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Abstract

Loitering among urban youth is often linked with group activities that occur in public places without having any
specific purposes. The activity is conducted together as a group among those who share the same values and
ideologies. This article analyzes the involvement of prosocial and antisocial activities among 636 young people
(423 loiterers and 213 non-loiterers), aged 13 to 25 years in at-risk areas in Kuala Lumpur. The purpose of this
study is to compare the prosocial and antisocial behavior of at-risk young people premised by loitering and
non-loitering behavior. The researchers compared loiterers and non-loiterers in terms of their levels of
self-integrity that may contribute to prosocial and antisocial behaviors. The results showed that at-risk young
people who had high levels of self-integrity had lower risk of getting involved in group loitering. On the other
hand, the results also indicated that group loitering behavior led to antisocial behavior. In addition, there was no
significant difference between loitering and non-loitering behavior in terms of the level of participation in
prosocial community activities. This finding supports previous loitering literature which suggests that loitering
behavior among young people will lead to risky behaviors. In order to prevent more at-risk young people getting
involved in group loitering which may subsequently lead to antisocial behavior, positive youth development
programs should focus on boosting young people’s self-integrity. Future studies could focus on the effect of
loitering behavior in other at-risk setting in rural area.
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1. Introduction

Loitering behavior among young people is not only a concern to the society, it may also lead to anti-social
behaviors. Loitering behavior is defined as gathering of a group of people at public places, with no specific
purposes (Samsudin, 1995). Scenes of groups of young people loitering in their urban neighbourhoods is
worrying because previous research suggest that loitering is associated with delinquent behaviors and criminal
activities (Miles and Okamoto, 2008; Andershed et. al, 2001). This is especially true for young people who
reside in urban neighbourhoods which have been identified as having high occurrence of loitering. In this paper,
young people from neighbourhoods that have high occurrence of loitering are referred to as at-risk young people.
Characteristics of at-risk young people are those who lack: (1) family support, (2) parental supervision, (3) social
skills, (4) aspiration, self-esteem and emotional control, (5) appropriate role model, and (6) positive peer
influence (Samsudin, 2009). In addition, Samsudin also asserts that young people who grow up in low income
family and in unsatisfactory living condition are also considered as at-risk young people. Lower socioeconomic
status, unsafe residency and unstructured community organisations are among the factors that put youths at a
high risk area to more likely be exposed to all kinds of negative behaviors and crimes (Daniel et al., 2009). This
paper examines antisocial behavior among young people who have been identified as at-risk young people.
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The literature is heavily tilted to the negative side of loitering and build the stereotype that young people from
at-risk areas are trouble-makers (Kamans et. al, 2009). Areas with high “trouble-makers” create an unsafe
neighbourhood, and thus, produce more trouble-makers. This vicious cycle would keep on rolling until some
preventive measures are taken to overcome this problem. On the other hand, the researchers would challenge the
idea that social capital (trust and reciprocity among group members), might promote prosocial behaviors
(Putnam, 1993). Prosocial behaviors are behaviors that are performed to others which imposed positive impact
on individuals or groups. For example, involvement in community activities, whether voluntary or through
external influences is prosocial behavior and it has a significant impact in the neighbourhood community. The
positive effect of social capital could be seen through active participation in community because individuals are
able to share values, becoming more understanding, have more tolerance and are more open to career opportunities
(Granovetter, 1973).

The discussion so far points to the conclusion that social network among youth including loiterers could lead to
both antisocial and prosocial behaviors. The hypothesis of this study is that self-integrity may be a protective
factor against antisocial behaviors even among youths who loiter. Chong et al. (2011b) found that self-integrity
was the internal factor which contributes to the levels of resilience among urban at-risk young people. High
levels of resilience could help young people in facing challenging life experiences and build adaptive skills in
enhancing personal protective factors (Chong et al., 2011b).

This paper proposes that when a group of individuals hang out together, members of the group would build a
trustworthy relationship with each other and enhance their friendship social capital (Chong et al., 2011a). This
social capital may improve young peoples’ well being and general safety in a particular neighbourhood, as they
share the same responsibility and expectations (Chong, 2010). This study aims to compare the prosocial and
antisocial behavior based on loitering behavior and non-loitering behavior among at-risk young people. In
addition, the levels of self-integrity was also compared among loitering group and non-loitering group.

2. Materials and Method
2.1 Respondents

A convenience sampling consisting of 744 young people aged between 13 to 25 years (mean = 17.85), who live
in an identified at risk area in Kuala Lumpur, were recruited to join this study. Data were obtained via
self-administered questionnaire. Data collection was conducted between February and December 2010. From the
744 youth recruited, only individuals who answered loitering (with friends) and did not loiter (with friends) were
selected for further analysis in this study. Hence, 636 sets of data were used (which consisted of 423 loiterers and
213 non-loiterers). Of the 636 respondents, 52.9% were males and 46.9% were females. Respondents were
categorised into Malays (87.1%) and non-Malays (12.9%). In general, the majority of residents (62.1%) in this
area were categorised as having low income (with monthly household earnings that ranged between RMS50 to
RM4,600 (Mean = RM1116.05). This situation is further compounded as they are living in the metropolitan area
of Kuala Lumpur.

2.2 Research Instruments

Prosocial behavior, antisocial behavior and self-integrity were measured using the 23 Developmental Assets
Questionnaire (DAQ-23) (Abdul Kadir et al., in press). The DAQ-23 consists of 23 positive internal and external
assets that are referred to as the “positive experiences of the self and others among youth”. The reliability of
these items in our population is acceptable, with Cronbach alpha in each item ranging from 0.87 to 0.88.

Prosocial behavior. Ten items from the DAQ-23 were used to measure prosocial behavior (see Appendix A).
Frequency of participation in group activities in the past six months were recorded. These activities included
involvement in uniformed bodies (i.e. Red Crescent Society, Girl Guides, Scout), communal work, religious
activities, planning in youth activities and gofong-royong (Note 1). All items were measured using a six-point
Likert scale, 1 = Never to 5 = More than 6 times.

Antisocial behavior. Eighteen items consisting of a list of antisocial behaviors in the DAQ-23 were used to
measure antisocial behavior. The respondents were asked to declare whether they were involved in these
behaviors in the past six months from the point of data collection was conducted. The list of antisocial behaviors
including smoking, truancy, drug use and alcohol consumption.

Self-Integrity. Data on self-integrity were collected using five items from the DAQ-23. A five point Likert scale
ranging from 1 = Strongly disagree to 5 = Strongly agree was used in these items. Respondents were asked to
indicate the levels of self-worth, for example, to what extent they have no problem if people don’t like them.
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3. Results and Discussion

This study found that 66.5% of the respondents (n = 423) were engaged in group loitering. The finding is
presented in three sections, i) involvement in prosocial behavior, ii) involvement in antisocial behavior and iii)
self-integrity and group loitering.

3.1 Involvement in Prosocial Behavior

T-test was used to identify the mean difference of conducting prosocial activities between young people who
loitered and those who did not. Results in Table 1 showed that there were no significant differences found
between Loitering Groups (M = 30.85, SD = 12.10) and Non-Loitering Groups (M = 31.52, SD = 13.18), t(634)
=0.63, p > 0.05. (see Table 1)

Table 1. Differences between loitering group and non-loitering groups in term of prosocial activities

Variable M SD t value p
Loitering Group 30.85 12.10 0.63 0.53
Non-Loitering 31.52 13.18

Group

This indicates that the trustworthy relationship among peers which was built through loitering did not contribute
to prosocial behavior. In other words, there was no evidence to support the idea that building social capital from
friendship networks could lead to prosocial behavior. Even though young people might be knitting strong social
fabric with their peers, this social interaction did not result in greater cooperation in the community. Surprisingly,
those young people who did not get involved in group loitering also did not seem to promote prosocial behavior
in the community. Thus, this indicates that at-risk young people and their peer group relationship might not be a
good indicator of levels of cooperation among community members.

3.2 Involvement in Antisocial Behavior

Table 2 revealed the t-test result showing that there was a significant difference between Loitering Group (M =
2.74, SD = 2.74) and Non-Loitering Group (M = 0.48, SD = 1.12), #(634) = 11.55 p < 0.05 with regards to their
involvement in antisocial behavior. (see Table 2)

Table 2. Differences between loitering group and non-loitering groups in term of antisocial behaviour

Variable M SD t value P
Loitering Group 2.74 2.74 11.55 0.00
Non-Loitering 0.48 1.12

Group

Young people who loitered with their friends tended to commit mild misconduct behaviors or delinquency. The
results of this study supported previous studies on the effect of loitering among at-risk young people (Andershed
et al., 2001). This shows that young people who had built friendship network with their peers tended to use this
networking to conduct misbehavior. In other words, if negative values were shared among the group members, it
is possible that the idea of misconduct could spread and grow among friends. Past studies have demonstrated that
young people who had committed minor offences in their young age may turn up committing serious and major
crimes when they get older (Ma et al., 2002; Monahan et al., 2009). Previous studies suggested that members of
a group with shared interest but did not have clear visions about their future tended to be involved in social
problems such as bullying, mugging and robbing (Gatti et al., 2005; Dishion et al., 2005; Katz and Fox, 2010).
Thus, at-risk young people might be involved in crimes when they become adults. Results of this study suggest
that they might commit crimes with their friends. In other words, gang crimes might be part of the vicious cycle
in producing the ‘inbreed’ adult offenders in at-risk neighbourhood of their origin. So, the inner strength, like
self-integrity of young people in resisting the influence of their peer might be the protective factor from the
misconduct in crime.

3.3 Self-integrity among Loitering and Not-Loitering Groups

Table 3 showed result from the t-test analysis that there was a significant difference between those who were in
Loitering Group (M = 22.84, SD = 3.97) and those who were in Non-loitering Group (M = 23.91, SD = 4.15),
t(634) =3.17 p < 0.05. (see Table 3)
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Table 3. Differences between loitering group and non-loitering groups in term of self-integrity

Variable M SD t value p
Loitering Group 22.84 3.97 3.17 0.02
Non-Loitering 23.91 4.15

Group

This result showed that those who did not loiter with their friends had higher levels of self-integrity, as compared
to their counterpart. In other words, good companionship might enhance greater levels of self-value in young
people. Living in at-risk neighbourhood demands not only young people to be adaptive and self-resistant through
daily challenges but also a good peer selection is crucial in preventing young people from getting involved in
negative behavior. Those who have higher self-integrity, picture themselves as having higher self-worth (Stone
et al., 2003). Thus, integrity could be an internal asset for those who lived in at-risk neighbourhood (Chong et al.,
2011). Furthermore, those who achieved higher levels of self-integrity might be more independent and firm in
resisting group loitering behavior. So, peer influence might have lesser effect on those who valued themselves
highly.

4. Conclusion

The finding of this study analysed the positive and negative effects of loitering amongst 13 to 25 years age of
respondents who lived in an at-risk area in Kuala Lumpur. Those effects were identified by respondents’
involvement in prosocial or antisocial behavior. The findings indicated that youth as a group, whether they loiter
or not might have potential to participate in communal activities. Results showed no evidence that those who
involved with loitering showed no interest to engage in prosocial behavior vice versa. Thus, community
development planners should focus on more beneficial activities for the at-risk young people. Results of this
present research demonstrated that young people who loitered tended to be involved in antisocial behavior. Even
though loitering might be perceived as an easy and harmless way to pass time, it might have negative effect on
the neighbourhood safety. Also, school counsellors and school psychologists could help in exploring young
people’s reflection on self-integrity and then enhance their resiliency in combating group loitering behavior.
Future studies could further explore loitering behavior on rural youth who are facing challenges in at-risk
community.
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Note

Note 1. Gotong-royong is defined as a kind of helping behavior done by a group of people to attain a shared
goal or mutual self-cooperation (Winayanti & Lang, 2004).
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