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Abstract 
 

Malaysia, in this era of increasing globalisation and rapid pace of urbanisation coupled with socioeconomic inefficiency, is suffering 

from severe housing problems – most notably affordable housing crisis. Though several prescribed measures in terms of incentives, poli-

cies and schemes attempting to alleviate the affordable housing crisis has been implemented, so far the result has proven to be insignifi-

cant. With the housing industry today becoming ever more complex, fragmented and involved by an ever increasing number of heteroge-

neous stakeholders, thereby it is not applicable for the government to have a one-sided decision making power on housing and other re-

lated policies. As such, the „governance‟ approach, which ably brings together both public and private housing stakeholders into a collec-

tive body of decision-making and actions, has been deemed as a prerequisite for dealing with the Malaysian housing dilemma. There has 

been much discussion about bringing governance into urban development, land delivery, construction projects or other related services to 

bring about positive effects. However, the housing industry in Malaysia, particularly in the affordable segment, has not adopted this ap-

proach to the same extent. In order to remedy this issue, this study aims to develop housing governance for the Malaysian affordable 

housing industry. This paper reports part of the study in achieving the mentioned aim by literature reviewing factors involved that nega-

tively influence the Malaysian affordable housing delivery. It was identified that there are 65 indicators, classified into financial factors, 

policy and regulatory factors, administrative factors and knowledge factors that constrains the Malaysia affordable housing delivery.   
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1. Introduction 

Homeownership for all citizens has always been a main goal for 

achieving proper living standards for most countries. Malaysia is 

no exception. The reasons are not difficult to fathom. Housing, 

first and foremost, is a basic and fundamental human need. Be-

yond that, it has vast economic, social and political spinoff contri-

butions, whereas in long term, it can create stakes capable of fuel-

ling the peace, stability and prosperity of a nation. But one of the 

biggest challenges in this country is the assault on homeownership, 

which can be linked to the affordability of housing. Provision of 

affordable housing is a global challenge (Woetzel et al., 2014), 

with Malaysia being no exception (Economic Planning Unit 

(EPU), 2010). Notably the United State (US), Australia, China, 

India and the Philippines have similar problems (Demographia, 

2017; UN-Habitat, 2011). Malaysia has a population projected to 

reach 32.4 million by 2020 (DoS, 2016a) from 28.3 million in 

2010 (Department of Statistic Malaysia (DoS), 2011). In tandem 

with Malaysia‟s rapid development, the proportion of urban popu-

lation has reached 74.7% in 2015 from 71% in 2010 (Central In-

telligent Agency (CIA), 2017; DoS, 2011). Between the years 

2010-2015, the urban population grew at an annual average of 

2.66%, considerably higher than only 1.3% growth of total popu-

lation (CIA, 2017). Its rate of urbanization is so rapid that cities 

are growing more rapidly in Malaysia than Japan (0.56%), Aus-

tralia (1.47%), Singapore (2.02%) and India (2.38%) (CIA, 2017). 

This has led to rising housing demand, especially from the bottom 

and medium income groups (Ahmad and Hasmah, 2008). For 

instance, based on household formation at CAGR 3.07% through-

out the years between 2000 (4.8 million) and 2010 (6.35 million), 

the number of households in Malaysia is estimated to reach 8.59 

million in 2020 (DoS, 2014). This represents an average annual 

household formation of about 224,000. Whilst, the average house-

hold size in 2010 was recorded to have rose to 4.2 people per 

household from 4.6 in 2000 (DoS, 2014), which is bigger than 

Japan (2.42), Australia (2.44), Hong Kong (2.92) and Singapore 

(3.5) (Nakono, 2017). Changes in the size of households can pro-

vide insight into the structure of households and trends in housing. 

By 2020, the Malaysia household size is forecasted to shrink fur-

ther to 4 people per household (Khanzah Research Institute (KRI), 

2015). Malaysia has seen a trend of deteriorating housing afforda-

bility and unmet housing needs that is contributing to a growing 

housing crisis. However, despite interventions in terms of policies, 

regulations and legislation being introduced by the Malaysian 

government, there is still a widening gap between supply and de-

mand as well as the mismatch in product pricing and affordability 

in the domestic market, which becomes more evident in urban 

areas. Fragmented policies and housing strategies typically involv-

ing a range of stakeholders, along with separate rules and 

measures adopted at each level of government and regulatory 

bodies, has further compounded into the housing gap widening. 

Studies on housing issues and measures to ease the dilemma are 

well documented (KRI (2015), Cagamas (2013), Bank Negara 

Malaysia (BNM) (2016a)). Yet, the problem of existing literature 

in Malaysia is the focus on the issues of affordable housing crisis 

instead of the factors‟ driving aspect. More importantly, most 

suggestions and solutions fail to provide a basis for ongoing col-

laboration between internal and external housing stakeholders. 

Bearing this consideration in mind, it was argued that the prospect 

of delivering affordable housing hinge on housing players‟ coor-

dination, cooperation, and collaboration (3Cs). „Housing govern-

ance‟ is thus a suitable approach for Malaysia‟s property market, 
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where the fragmented parties of various interest groups can be 

matched together via the 3Cs process and mechanism into a col-

lective body of decision making and actions.  

2. Background  

Malaysia‟s gross domestic product (GDP) is largely supported by 

five key sectors: agriculture, mining and quarrying, manufacturing, 

construction and services. Among this sector, construction indus-

try was accounted for 4.3%, 4.4% and 4.2% to the national (GDP) 

in 2014, 2015 and 2016 respectively (Construction Industry De-

velopment Board (CIDB), 2016). Despite being the smallest con-

tributor as compared to other sectors, the construction industry 

remain as a key role in the aggregate economy of the country with 

emphasis on its strong correlation to the Malaysia economic 

growth (Khan et al., 2014). Residential, non-residential, social 

amenities and infrastructure are all construction sub-sectors 

(CIDB, 2016). For instance, the Malaysian property market is 

grouped into five main assets comprising residential, commercial, 

industrial, agricultural and development land.  Of that, the residen-

tial sub-sector takes the lead in dominating the market.  Statistics 

show that Malaysia in 2016 has a total of 4,945,140 residential 

units in the market (National Property Information Centre (NA-

PIC), 2017a), from a total of 4,435,736 in 2010 (NAPIC, 2016a). 

This can be interpreted as an annual home production rate of ap-

proximately 84,900 units. Taking into account the requirement of 

one household per residential unit, average home production rate 

is far from the household formation rate (224,000 per year). This 

serves as an unbalancing influence on the housing market. With 

continuous increment in Malaysia‟s population and the trend of 

shrinking household size, CIDB (2017) analysed that as of 2017, 

the country needs to have an additional 1.2 million of housing 

units to meet the housing demand, while BNM suggests that the 

shortage of affordable housing would exceed 1 million units by 

2020 (Cheah and Stefanie, 2017). Indeed, the country has exceed-

ed 2 million units of housing shortage since 2011 which is esti-

mated to escalate further to more than 3 million by 2020ᵖ (Table 

1). Based on existing average home production rate at 84,900 

annually, within 35 years housing shortage would reach 3.02 mil-

lionunits. 
Table 1: Malaysia Housing Supply Gap 
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(Constructed based on NAPIC (2016a), NAPIC (2017a), DoS (2014), 

Euromonitor (2017), Author calculations) 

 

Additionally, Malaysia House Price Index (MHPI) saw consistent 

annual rate increase, but has been on a moderate trend since 2014, 

associated with various cooling measures to contain spiralling 

prices (Figure 1) (NAPIC, 2017b). However, Malaysia is still 

experiencing high increment index changes compared to Singa-

pore (-2.62%), Australia (2.12%) and Japan (2.15%) in the 12 

months leading up to Q3 2016 (IMF, 2017). Growth in aggregate 

house prices is expected to remain stabilised, as house buyers and 

developers continued to adjust to macro-prudential and fiscal 

measures aimed at curbing excessive speculation and risk-taking 

(BNM, 2016b). In 2016, the Government has mandated that all 

new houses priced up to RM300,000 to be limited to first-time 

                                                                 
 

 

homebuyers (NAPIC, 2016b), which they considered is affordable. 

This price provides a reference point for developers in pricing the 

newer launches, thereby facilitating a rebalancing of housing sup-

ply towards more affordable segment (BNM, 2017). But the pace 

of adjustment continues to be slow. In 2016, only 36.51% from 

total 52,713 newly launched residential units is in the price cate-

gories of RM300,000 and below (percentage interpretation based 

on NAPIC, 2017c). Indeed, the newly launched residential units 

decreased from 86,997 in 2014 to 70,273 units in 2015.  

 
Fig. 1: Malaysia House Price Index (MHPI) (constructed based on NAPIC, 

2017b) 

Declining new housing launches reflects the cautious sentiment 

among housing developers and weak momentum amid the chal-

lenging environment of housing market (EPU, 2016; CIDB, 2017). 

This in turn increases the risks associated with an unsustainable 

supply of housing concentrated in specific segments, for example, 

the higher-price categories. Though there are 14,193 of unsold 

units as of Q3 2016, yet the developers opted to convert them into 

commercial accommodations (such as hotel suites) in efforts to 

clear the housing stock rather than lowering the price (BNM, 

2017). Considering that the private supply in Malaysia amounted 

to the largest share of residential buildings (see Table 2), private 

developers‟ in initiating new launches will spill over the property 

market. With over 90% of the industry relying on the private sec-

tor for providing housing services, this highly suggests that the 

role of state has shifted from control to influence and from direct 

provision to steering plus enabling. 

The NAPIC statistics show that the residential property transaction 

contributed for more than average 63% in terms of volume and 

47% in terms of value towards total market and value transaction 

in the last five years (see Table 3). While this trend will most 

probably continue, the government effort in realizing the National 

Key Result Areas (NKRA), which is “raising the living standard 

of low-income households”, and National Housing Policy on in-

creasing homeownerships needs to be taken into account. Howev-

er, the homeownership rate shows a gradual downward trend from 

63.2% in 2000 to 55.8% in 2010 (DoS, 2014), and is projected to 

be less than 50% in 2020 (Olanrewaju et al., 2016). This indicates 

a growing housing affordability crisis, where fewer people are 

buying homes due to fewer people being able to afford it. As of 

Q3 2016, only 65% of housing property is transacted at 

RM300,000 and below (percentage interpretation based on NAPIC, 

2017d), while most average transacted house were priced between 

RM435,000 and RM1.1million (BNM, 2017) 

 

The discrepancy between household income and house pricing 

was also exacerbated since 2012 by the slower increase in house-

hold incomes (12.4%) relative to house prices (17.6%) (BNM, 

2017; Cheah and Stefanie, 2017). At the national level in 2016, 

median house prices is estimated as RM296,023 (2014: 

RM242,000; CAGR 10.6% (KRI, 2015)) and will exceed the me-

dian annual household income estimated at RM68,640 (2014: 

RM4,585; CAGR 11.7% (DoS, 2015a)) by 4.31 times compared 

to the Demographia International standard for housing affordabil-

ity at 3 times. This indicates that the Malaysian housing market as 

a whole is in a “seriously unaffordable” condition. For instance, 

cumulatively the rate is higher compared to in the US (3.6), Cana-

da (3.9) and Japan (4.1) (Demographia, 2017). Benchmarked 

against the median multiple (MM) approach, Malaysian in 2016 

can only afford to buy a house estimated at around RM 205,900  

 



 
Copyright © 2018 Authors. This is an open access article distributed under the Creative Commons Attribution License, which permits unrestricted 

use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium, provided the original work is properly cited. 

 

Table 2: Value and Share of Construction Work Done for Residential Buildings by Project Owner 2010-Q3/2016 

Quarter 

Year 

Private Government Public Corporation Total 

( RM’000) % (RM’000) % (RM’000) % (RM’000) % 

Q1- Q3/2016 25,521,465 90.52 1,056,023 3.75 1,615,070 5.73 28,192,558 100 

2015 31,135,954 91.99 1,281,675 3.79 1,428,608 4.22 33,846,237 100 

2014 28,295,662 92.72 965,320 3.16 1,255,231 4.11 30,516,213 100 

2013 23,581,037 94.46 864,413 3.46 520,776 2.08 24,963,226 100 

2012 19,624,697 94.04 1,123,984 5.39 119,187 0.57 20,867,868 100 

(Constructed based on MHLG, 2016, Author calculations) 

 

Table 3: Volumes and Value of Residential Traensaction, 2010-2015 

 Residential Total Percentage (%) 

Year Volume Value (RM’ mil) Volume Value (RM’ mil) Volume Value (RM’ mil) 

2010 226,874 50,654.16 376,607 107,439.55 60.24 47.14 

2011 269,789 61,831.56 430,403 137,828.04 62.68 44.86 

2012 272,669 67,762.20 427,520 142,844.94 63.77 47.43 

2013 246,225 72,060.41 381,130 152,372.12 64.60 47.29 

2014 247,251 82,059.59 384,060 162,974.38 64.37 50.35 

2015 235,967 73,469.89 362,105 149,897.95 65.16 49.01 

(Constructed based on NAPIC, 2016c) 

(Without any other debt obligations or savings). The situation 

even more dire as only 54.9% of household in 2014 earned less 

than RM5,000 monthly (percentage interpretation based on DoS, 

2015b). Notably, prevailing median house prices is beyond the 

reach of most Malaysians, particularly for those who are bottom 

40 (B40) and middle 40 (M40) households with an estimated me-

dian income of RM3,186 (2014: RM2,629 (EPU, 2015); CAGR 

10.1%) and RM6,624 (2014: RM5,465 (EPU, 2015); CAGR 

10.1%) in 2016. Since household income is not linked to an index, 

the cost of homeownership can quickly exceed the households‟ 

capacity to pay (Milken Institute, 2014). Total household debt, in 

fact, stood at RM1.086 trillion (88.4%) to GDP by the end of 2016 

(BNM, 2017), where 46%3 of these debts are tied to housing loans. 

In 2016, the national household expenditure is estimated at 

RM3,584 (2014: RM2,946 (KRI,2016); CAGR 10.3%). Of that, 

23.8% is composed of rental and utilities‟ bill. This figure reaches 

38.9% if further accounting for furnishings, household equipment 

and routine household maintenance and transport, and is slightly 

higher than the figure in Japan (2016: 37%4) (JMA, 2017). As per 

US Department of Housing and Urban development where financ-

ing of homeownerships shall exceed no more than 30 percent of 

monthly household gross income (including utilities), this sug-

gests that homeownership cost in Malaysia is higher than that of 

an affordable standard, indicating that Malaysians are experienc-

ing housing cost overburden. Worst still, an average of 50% out of 

total loan applications between 2010-2016 has been rejected, with 

2016 having the lowest approval rate of 41.2%, as compared to the 

highest 53.3% in 2014 (Figure 2) (REHDA, 2016). The reasons 

behind this arise from the tightened lending policies and stricter 

financing guidelines, particularly for first-time home buyers in 

order to mitigate household risk in relation to household debts and 

improve the financial buffers of borrowers (BNM, 2017).  

 
Fig. 2: Housing Loan Applied and Approved (constructed based on RE-

HDA, 2016) 

To increase the supply, the government has intervened in a num-

ber of ways: introducing National Housing Policy (NHP) in 2011, 

establishing National Housing Council (NHC) in 2014, imple-

                                                                 
 
 

menting various public affordable housing schemes and pro-

grammes such as 1Malaysia People‟s Housing programme 

(PR1MA), 1Malaysia Civil Servants Housing (PPA1M), People‟s 

Housing Programme (PPR), Housing Aid Programme (PBR) and 

1Malaysia People-Friendly Houses (RMR1M) as well as resolving 

abandoned housing projects. Despite all the hype, the government 

has yet to be proactive in supporting its policies. For example, the 

federal government development expenditure (DE) on housing 

subsector experienced substantial reduction from an annual fiscal 

allocation of RM2,008 million and RM2,476 million in 2015 and 

2016 to only RM870 million or 1.9% of the total DE (EPU, 

2017b). Even if this allocation is fully utilised, only about either 

5,700 units of link house or 2,951 units of multi-storey house 

could be provided (considering RM152,500 and RM294,800 the 

average cost of construction per unit for link house and multi-

storey (CIDB, 2017)), which is far from the target for public hous-

ing during 11th Plan by an average annual production at 130,600 

units (total 653,000 public housing units).  

3. Outline of Study 

Literature review is carried out to identify the factors influ-

encing Malaysian affordable housing supply and categorising 

them into homebuyer (Table 4), private sector (Table 5) and pub-

lic sector (Table 6) perspectives.  

4. Finding and Interpretation 

Governance is the process by which parties collectively solve their 

problems and meet the society's needs (cited in Murphy pat, 2000) 

that explicitly includes a range of non-government actors (Beer, 

2012). Applying this definition to the affordable housing aspect, 

„governance‟, thus, is the process in which the housing stakehold-

ers, both government and non-government, are collectively solv-

ing the housing provision problem and meeting the home-buyer 

needs and objective - to own a house. The author called this as 

„housing governance‟. To solve the problems, it is essential to ask 

what factors has limited the affordable housing demand and what 

factors has undermined the developer supply‟s ability to produce 

enough affordable housing and priced reasonably for the mass 

market. Based on 39 existing literature in Malaysia, a list of 65 

factors which account for the current Malaysia affordable housing 

crisis (after deducting four repetitive (Rep.) factors: high land 

prices/cost, high prices of infrastructure provisions, scarcity of 

land and high construction cost) related to the public sector, pri-

vate sector and home-buyers was reviewed and identified. De-

tailed observation on these factors can be grouped into four clus-

ters; financial factors, policies and regulatory factors, administra-

tive factors and knowledge factors (Figure 4). 
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Table 4: Homebuyer Impediment Factors to Affordable Housing Supply 
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1. Lack of awareness & knowledge on housing 

right and related policy 
  x          x  2 

2. Difficulty in Access to home financing   x x x  x  x x  x   x 8 

3. Housing are offered onsite or not suitable 
area 

     x     x    2 

4. Less housing choice available          x      1 

5. High loan interest rate  x             1 

6. Less publicized information on affordable 

housing & application process 
 x             1 

7. High housing deposit / Insufficient down 

payment 
     x     x    2 

8. Increment on housing price / High Housing 

price  
  x  x  x  x     x 5 

9. Housing scheme policy that not intended to 

them 
        x x     2 

10. Inefficient Housing Allocation / Distribution 

System 
  x         x   2 

11. Lack of houses within affordable price   x   x     x    3 

12. Engaged with other financing commitment 

(Too much existing debt) 
     x     x    2 

13. Insufficient income for monthly payments      x     x    2 

14. Insufficient credit score / credit history           x    1 

15. Cheaper to rent than to purchase           x    1 

16. Long waiting list for the houses x              1 

 
Table 5: Private Developer‟ Impediment Factors to Affordable Housing Supply 
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17. Inconsistency definition of affordable hous-

ing 
      x      x  2 

18. Involvement multiple agencies / stakeholders         x x   x  x x 5 

19. Ineffectiveness affordable housing deliv-

ery/distribution system  
x x  x  x x x   x  x x 9 

20. High land cost/price  x x   x x        4 

21. Land scarcity   x x  x x       x 5 

22. High compliance cost      x x  x  x   x 5 

23. High construction cost  x x   x   x x     4 

24. Highly regulated laws and regulation  x x x   x  x   x    6 

25. Inconsistence policies   x  x x x x   x    6 

26. Many uncertainties/unclear guidelines   x   x  x   x    3 

27. Restrictive planning/regulation      x x        2 

28. Financing stringent  x    x     x    3 

29. Increase business cost   x      x      2 

30. High financing cost     x x    x      3 

31. Low profit margin / ROI x  x  x    x x     5 

32. High infrastructure cost  x             1 

33. Inefficient transportation  x x            1 

34. Culture of „facilitating fees‟  x             1 

35. Bumiputra quotas & discounts  x         x    2 

36. Control on prices and design standards  (low-

cost, low-medium) 
x x             2 

37. Provision for public amenities  x             1 

Table 5: (continued)                
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38. Varies of legislation, guidelines, rules & 

regulation from state to state, local councils, 

governmental and quasi-governmental agen-
cies  

 x      x   x    3 

39. Labour shortage / short-handed skilled labour  x             1 

40. Loose supervision to oversee construction  x             1 
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work 

41. Non-adherence to professionalism  x             1 

42. Lengthy time in processing & approval appli-

cation 
x  x  x      x    3 

43. Complicated and ambiguous relationship 
between federal, state and local levels 

    x          1 

44. Lack of awareness on what‟  housing needs 

by target group 
    x          1 

45. Bureaucracy in the development approval x  x x           2 

46. Low cost housing policy quota       x    x    2 

47. Inefficiency of One-Stop-Centre           x    1 

48. Non-uniform transportation network           x    1 

49. Lack of bridge financing            x   1 

50. BTS policy            x   1 

51. Competitive with government entities          x  x   2 

52. Developer‟s Interest bearing scheme (DIBS) x              1 

53. Obtain permission before making bulk sales 

(> 4 units) 
x              1 

 
Table 6: Public Developer‟ Impediment Factors to Affordable Housing Supply 

  
E

P
U

  

(1
9
8

5
) 

E
P

U
 

(1
9
8

9
) 

E
P

U
 

 (
1

9
9
5

) 

M
H

L
G

 

(2
0
1

1
) 

H
is

y
a

m
 

(2
0
1

3
) 

Id
a
 

 (
2

0
1
5

) 

A
h

m
a

d
 

(2
0
1

6
) 

R
a

h
im

y
 

(2
0
1

6
) 

A
la

n
 

(2
0
1

6
) 

S
y

e
d

 

(2
0
1

6
) 

Z
u

n
a
ir

a
 

(2
0
1

6
) 

T
o

ta
l 

54. Frequent changes in project scope    x        1 

55. Frequent change in project location / site    x        1 

56. High development standards    x        1 

57. Delays in the issue of loans    x        1 

Rep.  High land prices/cost    x   x     2 

Rep.  High prices of infrastructure provisions   x x        2 

58. Difficult face in the retrieval of instalments from 
buyers 

   x        1 

Rep.  Scarcity of Land        x    1 

59. Problems in identifying suitable project site x x x         3 

60. Problems in preparation of tender documents x           1 

Rep.  High Construction Cost   x  x       2 

61. Absent of solely agencies      x      1 

62. Problems in slow development approvals           x 1 

63. Less funds allocated for affordable housing         x   1 

64. Failed to create public awareness       x      1 

65. Reliance on traditional construction methods          x  1 

 

It was noticed that some of the factors identified in the 1980s re-

mained in 2016, such as highly regulated laws and regulation, 

ineffective affordable housing delivery system and high construc-

tion cost. As such, it is believed that these factors will continue to 

persist as problems in the forthcoming years if no plausible solu-

tion is introduced. Though most of these factors have been consid-

ered and taken into account by the Malaysian government (Minis-

ter of Urban Wellbeing, Housing and Local Government (MHLG), 

2011; MHLG, 2012; EPU, 2017a), local institutions (BNM, 

2016a; KRI, 2015; REHDA 2017) and previous researchers 

(Nuruddin et al., 2015; Jamaluddin et al., 2016; Fazilah et al., 

2016) had searched for measures to address the housing crisis. Yet, 

the housing crisis in fact still exists the same as in the past. There-

fore, a conclusive question needs to be piqued: what is undermin-

ing the housing affordability crunch? The main problem can be 

based off two reasons: first, these factors had been considered as 

isolated factors by most researchers, rather than as whole; second, 

these factors are only the surface problem leading to the housing 

crisis, rather than it‟s most central problem. And those two reasons 

lead to fragmented perspectives. Drawing upon such issues, BNM 

thus called for commitment between the government and private 

sector in order to meet the affordable housing demand (Cheah and 

Stefanie, 2017). Yet, critical observations on these factors sug-

gests that, the problems which actually contribute to that factors is 

far more than mere commitment, but much more on the “soft gov-

ernance” mechanisms factors: coordination, cooperation and col-

laboration (3Cs) within the housing players. In tandem with the 

fact that the housing industry today now involves an ever increas-

ing number of heterogeneous stakeholders, this suggests that a 

critical approach is needed to include 3Cs in consolidating these 

groups of housing stakeholders into a collective-action for the 

affordable housing solution. With previously fragmented parties 

becoming more involved and connected, the affordable housing 

solution would be highly supportive of the entire process of im-

plementation. Such being the case, a plausible solution for the 

affordable housing crisis lies within the housing governance. 

5. Concluding Remark 

This paper reported a study that identified and categorised the 

factors leading to the ongoing Malaysian affordable housing crisis. 

Each of the factors produced its own impact onto the affordable 

housing shortage, while a combination of all involved factors 

compounded into the housing gap widening. To avoid the housing 

crisis from becoming more severe, it is important to consider what 

actually drives those factors. To this end, this paper identified the 

lack of cooperation, coordination and collaboration (3Cs) as the 

main problem behind the factors leading to the Malaysian housing 

crisis. Given an ever increasing housing actor, it seems likely that 

a combination of government and non-government advocative 

approaches are necessary to break the current stalemate of housing 

dilemma. Thereby, the proposed „housing governance‟ is a suita-

ble approach, which brings together various housing stakeholders 

and match them into a body of collective decision making and 

action taking.  
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Fig. 3: Factors to Malaysia Affordable Housing Crisis 

 

However, it should be noted that, the main concern of this study 

lies in the attempt to stimulate the development of housing 

governance for the Malaysian housing market. Therefore, it should 

be viewed as a starting point for explaining why „housing 

governance‟ is needed. Instead, researchers will shift their focus to 

other aspects of research such as by analysing governance 

determinants and success criteria of housing delivery. 
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