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Abstract: Quality of life is indeed an important contributor for rural community development in
Malaysia and this study would like to investigate the quality of life of the community who are living
near to the one of the major rivers in Malaysia; The Muar River. This is a quantitative study, through
a simple random sampling, a total of 150 people who live near to Muar River have been selected as
the respondents. To gain the data needed, respondents were questioned through face to face interviews
based on the developed and tested questionnaire. The results indicated that Muar River community
has a high level of quality of life. Further analysis has revealed that aspect of home conditions and
social involvement and relationship recorded the highest scores. Inferential analyses performed through
ANOVA and Pearson product-moment correlation have revealed that income was the only factor that
has a significant difference and significant relationship with quality of life. It is suggested that income
generating activities such as boat renting, hotel, home-stay and local product shops be established 
along Muar River. Furthermore, responsible ministries and agencies can promote and advertise Muar
River as one of the main tourism attractions in Malaysia.

Key words: Quality of life, Muar River, Community development, Rural development, River
development. 

INTRODUCTION

Malaysia is often acknowledged as one of the  countries that emphasizes on rural development. Rural
development has been the main focus of the government since Malaysia gained its independence. Programs
and strategies such as The New Economic Policy, Village Development and Security Committee, Village
Vision Movement, E-Kasih Program, Agropolitan Project, Rural Internet Centre and Rural Info Centre for
example, have been used as mediums to boost the rural development in Malaysia. A huge allocation has been
placed by the government for rural development in Malaysia, but it is useless to have all of these  rural if the
targeted group which is the rural community have a low level of quality of life (QOL). There are a number
of government related agencies that are assisting the rural community in achieving a higher QOL through a
number of development projects and some of the related agencies are the Ministry of Rural and Regional
Development (MRRD), Department of Community Development (DCD) and Institute for Rural Advancement
(INFRA). Rural community QOL can be one of the indicators whether or not the rural development projects
brought by the government are achieving their objectives and this study would like to examine whether or not
the rural community especially those who are living near to the Muar River have a high and positive QOL.
Furthermore, this study would like to inspect any difference and relationship that might occur between QOL
and selected socio-economic factors. 

Muar River is one of the major rivers in Malaysia. Muar River is well known with its unforgettable history
and its richness of flora and fauna. Muar River offers economic opportunities and it is very well known with
its recreational activities such as lobster and fish fishing. Muar River is also related with a number of historical
places such as Bukit Kepong police station,  bombed bridge during World War Two which is locally known
as “Jambatan Patah”, two Sultan Ibrahim mosques and a place called “Kota Buruk”, the place where
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Parameswara, the first king of Malacca transited before he went to Malacca to build his empire. There are a
lot of potential development projects that can be brought to the Muar River such as advance transportation
system which include  inland waterway, tourism activities such as home-stay, recreational activities such as
fishing and kayaking and  business activities such as shops, hotels, bed and breakfast, sand mining industries,
boat making industries and stores selling local products.  

In line with the potential projects and activities mentioned above, do the Muar River community as the
main receiver of the development that can be brought to Muar River, have a positive and a high level of
QOL? If not, the potential projects will enhance their QOL and if yes, the projects brought will further
improve their QOL. The answer for this question will be the main objective of this paper which is to know
the level of QOL among the Muar River community. Besides, this study would also like to identify the socio-
economic factors that can influence the QOL of  Muar River community.

There are an abundance of literature that try to associate a number of socio-economic factors with QOL.
Among the prominent one is income (McGuire et al., 2009; Raphael et al., 2001; Krishnakumar, 2001; and
Diener and Diener, 1995). Besides, period of staying in an area according to Tay et al. (2004) also will
influence community QOL. Surprisingly, Tay et al. (2004) in their study have revealed that community who
stayed in an area for a longer period will have a lower QOL. 

This study would also like to investigate the impact of the factor of number of family members on QOL.
Tay et al. (2004) in their study have concluded that this factor is not a dominant factor for QOL. Contradictory
to this, Wilson et al. (1997) have revealed that this factor is indeed an important factor to deposit a better
QOL. Reklaitiene et al. (2009) have concluded that a better education is related to a better job thus driving
the community towards a better QOL. But findings by Mammen et al. (2009) have opposed this view.
Mammen et al. (2009) in their research have indentified that there was insignificant relationship between level
of education and QOL. 

Conversely, age also is highly related with QOL especially in terms of health (Unruh et al., 2008; Bowling
et al., 2007; Quintana et al., 2005 and Breeze et al., 2004). Similarly, all of these studies have agreed on one
thing;  older people have a low QOL especially when it comes to their health compared to the younger people.
In terms of gender, there are a number of available studies that have proved that gender does have an influence
on QOL. Sabbah et al. (2003) for example have concluded that women recorded a poorer QOL compared to
their counterpart. This is not surprising as it has been supported by a study completed by Shucksmith et al.
(2006).

Based on the results of the past studies mentioned above, it is obvious that income, period of staying in
an area, number of family members, education, age and gender do have an influence on QOL. Parallel with
this, this study is also interested to determine whether all of these factors influence the QOL of the Muar River
community. Furthermore, this study also wants to identify whether the factor of distance to the nearest river
and distance to the nearest city do have any influence on QOL. There are a lack of existing studies that
investigate the influence of these two factors on QOL and this study needs to investigate it to fulfill its
objectives.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Based on the sample random sampling employed, a total of 150 respondents have been selected for this
study. The selected respondents were among Muar River community from 12 selected villages that are located
along Muar River. Instrument used for this study is a questionnaire that was pre tested earlier. Result of the
pre test has resulted in the Cronbach Alpha value of .885 thus exceeding the threshold of .70 recommended
by Nunally (1978) and the threshold of .80 recommended by Mohd Majid (1998), thus indicating that the
instrument used in this study showed a good level in term of reliability. To gain the data needed, face to face
interview was conducted with the selected respondents. The respondents were given an option of a five likert
like scale answer for each of the questions asked. To fulfill the objectives determined, SPSS software was used
where descriptive and inferential analyses were performed. Descriptive analyses such as frequency, percentage,
mean and standard deviation were performed to describe the general data of the respondents studied. To
determine any significant difference in the dependent variable and the selected independent variables,
independent t-test and ANOVA were performed. Further analysis using Pearson product-moment correlation
was performed in order to inspect any relationship that might occur between the dependent variable and the
selected independent variables. The dependent variable for this study was the QOL of the Muar River
community and there were eight independent variables of this study namely gender, age, level of education,
income per month, distance to nearest river, distance to the nearest city, period of staying in the village and 
number of family members, 
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Results:
Before we go to the main objective of this paper, it is better for us to know the background of the

respondents studied.  Results presented in Table 1, have concluded that the majority of the respondents (54.0%)
aged 55 years or less compared to respondents aged 56 years and above (46.0%). Comparatively, not too many
respondents who gained higher level of education such as STPM/Diploma (3.3%) and Degree/Master/PhD
(4.0%), majority of the respondents were found to posses primary school level of education (33.3%). The mean
score recorded for income per month was RM1861.33. More than one third of the respondents (39.3%) were
found to earn RM1,501 or more a month compared to the respondents who earn RM1,001-RM1,500 a month
(17.3%). It is interesting to know that slightly more than two fifths of the respondents (41.3%) can be
considered as the “senior villagers” based on their period of staying in the village for 51 years or more. The
mean score for period of staying in the village was 43.41 years. Results gained also showed that majority of
the respondents (32.7%) stayed <5km from the nearest city. Conversely, a total of 54.0% of the respondents
were identified to stay <750 meter from the nearest River while a majority of the respondents (66.7%) were
found to have 5 family members or less.

Overall Level of Quality of Life:
To gain the overall level of QOL, a cumulative value has been calculated from a total of 52 questions

from seven aspects of QOL. This cumulative value then was grouped into three levels namely low (1-1.66),
moderate (1.67-3.33) and high (3.34-5.00). From the results gained (M = 3.59), it can be concluded that the
respondents studied have a high level of QOL. It was interesting to reveal that none of the respondents were
found to have a low level of QOL (Table 2). 

The Aspects od Quality of Life Studied:
In this section we will discuss specifically each of the aspects of QOL that have been studied. There were

seven aspects of QOL that had been focused in this study namely home condition, physical environment,
safety, involvement and social relationship, education, financial and job and the last aspect was the
infrastructure facilities. For each question asked, the respondents were given an option of a five likert like scale
where 1 represented very unsatisfied, 2 represented unsatisfied, 3 represented moderately satisfied, 4 represented
satisfied and 5 represented very satisfied.

Home Condition:
For the aspect of QOL related to the respondents’ home condition, the overall mean score recorded was

4.00, thus it indicates that the overall level of QOL related to the respondents home was at a high level.
Interestingly, a majority of the respondents (90.7%) were found to have a high level of QOL related to their
home condition compared to only 9.3% of the respondents who were found to have a moderate level of QOL
related to their home condition (Table 3). 

To measure the aspect of QOL related to the respondents’ home condition, a total of eleven items had
been included in the questionnaire. The highest mean score was recorded by the item of “Water supply services
to your home” (M = 4.18), followed by the item of “Electric supply services to your home” (M = 4.17) and
“Toilets in your home” (M = 4.17). The lowest mean score was recorded by the item of “Garbage collection
system from your home” (M = 3.31) (Table 4). 

Physical Environment:
Results presented in Table 5 portrayed the overall level of aspects of QOL related to the respondents’

physical environment. It is interesting to reveal that none of the respondents have a low level of QOL related
to their physical environment. A total of 73.3% of the respondents studied were found to have a high level
of QOL related to their physical environment while more than a quarter of the respondents (26.7%) were
identified to have a moderate level of QOL related to their physical environment . 

To measure the aspect of QOL related to the respondents’ physical environment, a total of seven items
had been prepared for the respondents. Based on the results presented in Table 6, it can be concluded that
three items managed to record a mean score more than 4.00. The items were 1) “Noise at your neighborhood”
(M = 4.06); 2) “Air condition (including haze and dust)” (M = 4.05); and 3) “Smell at your surrounding areas”
(M = 4.03). Conversely, four items were identified to record a mean score less than 4.00 and the items were
1) “Drinking water” (M = 3.97); 2) “River water condition” (M = 3.53); 3) “Waste disposal system” (M =
3.29); and 4) “Forest/Recreational places/ Hills” (M = 3.03). 
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Safety at the Areas:
For the overall aspect of QOL related to the safety at the respondents areas, minority of the respondents

(.7%) were found to have a low level of QOL related to the safety at their areas while majority of the
respondents (86.7%) were found to have a moderate level of QOL related to the safety at their areas. Only
12.6% of the respondents were found to have a high level of QOL related to the safety at their areas. The
overall mean score recorded for this QOL aspect was 2.73 (Table 7). 

Seven items had been prepared to measure aspects of QOL related to safety at their areas. Based on the
results portrayed in Table 8,  it can be seen that the item of “Calmness at your area” (M = 4.06) scored the
highest mean score. The second highest mean score was recorded by the item of “Existing laws/rules on safety
(M = 3.82) while the third highest mean score was recorded by the item of “Law enforcement for safety” (M
= 3.80). The lowest mean score was recorded by the item of  “Safety at your home area” (M = 3.69). 

Social Involvement and Relationship:
The overall mean score recorded for the aspects of QOL related to social involvement and relationship

was 3.94, thus indicating that the respondents studied had a high level of QOL related to social involvement
and relationship. A total of 83.3% of the respondents had a high level of QOL related to the respondents social
involvement and relationship compared to the respondents who had a moderate level of QOL related to their
social involvement and relationship (16.7%) (Table 9). 

In term of aspects of QOL related to social involvement and relationship, a total of nine items had been
included in the questionnaire. Based on the results gained in Table 10, it can be concluded that four items
managed to record mean score more than 4.00. The items were 1) “Free from violence in your family” (M
= 4.44); 2) “Your relationship with your neighbor” (M = 4.42); 3) “Your relationship with your family
members” (M = 4.31); and 4) “Activities with your family” (M = 4.29). Results also indicate that five other
items recorded mean score less than 4.00 and the items were 1) “Your involvement in charity activities” (M
= 3.93); 2) “Satisfaction towards activities related to holidays/recreation/entertainment” (M = 3.70); 3) “Your
involvement in environmental protection activities” (M = 3.70); 4) “Your involvement in political party” (M
= 3.58); and 5) “Your involvement in sport association” (M = 3.12). 

Education:
Based on the results presented in Table 11, the respondents studied do have a high level of QOL related

to the education (M = 3.82). It can be portrayed that none of the respondents have a low level of QOL related
to education. Slightly more than three quarter of the respondents (77.2%) were found to have a high level of
QOL related to education while slightly more than one fifth of the respondents (22.7%)  were found to have
a moderate level of QOL related to education. 

A total of five items had been included in the questionnaire for the purpose of measuring QOL related
to education. Majority of the respondents seem to agree that the condition of school infrastructure nowadays
is good and this can be proved when this item recorded the highest mean score (M = 4.16). However, based
on the response given by the respondents, something must be done in order to enhance the school discipline
nowadays. This item recorded the lowest mean score (M = 3.41) (Table 12). 

Financial and Job Security:
Based on the mean score presented in Table 13, it can be concluded that the respondents studied have a

high level of QOL related to financial and job security. More than half of the respondents (58.7%) were found
to have a high level of QOL related to financial and job security while more than one third of the respondents
(38.6%) were found to have a moderate level of QOL related to financial and job security. It is a positive
indicator when only 2.7% of the respondents were recorded to have a low level of QOL related to financial
and job security. 

For the purpose of measuring aspects of QOL related to financial and job security, a total of seven items
have been included in the questionnaire. Based on the results presented in Table 14, it can be concluded that
the highest mean score was recorded by the item of “Relationship with office mate” (M = 3.86), followed by
“Work place environment” (M = 3.77). The third highest mean score was recorded by the item of “
Satisfaction towards job status” (M = 3.67) while the lowest mean score was recorded by the item of “Easy
to get loan” (M = 2.99)
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Infrastructure Facilities:
Table 15 has clarified to us the overall level of QOL related to infrastructure facilities. The overall mean

score recorded was 3.40 and majority of the respondents (58.7%)  were found to have a high level of QOL
related to infrastructure facilities compared to the minority of the respondents (2.0%) who were  found to have
a low level of QOL related to infrastructure facilities. A total of 39.3% of the respondents were found to have
a moderate level of QOL related to infrastructure facilities.

A total of five items had been selected for measuring the aspects of QOL related to infrastructure facilities.
Based on the results presented in Table 16, it can be concluded that the item of “Worship places” recorded
the highest mean score (M = 4.24) and the item of “Post office/bank/police station/fire station” recorded the
second highest mean score (M = 3.87). The third highest mean score was recorded by the item of “Public
transportations” (M = 3.21) followed by the item of “Recreational facilities” (M = 2.96). The lowest mean
score was recorded by the item of “Public toilets facilities” (M = 2.73). 

Differences in Quality of Life Between the Selected Socio-economic Factors:
In the following section, we will focus on this study’s main objective, which is to investigate  the socio-

economic factors that affect QOL of Muar River community. Inferential analysis using independent t-test was
performed to inspect any difference that might occur between the QOL of Muar River community and selected
socio-economic factors. 

Based on the results presented in Table 17, it can be concluded that there was no significant difference
in QOL between respondents aged  55 years or less (M = 3.61, SD = .466) and respondents aged 56 years
and above (M = 3.56, SD = .421; t (150) = .694, p = .489). There is possibility that there is an equal level
of QOL between respondents aged 55 years or less and respondents aged 56 years and above. 

Previous studies done by Sabbah et al. (2003) and Shucksmith et al. (2006), have proved that males have
a better QOL compared to females, but can findings from these studies be applied in the Malaysian setting
especially among the Muar River community? Table 17 has the answer. Based on the (M = 3.62, SD = 3.51)
for males and (M = 3.51, SD = .458; t (150) = 1.399, p = .489) for females, it can be concluded that there
was no significant difference  in QOL between males and females.

For the factor of level of education, based on the analysis done, it can be portrayed that there was no
significant difference in QOL found for this factor. This can be proved based on ( M = 3.55, SD = .435) for
respondents who possessed <PMR/SRP level of education and (M = 3.66, SD = .460; t (150) = 1.463, p =
.146) for respondents who possessed >SPM/SPMV/MCE level of education. 

This study was also interested to examine whether the distance from their home to the nearest river has
an effect on their QOL. For this purpose, respondents studied were divided into two groups, those who stay
<750  meter from the nearest river and those who stay  >750 meter from the nearest river.  Based on the
results gained in Table 17, it can be seen that ( M= 3.57, SD = .418) for respondents who stay <750 meter
from the nearest river and (M = 3.61, SD = .477; t (150) = .516, p = .607) for respondents who stay >750
meter from the nearest river, thus it can be concluded that there was no significant difference in QOL between
the two groups studied. 

Are those who have 5 or less family members having a higher QOL compared to those who have 6 family
members or more, or do both of the groups have an equal level of QOL? Based on the results gained, it can
be concluded that respondents with 5 family members or less recorded (M = 3.59, SD = .471) and respondents
with 6 family members or more recorded (M = 3.59, SD = .393; t (150) = .110, p = .948), thus bringing us
to a conclusion that there was no significant difference that exist between these two groups.

Further analysis using ANOVA was employed to inspect any difference in QOL that might occur in three
factors namely income per month, period of staying in the village and distance to the nearest city. 
This study was interested to inspect any difference that might occur in QOL between respondents with different
income levels. Analysis done proved that the highest mean score was recorded by respondents who earn
>RM1,501 per month (M = 3.71) followed by respondents who earn RM1,001-RM1,501 a month (M = 3.71)
and respondents who earn RM501-RM1,000 a month (M = 3.47). The lowest mean score was recorded by the
respondents who earn <RM500 a month (M = 3.40). Based on the F value (4, 150) = 4.856, p< 0.05, there
was significant difference that occurred between the four groups studied. Further analysis using Post Hoc test
revealed that there was a significant difference in QOL  that occurred  between respondents who earned
RM500 a month with the respondents who earned RM1,001-RM1,500 a month and respondents who earned
>RM1,501 a month. 

For the factors of period of staying in the village, based on the F value (3, 150) = 1.091, p> 0.05, there
was no significant difference recorded. The highest mean score was recorded by the respondents who have
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stayed at the village for <30 years (M = 3.67). The second highest mean score was recorded by the
respondents who have stayed in the village for >51 years (M = 3.56) while the third highest mean score was
recorded by the respondents who have stayed in the village for the period of 31 to 50 years (M = 3.55). 

Does the distance to the nearest city have any impact on respondents’ QOL?  Will those who stay near
to the city have a higher QOL compared to those who stay far from the city? Table 18 has the answer. Based
on the F value (4, 150) = .964, p> 0.05, it can be concluded that there was no significant difference for QOL
for the factor of distance to the nearest city. Results gained has clarified to us that the highest mean  score
was recorded by the respondents who stayed 6-10 km from the nearest city (M = 3.65) while the lowest mean
score was recorded by the respondents who have stayed 11-15 km from the nearest city (M =  3.46).

Relationship Between Quality of Life and Selected Socio-economic Factors:
To inspect any relationship that might occur between QOL and selected independent variables, Pearson

product-moment correlation was performed. Overall, there were six independent variables selected for this
analysis namely income per month, distance to the nearest river, age, number of household, distance to the
nearest city and period of staying in the village. Based on the results gained in Table 19, it can be concluded
that only the factor of income per month was detected to have positive and significant relationship with QOL.
There is a possibility that the higher the income of the respondents, the higher the level of QOL the
respondents will have. However, through the Pearson product-moment correlation, it can be concluded that the
other five factors which were distance to the nearest river, age, number of family members, distance to the
nearest city and period of staying in the village did not have any significant relationship with QOL. 

Table 1: Background data of the respondents 
Level Frequency Percentage Mean SD
Age 54.99 13.36
<55 years 81 54.0
>56 years 69 46.0
Level of education
Never been to school 13 8.7
Primary School 50 33.3
PMR/SRP/LCE 35 23.3
SPM/SPMV/MCE 34 22.7
Skills certificates 7 4.7
STPM/Diploma 5 3.3
Degree/Master/PhD 6 4.0
Income per month 1861.33 2087.00
<RM500 31 20.7
RM501-RM1000 34 22.7
RM1001-RM1500 26 17.3
>RM1500 59 39.3
Period of staying at the village 43.41 21.94
<31 years 43 28.7
years 45 30.0
>50 years 62 41.3
Distance to the nearest city 12.21 9.55
<5 km 49 32.7
6-10 km 32 21.3
11-15km 24 16.0
>16 km 45 30.0
Distance to nearest river 1.74 3.42
< 750 meter 81 54.0
>.751 meter 69 46.0

Number of family members 4.53 2.32
<5 family members 100 66.7
>6 family members 50 33.3

Table 2: Overall level of quality of life. 
Level Frequency Percentage Mean SD

3.59 .445
Low (1-1.66) - -
Moderate (1.67- 3.33) 48 32.0
High (3.34-5.00) 102 68.0
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Table 3: Overall level of QOL related to the respondents’ home  condition 
Level Frequency Percentage Mean SD

4.00 .559
Low (1-1.66) - -
Moderate (1.67- 3.33) 14 9.3
High (3.34-5.00) 136 90.7

Table 4: Aspects of QOL related to the respondents’ home condition 
Aspects Scale Mean SD

--------------------------------------------------------------------------- ---------------------------
1 2 3 4 5

Water supply services to your home - 1.3 9.3 59.3 30.0 4.18 .646
Electric supply services to your home - 5.3 5.3 56.0 33.4 4.17 .757
Toilets in your home .7 .7 11.3 55.3 32.0 4.17 .702
Location of your home - 1.3 16.0 52.7 30.0 4.11 .710
Compound of your home - 2.0 14.7 57.3 26.0 4.07 .696
Comfortability of your home - 3.3 14.7 57.3 24.7 4.03 .727
The road condition to your home - 4.6 18.7 48.0 28.7 4.01 .815
Spaces in your home - 4.0 18.0 51.3 26.7 4.01 .781
Rooms in your home .7 4.7 14.7 54.7 25.3 3.99 .807
Drainage and sewerage systems in your home 1.3 10.0 14.7 46.7 27.3 3.89 .966
Garbage collection system from your home 10.7 14.7 20.7 40.7 13.2 3.31 1.19

Table 5: Overall level of QOL related to the respondents’ physical environment 
Level Frequency Percentage Mean SD

3.71 .549
Low (1-1.66) - -
Moderate (1.67- 3.33) 40 26.7
High (3.34-5.00) 110 73.3

Table 6: Aspects of QOL related to the respondents’ physical environment
Aspects Scale Mean SD

--------------------------------------------------------------------------- ---------------------------
1 2 3 4 5

Noise at your neighborhood - 3.3 10.0 64.0 22.7 4.06 .678
Air condition  (including haze and dust) - 1.3 14.0 62.7 22.0 4.05 .643
Smell at your surrounding areas 1.3 2.0 12.7 60.7 23.3 4.03 .750
Drinking water 1.4 4.7 15.3 53.3 25.3 3.97 .847
River water  condition 3.3 10.0 28.0 48.0 10.7 3.53 .932
Waste disposal system 4.7 18.7 26.7 42.7 7.3 3.29 1.01
Forest/Recreational places/ Hills 8.7 25.3 29.3 28.0 8.7 3.03 1.11

Table 7: Overall level of aspects of QOL related to safety at the respondents areas
Level Frequency Percentage Mean SD

2.73 .482
Low (0-1.66) 1 .7
Moderate (1.67- 3.33) 130 86.7
High (3.34-5.00) 19 12.6

Table 8: Aspects of QOL related to safety at respondent areas. 
Aspects Scale Mean SD

--------------------------------------------------------------------------- ---------------------------
1 2 3 4 5

Calmness at your area - 4.0 16.7 48.7 30.7 4.06 .796
Existing laws/rules on safety - 4.7 24.0 56.0 15.3 3.82 .742
Law enforcement for safety - 5.3 26.0 52.0 16.7 3.80 .777
Security services such as police .7 10.7 20.0 46.6 22.0 3.79 .931
Free from crime on human/properties - 7.3 27.3 46.0 19.4 3.77 .845
Preparation for disaster such as flood/fire/ 1.3 10.0 28.7 38.7 21.3 3.69 .963
accident/drought
Safety at your home area 2.7 8.7 22.0 50.6 16.0 3.69 .935

Table 9: Overall level of aspects of QOL related to respondents’  social involvement and relationship  
Level Frequency Percentage Mean SD

3.94 .558
Low (1-1.66) - -
Moderate (1.67- 3.33) 25 16.7
High (3.34-5.00) 125 83.3
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Table 10: Aspects of QOL related to respondents’ social involvement and relationship  
Aspects Scale Mean SD

--------------------------------------------------------------------------- ---------------------------
1 2 3 4 5

Free from violence in your family 1.3 - 3.3 44.0 51.4 4.44 .690
Your relationship with your neighbor .7 - 4.0 47.3 48.0 4.42 .637
Your relationship with your family members - 3.3 8.0 43.3 45.4 4.31 .759
Activities with your family members - 3.3 9.3 42.7 44.7 4.29 .771
Your involvement in charity activities 1.3 5.3 22.0 42.0 29.3 3.93 .920
Satisfaction towards activities related 2.0 10.7 21.3 47.3 18.7 3.70 .961
to holidays/recreation/entertainment
Your involvement in environmental 1.3 10.7 23.3 46.0 18.7 3.70 .939
protection activities
Your involvement in political party 2.7 8.7 36.0 33.3 19.3 3.58 .985
Your involvement in sport association 8.0 21.3 30.0 32.0 8.7 3.12 1.09

Table 11: Overall level of QOL related to education 
Level Frequency Percentage Mean SD

3.82 .608
Low (1-1.66) - -
Moderate (1.67- 3.33) 34 22.7
High (3.34-5.00) 116 77.2

Table 12: Aspects of QOL related to education  
Aspects Scale Mean SD

--------------------------------------------------------------------------- ---------------------------
1 2 3 4 5

Condition of school infrastructure nowadays - 2.0 9.3 59.4 29.3 4.16 .666
Teachers ways of teaching - - 16.0 60.0 24.0 4.08 .629
Opportunity to continue study at the university - 4.0 23.3 55.4 17.3 3.86 .742
Educations achievements that have been 7.3 6.7 25.3 42.0 18.7 3.58 1.09
received including courses, trainings and etc
Situation of school  discipline nowadays 3.3 14.0 27.3 48.7 6.7 3.41 .928

Table 13: Overall level of QOL related to respondents financial and job security
Level Frequency Percentage Mean SD

3.53 .898
Low (1-1.66) 4 2.7
Moderate (1.67- 3.33) 58 38.6
High (3.34-5.00) 88 58.7

Table 14: Aspects of QOL related to respondents financial and job security 
Aspects Scale Mean SD

--------------------------------------------------------------------------- ---------------------------
1 2 3 4 5

Relationship with officemate 2.7 9.3 15.3 44.7 28.0 3.86 1.02
Work place environment 2.7 10.0 18.0 46.0 23.3 3.77 1.00
Satisfaction towards job status 2.7 13.3 19.3 43.3 21.3 3.67 1.04
Financial status 1.3 16.7 27.3 34.7 20.0 3.55 1.03
Job security 3.3 15.3 30.0 30.0 21.3 3.51 1.09
Able to pay services from private clinic 6.0 16.7 32.0 29.3 16.0 3.33 1.11
Easy to get loan 13.4 24.7 23.3 27.3 11.3 2.99 1.23

Table 15: Overall level of QOL related to infrastructure facilities  
Level Frequency Percentage Mean SD

3.40 .782
Low (1-1.66) 3 2.0
Moderate (1.67- 3.33) 59 39.3
High (3.34-5.00) 88 58.7

Table 16: Aspects of QOL related to infrastructure facilities  
Aspects Scale Mean SD

--------------------------------------------------------------------------- ---------------------------
1 2 3 4 5

Worship places - 2.0 8.0 54.0 36.0 4.24 .682
Post office/bank/police station/fire station - 6.7 22.7 48.0 22.6 3.87 .841
Public transportations 10.0 19.3 26.7 28.0 16.0 3.21 1.22
Recreational facilities 13.3 20.0 36.0 18.7 12.0 2.96 1.19
Public toilets facilities 21.3 16.7 38.7 14.7 8.7 2.73 1.20
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Table 17: Difference in quality of life for selected independent variables using Independent t-test 
Variables n Mean SD t p
Age .694 .489
<55 years 81 3.61 .466
>56 years 69 3.56 .421
Gender 1.399 .164
Male 106 3.62 .426
Female 44 3.51 .485
Level of education 1.463 .146
<PMR/SRP 98 3.55 .435
>SPM/SPMV/MCE 52 3.66 .460
Distance to the nearest river  .516 .607
<750 meter 81 3.57 .418
>750 meter 69 3.61 .477
Number of family members .110 .948
<5 family members 100 3.59 .471
>6 family members 50 3.59 .393

Table 18: Differences in quality of life for selected independent variables using ANOVA  
Variables n Mean SD F p
Income per month 4.856 .003
<RM500 31 3.40 .412
RM501-RM1,000 34 3.47 .429
RM1,001-RM1,500 26 3.70 .461
>RM1,501 59 3.71 .423
Period of staying in the village 1.091 .339
<30 years 43 3.67 .420
31-50 years 45 3.55 .460
>51 years 62 3.56 .450
Distance to nearest city .964 .412
<5 km 49 3.61 .463
6-10 km 32 3.65 .405
11-15 km 24 3.46 .357
>16 km 45 3.59 .491

Table 19: Relationship between QOL and selected independent variables. 
Variables r P
Income per month .260 .001
Distance to nearest river .139 .089
Period of staying in the village -.098 .234
Distance to the nearest city -.056 .495
Age .039 .632
Number of family members .024 .766

Discussion:
This study has come out with an important finding where income was revealed as the only factor that has

a significant difference and positive and significant relationship with Muar River community QOL. There is
a possibility that people with higher incomes will enjoy a high and positive QOL compared to people who
have lower incomes. In this study, people with more financial ability have a possibility to fulfill all of their 
needs, thus leading to more life satisfaction and doubtlessly this will lead to more positive QOL. Results
gained here is not surprising as it is in tandem with previous studies completed by McGuire et al. (2009);
Raphael et al. (2001); Krishnakumar (2001) and Diener and Diener (1995). To further increase the income of
the Muar River community, it is suggested that the economic activities along the Muar River should be
encouraged. Economic activities based on recreation and tourism have huge potential and  are ready to be
explored. Boat renting, home-stay, hotel and local products shops for example, can be established along the
Muar River. Besides, responsible ministries and agencies should take a further step by promoting and
advertising what Muar River has. This is essential because not too many Malaysians know the attractiveness
and the excitement that Muar River can offer to them. Muar River should be commercialized and promoted 
as one of the main tourism attractions. It has the ability to be a place for national and international events
especially when it involves recreational tournaments such as fish and lobster fishing.

Conclusion:
QOL is indeed one of the contributors for rural community development, it is also an outcome that is often

focused upon. Based on the results gained, it can be concluded that Muar River community have a high level

5370



Aust. J. Basic & Appl. Sci., 4(10): 5362-5371, 2010

and positive QOL. Specifically, two aspects of QOL have been detected to record the highest score among the
Muar River community namely home condition and their social involvement and relationship. Analyses done
showed that income was the only the factor has a significant difference with QOL. In terms of relationship,
income was also detected as the only factor that has a positive and significant relationship with QOL. 
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