deteriorating 0.074  0.004  0.066 0.083 

2012 >2 persons per bedroom 0.408  0.009  0.391 0.424 

2012 No flush toilet 0.295  0.007  0.28 0.309 

2012 No garbage collection 0.322  0.008  0.307 0.337 

2012 No motor vehicle 0.056  0.004  0.049 0.063 

2012 No phone 0.015  0.002  0.011 0.019 

2014 Adults <10 yrs school 0.111  0.004  0.103 0.118 

2014 Adults – no qualifications 0.042  0.002  0.038 0.047 

2014 Child not schooling 0.024  0.002  0.021 0.028 

2014 No access to health care 0.069  0.003  0.063 0.074 

2014 No running water 0.059  0.002  0.054 0.063 

2014 LQ deteriorating 0.034  0.002  0.029 0.038 

2014 >2 persons per bedroom 0.337  0.006  0.325 0.348 

2014 No flush toilet 0.191  0.004  0.182 0.199 

2014 No garbage collection 0.197  0.004  0.189 0.206 

2014 No motor vehicle 0.031  0.002  0.027 0.035 

2014 No phone 0.009  0.001  0.007 0.011 
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3rd quintile of gross household income     95% CI 

    Prop. SE LB UB 

2009 Adults <10 yrs school 0.039  0.003  0.033 0.046 

2009 Adults – no qualifications 0.043  0.003  0.036 0.05 

2009 Child not schooling 0.173  0.007  0.158 0.188 

2009 No access to health care 0.197  0.007  0.183 0.211 

2009 No running water 0.053  0.003  0.046 0.059 

2009 LQ deteriorating 0.037  0.003  0.031 0.044 

2009 >2 persons per bedroom 0.374  0.009  0.356 0.392 

2009 No flush toilet 0.210  0.007  0.197 0.223 

2009 No garbage collection 0.211  0.007  0.197 0.224 

2009 No motor vehicle 0.043  0.004  0.036 0.051 

2009 No phone 0.017  0.002  0.013 0.021 

2012 Adults <10 yrs school 0.097  0.005  0.087 0.108 

2012 Adults – no qualifications 0.034  0.003  0.028 0.04 

2012 Child not schooling 0.037  0.004  0.03 0.045 

2012 No access to health care 0.103  0.005  0.093 0.112 

2012 No running water 0.051  0.003  0.045 0.058 

2012 LQ deteriorating 0.033  0.003  0.027 0.038 

2012 >2 persons per bedroom 0.316  0.009  0.299 0.333 

2012 No flush toilet 0.158  0.006  0.146 0.17 

2012 No garbage collection 0.202  0.007  0.189 0.215 

2012 No motor vehicle 0.021  0.002  0.016 0.026 

2012 No phone 0.007  0.001  0.005 0.01 

2014 Adults <10 yrs school 0.064  0.003  0.058 0.069 

2014 Adults – no qualifications 0.021  0.002  0.018 0.025 

2014 Child not schooling 0.020  0.002  0.016 0.024 

2014 No access to health care 0.056  0.003  0.05 0.061 

2014 No running water 0.033  0.002  0.03 0.037 

2014 LQ deteriorating 0.020  0.002  0.017 0.024 

2014 >2 persons per bedroom 0.292  0.006  0.28 0.304 

2014 No flush toilet 0.109  0.004  0.102 0.117 

2014 No garbage collection 0.137  0.004  0.13 0.145 

2014 No motor vehicle 0.012  0.001  0.009 0.014 

2014 No phone 0.006  0.001  0.004 0.008 
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4th quintile of gross household income     95% CI 

    Prop. SE LB UB 

2009 Adults <10 yrs school 0.018  0.002  0.013 0.022 

2009 Adults – no qualifications 0.020  0.003  0.015 0.025 

2009 Child not schooling 0.168  0.007  0.153 0.182 

2009 No access to health care 0.172  0.007  0.159 0.185 

2009 No running water 0.035  0.003  0.028 0.041 

2009 LQ deteriorating 0.021  0.003  0.016 0.027 

2009 >2 persons per bedroom 0.292  0.009  0.275 0.31 

2009 No flush toilet 0.120  0.006  0.109 0.132 

2009 No garbage collection 0.154  0.006  0.141 0.166 

2009 No motor vehicle 0.015  0.002  0.01 0.019 

2009 No phone 0.011  0.002  0.007 0.014 

2012 Adults <10 yrs school 0.038  0.003  0.032 0.045 

2012 Adults – no qualifications 0.011  0.002  0.008 0.015 

2012 Child not schooling 0.031  0.004  0.024 0.038 

2012 No access to health care 0.082  0.005  0.073 0.091 

2012 No running water 0.026  0.002  0.021 0.031 

2012 LQ deteriorating 0.024  0.003  0.018 0.029 

2012 >2 persons per bedroom 0.264  0.009  0.247 0.282 

2012 No flush toilet 0.088  0.005  0.079 0.098 

2012 No garbage collection 0.145  0.006  0.133 0.157 

2012 No motor vehicle 0.009  0.002  0.005 0.012 

2012 No phone 0.007  0.001  0.004 0.009 

2014 Adults <10 yrs school 0.031  0.002  0.027 0.036 

2014 Adults – no qualifications 0.009  0.001  0.007 0.012 

2014 Child not schooling 0.014  0.001  0.011 0.016 

2014 No access to health care 0.048  0.002  0.043 0.053 

2014 No running water 0.025  0.002  0.022 0.028 

2014 LQ deteriorating 0.010  0.001  0.007 0.012 

2014 >2 persons per bedroom 0.263  0.006  0.251 0.275 

2014 No flush toilet 0.064  0.003  0.058 0.07 

2014 No garbage collection 0.108  0.004  0.101 0.115 

2014 No motor vehicle 0.005  0.001  0.003 0.006 

2014 No phone 0.006  0.001  0.004 0.008 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Child Deprivation in Malaysia  

Page 90 

5th quintile of gross household income     95% CI 

    Prop. SE LB UB 

2009 Adults <10 yrs school 0.005  0.001 0.003 0.007 

2009 Adults – no qualifications 0.006  0.001 0.004 0.009 

2009 Child not schooling 0.181  0.008 0.165 0.196 

2009 No access to health care 0.156  0.007 0.142 0.169 

2009 No running water 0.023  0.002 0.018 0.027 

2009 LQ deteriorating 0.006  0.001 0.003 0.009 

2009 >2 persons per bedroom 0.200  0.008 0.183 0.217 

2009 No flush toilet 0.055  0.004 0.047 0.063 

2009 No garbage collection 0.098  0.005 0.088 0.109 

2009 No motor vehicle 0.004  0.001 0.002 0.006 

2009 No phone 0.004  0.001 0.002 0.006 

2012 Adults <10 yrs school 0.011  0.002 0.008 0.015 

2012 Adults – no qualifications 0.002  0.001 0.001 0.004 

2012 Child not schooling 0.030  0.004 0.023 0.037 

2012 No access to health care 0.072  0.005 0.062 0.081 

2012 No running water 0.020  0.002 0.015 0.025 

2012 LQ deteriorating 0.008  0.002 0.005 0.011 

2012 >2 persons per bedroom 0.191  0.008 0.175 0.207 

2012 No flush toilet 0.031  0.003 0.025 0.038 

2012 No garbage collection 0.087  0.005 0.077 0.096 

2012 No motor vehicle 0.001  0.001 -0.000 0.003 

2012 No phone 0.005  0.001 0.002 0.007 

2014 Adults <10 yrs school 0.009  0.001 0.007 0.012 

2014 Adults – no qualifications 0.003  0.001 0.001 0.004 

2014 Child not schooling 0.014  0.002 0.011 0.017 

2014 No access to health care 0.037  0.002 0.032 0.042 

2014 No running water 0.015  0.001 0.012 0.018 

2014 LQ deteriorating 0.004  0.001 0.003 0.006 

2014 >2 persons per bedroom 0.174  0.006 0.163 0.185 

2014 No flush toilet 0.022  0.002 0.018 0.025 

2014 No garbage collection 0.062  0.003 0.056 0.068 

2014 No motor vehicle 0.001  0 0.000 0.002 

2014 No phone 0.004  0.001 0.003 0.006 
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Table 0.11: Standard Errors and 95% Confidence Intervals for Table 7.3 

1st quintile of net equivalised household income     95% CI 

    Prop. SE LB UB 

2009 Adults <10 yrs school 0.191  0.006  0.18 0.203 

2009 Adults – no qualifications 0.204  0.006  0.192 0.216 

2009 Child not schooling 0.265  0.007  0.251 0.279 

2009 No access to health care 0.313  0.007  0.299 0.326 

2009 No running water 0.227  0.006  0.215 0.239 

2009 LQ deteriorating 0.193  0.006  0.181 0.204 

2009 >2 persons per bedroom 0.658  0.007  0.645 0.671 

2009 No flush toilet 0.605  0.007  0.59 0.62 

2009 No garbage collection 0.554  0.007  0.54 0.569 

2009 No motor vehicle 0.248  0.007  0.235 0.26 

2009 No phone 0.109  0.005  0.1 0.118 

2012 Adults <10 yrs school 0.279  0.007  0.266 0.292 

2012 Adults – no qualifications 0.141  0.005  0.131 0.151 

2012 Child not schooling 0.043  0.003  0.037 0.05 

2012 No access to health care 0.196  0.006  0.185 0.207 

2012 No running water 0.187  0.005  0.177 0.198 

2012 LQ deteriorating 0.162  0.005  0.151 0.173 

2012 >2 persons per bedroom 0.590  0.007  0.575 0.604 

2012 No flush toilet 0.508  0.008  0.493 0.523 

2012 No garbage collection 0.495  0.008  0.48 0.51 

2012 No motor vehicle 0.162  0.005  0.151 0.172 

2012 No phone 0.032  0.002  0.028 0.037 

2014 Adults <10 yrs school 0.206  0.004  0.198 0.214 

2014 Adults – no qualifications 0.108  0.003  0.102 0.114 

2014 Child not schooling 0.049  0.002  0.044 0.054 

2014 No access to health care 0.129  0.003  0.122 0.135 

2014 No running water 0.148  0.003  0.141 0.154 

2014 LQ deteriorating 0.092  0.003  0.086 0.098 

2014 >2 persons per bedroom 0.512  0.005  0.502 0.523 

2014 No flush toilet 0.402  0.005  0.392 0.412 

2014 No garbage collection 0.367  0.005  0.357 0.377 

2014 No motor vehicle 0.114  0.003  0.107 0.12 

2014 No phone 0.019  0.001  0.017 0.022 
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2nd quintile of net equivalised household income     95% CI 

    Prop. SE LB UB 

2009 Adults <10 yrs school 0.092  0.005  0.083 0.101 

2009 Adults – no qualifications 0.099  0.005  0.09 0.108 

2009 Child not schooling 0.180  0.007  0.167 0.194 

2009 No access to health care 0.222  0.007  0.208 0.235 

2009 No running water 0.092  0.004  0.084 0.1 

2009 LQ deteriorating 0.061  0.004  0.054 0.068 

2009 >2 persons per bedroom 0.441  0.008  0.425 0.458 

2009 No flush toilet 0.341  0.007  0.326 0.355 

2009 No garbage collection 0.314  0.007  0.3 0.329 

2009 No motor vehicle 0.087  0.005  0.077 0.096 

2009 No phone 0.033  0.003  0.028 0.038 

2012 Adults <10 yrs school 0.149  0.006  0.138 0.16 

2012 Adults – no qualifications 0.064  0.004  0.057 0.071 

2012 Child not schooling 0.039  0.004  0.032 0.047 

2012 No access to health care 0.131  0.005  0.121 0.141 

2012 No running water 0.086  0.004  0.078 0.093 

2012 LQ deteriorating 0.060  0.004  0.053 0.068 

2012 >2 persons per bedroom 0.410  0.009  0.394 0.427 

2012 No flush toilet 0.267  0.007  0.253 0.28 

2012 No garbage collection 0.304  0.007  0.289 0.318 

2012 No motor vehicle 0.046  0.003  0.04 0.051 

2012 No phone 0.014  0.002  0.01 0.018 

2014 Adults <10 yrs school 0.100  0.003  0.094 0.107 

2014 Adults – no qualifications 0.038  0.002  0.034 0.042 

2014 Child not schooling 0.021  0.002  0.017 0.024 

2014 No access to health care 0.068  0.003  0.063 0.073 

2014 No running water 0.052  0.002  0.048 0.056 

2014 LQ deteriorating 0.030  0.002  0.026 0.034 

2014 >2 persons per bedroom 0.342  0.006  0.33 0.353 

2014 No flush toilet 0.175  0.004  0.167 0.183 

2014 No garbage collection 0.188  0.004  0.18 0.197 

2014 No motor vehicle 0.025  0.002  0.022 0.029 

2014 No phone 0.008  0.001  0.006 0.01 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

3rd quintile of net equivalised household income     95% CI 
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    Prop. SE LB UB 

2009 Adults <10 yrs school 0.044  0.003  0.038 0.051 

2009 Adults – no qualifications 0.048  0.003  0.041 0.055 

2009 Child not schooling 0.162  0.007  0.148 0.177 

2009 No access to health care 0.187  0.007  0.174 0.2 

2009 No running water 0.049  0.004  0.042 0.056 

2009 LQ deteriorating 0.034  0.003  0.028 0.04 

2009 >2 persons per bedroom 0.332  0.009  0.315 0.35 

2009 No flush toilet 0.187  0.007  0.174 0.2 

2009 No garbage collection 0.190  0.007  0.177 0.203 

2009 No motor vehicle 0.031  0.003  0.026 0.037 

2009 No phone 0.016  0.002  0.012 0.021 

2012 Adults <10 yrs school 0.093  0.005  0.084 0.102 

2012 Adults – no qualifications 0.036  0.003  0.03 0.041 

2012 Child not schooling 0.030  0.003  0.024 0.037 

2012 No access to health care 0.101  0.005  0.091 0.11 

2012 No running water 0.041  0.003  0.036 0.047 

2012 LQ deteriorating 0.033  0.003  0.027 0.038 

2012 >2 persons per bedroom 0.275  0.008  0.258 0.291 

2012 No flush toilet 0.141  0.005  0.13 0.152 

2012 No garbage collection 0.182  0.006  0.17 0.194 

2012 No motor vehicle 0.018  0.002  0.014 0.023 

2012 No phone 0.008  0.001  0.005 0.01 

2014 Adults <10 yrs school 0.064  0.003  0.059 0.07 

2014 Adults – no qualifications 0.023  0.002  0.02 0.027 

2014 Child not schooling 0.015  0.002  0.012 0.018 

2014 No access to health care 0.052  0.002  0.047 0.057 

2014 No running water 0.029  0.002  0.025 0.032 

2014 LQ deteriorating 0.013  0.001  0.011 0.016 

2014 >2 persons per bedroom 0.263  0.006  0.251 0.275 

2014 No flush toilet 0.093  0.003  0.086 0.099 

2014 No garbage collection 0.128  0.004  0.12 0.135 

2014 No motor vehicle 0.010  0.001  0.008 0.013 

2014 No phone 0.006  0.001  0.004 0.007 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

4th quintile of net equivalised household income     95% CI 

    Prop. SE LB UB 
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2009 Adults <10 yrs school 0.020  0.002  0.016 0.025 

2009 Adults – no qualifications 0.022  0.003  0.017 0.027 

2009 Child not schooling 0.159  0.008  0.144 0.174 

2009 No access to health care 0.168  0.007  0.155 0.181 

2009 No running water 0.027  0.003  0.022 0.032 

2009 LQ deteriorating 0.014  0.002  0.01 0.018 

2009 >2 persons per bedroom 0.236  0.009  0.219 0.253 

2009 No flush toilet 0.095  0.005  0.085 0.104 

2009 No garbage collection 0.136  0.006  0.124 0.147 

2009 No motor vehicle 0.013  0.002  0.009 0.017 

2009 No phone 0.009  0.002  0.006 0.012 

2012 Adults <10 yrs school 0.038  0.003  0.032 0.044 

2012 Adults – no qualifications 0.012  0.002  0.009 0.015 

2012 Child not schooling 0.028  0.003  0.021 0.034 

2012 No access to health care 0.073  0.005  0.064 0.082 

2012 No running water 0.024  0.002  0.019 0.029 

2012 LQ deteriorating 0.016  0.002  0.012 0.02 

2012 >2 persons per bedroom 0.210  0.008  0.194 0.226 

2012 No flush toilet 0.065  0.004  0.057 0.073 

2012 No garbage collection 0.124  0.006  0.113 0.135 

2012 No motor vehicle 0.006  0.001  0.004 0.008 

2012 No phone 0.006  0.001  0.003 0.009 

2014 Adults <10 yrs school 0.033  0.002  0.028 0.037 

2014 Adults – no qualifications 0.010  0.001  0.008 0.013 

2014 Child not schooling 0.014  0.002  0.011 0.017 

2014 No access to health care 0.042  0.002  0.037 0.046 

2014 No running water 0.020  0.002  0.017 0.023 

2014 LQ deteriorating 0.008  0.001  0.006 0.01 

2014 >2 persons per bedroom 0.197  0.006  0.185 0.208 

2014 No flush toilet 0.044  0.002  0.039 0.048 

2014 No garbage collection 0.086  0.003  0.08 0.093 

2014 No motor vehicle 0.003  0.001  0.002 0.004 

2014 No phone 0.007  0.001  0.005 0.009 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

5th quintile of net equivalised household income     95% CI 

    Prop. SE LB UB 
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2009 Adults <10 yrs school 0.006  0.001 0.004 0.009 

2009 Adults – no qualifications 0.008  0.001 0.005 0.01 

2009 Child not schooling 0.165  0.008 0.149 0.18 

2009 No access to health care 0.150  0.007 0.137 0.164 

2009 No running water 0.020  0.002 0.016 0.025 

2009 LQ deteriorating 0.006  0.001 0.003 0.009 

2009 >2 persons per bedroom 0.135  0.007 0.121 0.15 

2009 No flush toilet 0.044  0.004 0.037 0.051 

2009 No garbage collection 0.086  0.005 0.076 0.096 

2009 No motor vehicle 0.004  0.001 0.002 0.006 

2009 No phone 0.004  0.001 0.002 0.006 

2012 Adults <10 yrs school 0.015  0.002 0.011 0.019 

2012 Adults – no qualifications 0.004  0.001 0.002 0.006 

2012 Child not schooling 0.026  0.003 0.019 0.032 

2012 No access to health care 0.066  0.005 0.057 0.076 

2012 No running water 0.018  0.002 0.013 0.022 

2012 LQ deteriorating 0.006  0.002 0.003 0.009 

2012 >2 persons per bedroom 0.116  0.007 0.101 0.13 

2012 No flush toilet 0.017  0.002 0.013 0.021 

2012 No garbage collection 0.074  0.004 0.065 0.082 

2012 No motor vehicle 0.002  0.001 0.000 0.004 

2012 No phone 0.005  0.001 0.003 0.008 

2014 Adults <10 yrs school 0.012  0.001 0.009 0.014 

2014 Adults – no qualifications 0.003  0.001 0.002 0.005 

2014 Child not schooling 0.011  0.001 0.008 0.014 

2014 No access to health care 0.038  0.003 0.032 0.043 

2014 No running water 0.015  0.001 0.012 0.018 

2014 LQ deteriorating 0.004  0.001 0.002 0.005 

2014 >2 persons per bedroom 0.100  0.005 0.091 0.11 

2014 No flush toilet 0.016  0.001 0.013 0.019 

2014 No garbage collection 0.055  0.003 0.049 0.06 

2014 No motor vehicle 0.001  0 0.000 0.002 

2014 No phone 0.004  0.001 0.002 0.006 
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Table 0.12: Standard errors and 95% confidence intervals for Table 7.4 

1–2 people households     95% CI 

    Prop. SE LB UB 

2014 Adults <10 yrs school 0.313 0.021 0.271 0.354 

2014 Adults – no qualifications 0.197 0.017 0.163 0.231 

2014 Child not schooling 0.029 0.006 0.017 0.042 

2014 No access to health care 0.102 0.012 0.078 0.126 

2014 No running water 0.09 0.011 0.069 0.111 

2014 LQ deteriorating 0.042 0.008 0.026 0.059 

2014 >2 persons per bedroom 0.008 0.003 0.002 0.014 

2014 No flush toilet 0.237 0.018 0.202 0.273 

2014 No garbage collection 0.188 0.016 0.156 0.219 

2014 No motor vehicle 0.245 0.019 0.208 0.281 

2014 No phone 0.027 0.006 0.015 0.039 
 

3–4 people households 95% CI 

    Prop. SE LB UB 

2014 Adults <10 yrs school 0.12 0.003 0.115 0.126 

2014 Adults – no qualifications 0.057 0.002 0.053 0.06 

2014 Child not schooling 0.013 0.001 0.011 0.015 

2014 No access to health care 0.06 0.002 0.057 0.063 

2014 No running water 0.039 0.001 0.037 0.041 

2014 LQ deteriorating 0.026 0.001 0.024 0.028 

2014 >2 persons per bedroom 0.031 0.001 0.029 0.033 

2014 No flush toilet 0.117 0.002 0.112 0.121 

2014 No garbage collection 0.123 0.002 0.118 0.127 

2014 No motor vehicle 0.037 0.001 0.034 0.04 

2014 No phone 0.01 0.001 0.008 0.011 
 

5–6 people households 95% CI 

    Prop. SE LB UB 

2014 Adults <10 yrs school 0.089 0.002 0.085 0.093 

2014 Adults – no qualifications 0.038 0.001 0.035 0.041 

2014 Child not schooling 0.018 0.001 0.016 0.02 

2014 No access to health care 0.066 0.002 0.062 0.069 

2014 No running water 0.05 0.001 0.047 0.052 

2014 LQ deteriorating 0.028 0.001 0.026 0.031 

2014 >2 persons per bedroom 0.181 0.003 0.175 0.187 

2014 No flush toilet 0.142 0.002 0.137 0.147 

2014 No garbage collection 0.156 0.003 0.151 0.161 

2014 No motor vehicle 0.03 0.001 0.027 0.032 

2014 No phone 0.009 0.001 0.008 0.011 
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7–8 people households     95% CI 

    Prop. SE LB UB 

2014 Adults <10 yrs school 0.083 0.004 0.076 0.09 

2014 Adults – no qualifications 0.037 0.003 0.032 0.042 

2014 Child not schooling 0.029 0.002 0.025 0.033 

2014 No access to health care 0.079 0.003 0.072 0.085 

2014 No running water 0.081 0.003 0.075 0.087 

2014 LQ deteriorating 0.047 0.003 0.041 0.052 

2014 >2 persons per bedroom 0.68 0.006 0.668 0.692 

2014 No flush toilet 0.223 0.005 0.213 0.233 

2014 No garbage collection 0.244 0.005 0.233 0.254 

2014 No motor vehicle 0.038 0.002 0.034 0.043 

2014 No phone 0.009 0.001 0.007 0.011 
 

9+ people households 95% CI 

    Prop. SE LB UB 

2014 Adults <10 yrs school 0.064 0.005 0.053 0.074 

2014 Adults – no qualifications 0.034 0.004 0.026 0.042 

2014 Child not schooling 0.074 0.006 0.062 0.086 

2014 No access to health care 0.108 0.006 0.096 0.121 

2014 No running water 0.126 0.007 0.113 0.139 

2014 LQ deteriorating 0.061 0.005 0.051 0.071 

2014 >2 persons per bedroom 0.864 0.007 0.85 0.879 

2014 No flush toilet 0.324 0.01 0.303 0.344 

2014 No garbage collection 0.353 0.011 0.332 0.374 

2014 No motor vehicle 0.064 0.005 0.054 0.075 

2014 No phone 0.014 0.003 0.009 0.019 
 

Female-headed households 95% CI 

    Prop. SE LB UB 

2014 Adults <10 yrs school 0.134 0.006 0.124 0.145 

2014 Adults – no qualifications 0.077 0.004 0.069 0.085 

2014 Child not schooling 0.032 0.003 0.026 0.038 

2014 No access to health care 0.089 0.004 0.081 0.098 

2014 No running water 0.082 0.004 0.074 0.089 

2014 LQ deteriorating 0.047 0.003 0.041 0.054 

2014 >2 persons per bedroom 0.284 0.008 0.268 0.3 

2014 No flush toilet 0.214 0.006 0.201 0.226 

2014 No garbage collection 0.221 0.006 0.208 0.233 

2014 No motor vehicle 0.125 0.005 0.115 0.136 

2014 No phone 0.016 0.002 0.012 0.02 
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Male-headed households     95% CI 

    Prop. SE LB UB 

2014 Adults <10 yrs school 0.09 0.002 0.087 0.093 

2014 Adults – no qualifications 0.039 0.001 0.037 0.041 

2014 Child not schooling 0.023 0.001 0.022 0.025 

2014 No access to health care 0.069 0.001 0.066 0.072 

2014 No running water 0.058 0.001 0.056 0.061 

2014 LQ deteriorating 0.033 0.001 0.031 0.035 

2014 >2 persons per bedroom 0.308 0.003 0.303 0.314 

2014 No flush toilet 0.164 0.002 0.16 0.168 

2014 No garbage collection 0.179 0.002 0.175 0.183 

2014 No motor vehicle 0.028 0.001 0.027 0.03 

2014 No phone 0.009 0.001 0.008 0.01 
 

Bumiputera-headed households 95% CI 

    Prop. SE LB UB 

2014 Adults <10 yrs school 0.081 0.002 0.078 0.084 

2014 Adults – no qualifications 0.038 0.001 0.036 0.041 

2014 Child not schooling 0.027 0.001 0.025 0.029 

2014 No access to health care 0.083 0.002 0.08 0.086 

2014 No running water 0.077 0.001 0.075 0.08 

2014 LQ deteriorating 0.041 0.001 0.038 0.043 

2014 >2 persons per bedroom 0.35 0.003 0.344 0.356 

2014 No flush toilet 0.21 0.002 0.206 0.215 

2014 No garbage collection 0.228 0.002 0.223 0.233 

2014 No motor vehicle 0.043 0.001 0.04 0.045 

2014 No phone 0.01 0.001 0.009 0.012 
 

Chinese-headed households 95% CI 

    Prop. SE LB UB 

2014 Adults <10 yrs school 0.133 0.004 0.124 0.141 

2014 Adults – no qualifications 0.052 0.003 0.046 0.058 

2014 Child not schooling 0.011 0.001 0.009 0.014 

2014 No access to health care 0.032 0.002 0.028 0.036 

2014 No running water 0.005 0.001 0.003 0.006 

2014 LQ deteriorating 0.01 0.001 0.008 0.012 

2014 >2 persons per bedroom 0.122 0.005 0.112 0.131 

2014 No flush toilet 0.03 0.002 0.026 0.035 

2014 No garbage collection 0.037 0.002 0.032 0.041 

2014 No motor vehicle 0.01 0.001 0.008 0.013 

2014 No phone 0.005 0.001 0.004 0.007 
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Indian-headed households     95% CI 

    Prop. SE LB UB 

2014 Adults <10 yrs school 0.147 0.008 0.132 0.162 

2014 Adults – no qualifications 0.063 0.005 0.053 0.074 

2014 Child not schooling 0.02 0.003 0.014 0.026 

2014 No access to health care 0.026 0.003 0.02 0.033 

2014 No running water 0.004 0.001 0.001 0.007 

2014 LQ deteriorating 0.022 0.004 0.015 0.03 

2014 >2 persons per bedroom 0.244 0.01 0.224 0.263 

2014 No flush toilet 0.038 0.004 0.029 0.046 

2014 No garbage collection 0.031 0.004 0.024 0.038 

2014 No motor vehicle 0.038 0.004 0.029 0.047 

2014 No phone 0.011 0.002 0.006 0.015 
 

Other ethnicities-headed households 95% CI 

    Prop. SE LB UB 

2014 Adults <10 yrs school 0.127 0.028 0.072 0.181 

2014 Adults – no qualifications 0.097 0.028 0.042 0.153 

2014 Child not schooling 0.09 0.028 0.035 0.145 

2014 No access to health care 0.107 0.028 0.053 0.161 

2014 No running water 0.087 0.02 0.047 0.127 

2014 LQ deteriorating 0.069 0.021 0.028 0.11 

2014 >2 persons per bedroom 0.383 0.045 0.295 0.472 

2014 No flush toilet 0.273 0.038 0.197 0.348 

2014 No garbage collection 0.274 0.038 0.2 0.348 

2014 No motor vehicle 0.089 0.028 0.033 0.144 

2014 No phone 0.019 0.013 -0.007 0.045 
 

Peninsular Malaysia urban households 95% CI 

    Prop. SE LB UB 

2014 Adults <10 yrs school 0.063 0.002 0.059 0.066 

2014 Adults – no qualifications 0.023 0.001 0.02 0.025 

2014 Child not schooling 0.014 0.001 0.012 0.016 

2014 No access to health care 0.022 0.001 0.02 0.024 

2014 No running water 0.017 0.001 0.015 0.018 

2014 LQ deteriorating 0.015 0.001 0.013 0.017 

2014 >2 persons per bedroom 0.242 0.004 0.235 0.249 

2014 No flush toilet 0.069 0.002 0.065 0.072 

2014 No garbage collection 0.057 0.002 0.054 0.06 

2014 No motor vehicle 0.013 0.001 0.011 0.015 

2014 No phone 0.007 0.001 0.006 0.008 
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Peninsular Malaysia rural households     95% CI 

    Prop. SE LB UB 

2014 Adults <10 yrs school 0.117 0.004 0.11 0.125 

2014 Adults – no qualifications 0.051 0.003 0.046 0.056 

2014 Child not schooling 0.027 0.002 0.023 0.031 

2014 No access to health care 0.101 0.004 0.094 0.109 

2014 No running water 0.103 0.003 0.097 0.11 

2014 LQ deteriorating 0.046 0.003 0.041 0.051 

2014 >2 persons per bedroom 0.389 0.006 0.377 0.401 

2014 No flush toilet 0.378 0.006 0.367 0.389 

2014 No garbage collection 0.444 0.006 0.432 0.455 

2014 No motor vehicle 0.008 0.001 0.006 0.01 

2014 No phone 0.01 0.001 0.008 0.013 
 

Sabah urban households 95% CI 

    Prop. SE LB UB 

2014 Adults <10 yrs school 0.139 0.007 0.125 0.152 

2014 Adults – no qualifications 0.08 0.006 0.068 0.091 

2014 Child not schooling 0.071 0.007 0.058 0.084 

2014 No access to health care 0.071 0.005 0.06 0.081 

2014 No running water 0.036 0.004 0.028 0.044 

2014 LQ deteriorating 0.085 0.006 0.073 0.096 

2014 >2 persons per bedroom 0.446 0.01 0.426 0.466 

2014 No flush toilet 0.247 0.009 0.229 0.265 

2014 No garbage collection 0.358 0.01 0.339 0.377 

2014 No motor vehicle 0.181 0.008 0.166 0.197 

2014 No phone 0.016 0.003 0.011 0.021 
 

Sabah rural households 95% CI 

    Prop. SE LB UB 

2014 Adults <10 yrs school 0.247 0.01 0.227 0.267 

2014 Adults – no qualifications 0.156 0.009 0.139 0.173 

2014 Child not schooling 0.087 0.008 0.072 0.101 

2014 No access to health care 0.341 0.011 0.32 0.362 

2014 No running water 0.437 0.011 0.415 0.459 

2014 LQ deteriorating 0.169 0.009 0.152 0.186 

2014 >2 persons per bedroom 0.541 0.011 0.519 0.562 

2014 No flush toilet 0.526 0.011 0.504 0.547 

2014 No garbage collection 0.793 0.009 0.776 0.81 

2014 No motor vehicle 0.235 0.01 0.215 0.254 

2014 No phone 0.03 0.004 0.021 0.038 
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Sarawak urban households     95% CI 

    Prop. SE LB UB 

2014 Adults <10 yrs school 0.127 0.006 0.115 0.139 

2014 Adults – no qualifications 0.056 0.004 0.048 0.063 

2014 Child not schooling 0.026 0.003 0.019 0.032 

2014 No access to health care 0.066 0.004 0.058 0.075 

2014 No running water 0.005 0.001 0.003 0.007 

2014 LQ deteriorating 0.05 0.004 0.043 0.058 

2014 >2 persons per bedroom 0.356 0.009 0.338 0.373 

2014 No flush toilet 0.112 0.006 0.101 0.123 

2014 No garbage collection 0.02 0.002 0.016 0.025 

2014 No motor vehicle 0.04 0.004 0.033 0.047 

2014 No phone 0.006 0.001 0.003 0.009 
 

Sarawak rural households 95% CI 

    Prop. SE LB UB 

2014 Adults <10 yrs school 0.264 0.009 0.246 0.281 

2014 Adults – no qualifications 0.159 0.007 0.145 0.173 

2014 Child not schooling 0.045 0.004 0.037 0.054 

2014 No access to health care 0.509 0.01 0.489 0.529 

2014 No running water 0.332 0.01 0.314 0.351 

2014 LQ deteriorating 0.071 0.006 0.06 0.082 

2014 >2 persons per bedroom 0.492 0.01 0.472 0.512 

2014 No flush toilet 0.483 0.01 0.464 0.503 

2014 No garbage collection 0.428 0.01 0.408 0.447 

2014 No motor vehicle 0.166 0.007 0.151 0.181 

2014 No phone 0.028 0.003 0.021 0.034 
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