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ABSTRACT

PATTERN OF SPATIAL DEVELOPMENT AND REGIONAL INBEQUALITIES
IN PENINSULAR MALAYSIA

By
Zainul Bahrin Bin Mohd. Zain

The existence of regional inequality is a problem shared by most
developing countries. While some degree of regional inequality in
development is inewvitable, its persistence and increase in magnitude
has been recognized as a major obstacle in the achievement of
significant development changes. Spatial imbalances not only reflect
social inequities in the distribution of development benefits, but
also act as impediments in efforts to praomote harmonious and cohesive
national development. The formulation of effective redressal strategy
requires a proper understanding of the pattern of spatial development
and the nature of the inequalities.

This study examines the pattern of spatial development and the
change of regional inequalities in Peninsular Malaysia between 1970
and 1980. A few studies of regional inequality of Malaysia exist but
rely on data for large units of analysis, mainly at the state-level.
Data for large units tend to hide same important regional attributes
which may be critical for the development of appropriate policies.
This study uses smaller units of analysis, namely administrative

districts, to detect the distribution of inequalities and the relative



change fram 1970 to 1980, a period when the Malaysian Government
recognized the resolution of inequalities as a high priority national
objective.

Based on data derived fram secondary sources, thirty variables
indicating different aspects of development are used in the analysis.
Indices of development are constructed to measure the level of
development of 64 camparable districts of Peninsular Malaysia. The
magnitude of regional inequalities is then assessed using Gini
coefficient techniques.

Variations and disparities in development performance exist at
all scales of analysis. Indices of development and Gini coefficients
oconfimm that variations and gaps in development are more pronounced at
the district rather than the state scale of analysis. The study
damonstrates that the spatial pattermm of inequality that prevailed in
1970 basically remained unchanged, with urban districts receiving
greater development benefits than rural counterparts. Similarly,
districts in the west coast states fared better than those in the east
coast states. BaSed on the analysis, the study offers a number of
general policy directions to foster a more balanced development in
Malaysia. ¢
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

The pursuit of development is to pramote and achieve desirable
changes (Cant, 1975; Gore, 1984). Seers (1969) views development as a
normative concept that is almost a synonym for improvement. Colman
and Nixson (1978, p.2) reinforce the cancept when they state:
"Development can be considered . . . as a process of improvement with
respect to a set of values. . . . The values in question relate to
desired conditions in society." Any adverse consequences and effects
resulting from the initiated development process are, therefore, not
anly undesirable, but also reflect shortcomings and posed constraints
in the strategies and execution of development. As Bruton (1985,
p.1114) remarks: "What impedes the achievement and exercise of these
efforts [to achieve higher welfare] impedes development."

It is a fact that spatial inequalities in development is a cammon
development phenamena found in all countries, regardless of their
politico-ecaonomic system (Forde, 1968; Slater, 1975; Abu-Lughod and
Hay, Jr., 1979; Stohr and Taylor, 1981; Smith, 1982). Same degree of
spatial inequalities in development, though undesirable, is inevitable
and will always prevail. However, when spatial inequalities in
development persist and result in distinctive and polarized

differences between sub-national areas, then such phencmena become



problematical to development. The potential polarized trajectory of
the development process fram such a spatial configuration would not
only serve to intensify development problems, but also could negate
and stifle the development process being undertaken (Slater, 1975).
Regional conflicts may have the detrimental effect of slowing down,
and hence jeopardizing, efforts toward achieving a more equitable and
integrated development. The incessant persistence of spatial
inequalities in development as well as the potential negative impact
on future development process cannot, therefore, be considered a
desirable change. Hence, Bruton (1985) considers inequality in
development as an important and damaging failure. The persistence of
spatial inequalities in development as well as their potential to
become acute, through polarization over time, therefore, not only
provides legitimate concern for its resolution, but also bears
important implications and significance as an issue of development.

Spatial Development In Developing Countries

A fundamental concern of considerable importance to most
developing countries in their relentless quest for development has not
only been over how the development process could generate and produce
a more equitable distribution of the benefits of development (Jakobson
and Prakash, 1971), but also over the persistence of distinctive
disparities in development between geographical areas and the
inhabitants therein (Bhooshan and Misra, 1980; Cole, 1981). "The

persistence . . . of spatial inequalities in development constitutes a



crucial problem in the territorial organization of Third World
countries" (Slater, 1975, p.99).

The view that spatial inequalities in development constitute a
problem requiring (policy and planning) intervention hinges upon
the arguments asserting that a polarized spatial pattern of
development could have adverse implications for overall national
development (Gore, 1984, p.20). Consistent with such a concern, !
governments of most develdping countries seek to spread the benefits |
of development as effectively as possible throughout all geographical l
entities under their governance so as to achieve a relatively more
balanced spatial structure that could improve and increase access of
large segments of the population to social, economic and political
opportunities (Hoyle, 1974; Rondinelli and Ruddle, 1977). 1In
accordance with the growing interest by govermments in developing
countries in the way that spatial organization could be articulated to
ensure that the benefits of development reach the greatest number of
the intended recipients, a variety of development programs have been
espoused and implemented with the aim of ameliorating and enhancing
the social and econaomic well-being of the country's various
geograhical entities. While it is acknowledged that such measures are
germane to pramoting social and economic advancement, most efforts
undertaken lack adequate consideration of the spatial dimension of
development. This is clearly reflected by the tendency of most
developing countries to deal with development in a sectoral fashion.
As Patnaik (1982, p.18) aptly and succinctly stated:



In Third World countries, space as a policy parameter to the
socio-economic problems appeared much later. Even now for most
ofthe less developed countries, it is still in a formative
stage. Not that these countries do not have regional problems.
Rather . . . the regional issues were submerged by issues
like unemployment, underemployment, hunger, disease, droughts
and floods on a national scale, and no less by the political
issues in the wake of their independence . . . . [Also] the
econamists in the Third World are also no less responsible for
neglecting space, because of their . . . anxiety for not lagging
behind their western counterparts in building macro-econcmic
models for their countries. Most of these econamists had their

training and derived inspiration from the West . . . . They
could not . . . look to their damestic problems fram a fresh
angle, until the pressure of events made them do so.
(Emphasis added).

Such an emphasis, dominantly aspatial in focus, creates
problems of equitable spatial organization. Thus, at the Seminar on
National Development and Regional Policy, sponsored by the United
Nations Center for Regional Development (UNCRD), in 1979, (Prantilla,
1981) some of the participants' major observations were:

(1) there was a lack of effective integration among national

and regional policies in developing countries, and,

(2) most policies of developing countries on investments

tended to be space-neutral.
Chatterji (1976, p.l) also remarked that "over the years, it has
been increasingly realised that national planning has not led to a
balanced development in most countries. One of the reasons is that
. . . most economic planning strategies . . . abstract the notion of
space" as well as considerably ignores the social dimension of
development (Crooks, 1971). Referring to national plans for most of

the countries in South and Southeast Asia, Jakobson and Prakash (1971,
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p.26) advanced the view that "they concentrated on the problem of
econamic growth and increasing financial resources, and [as a result]
gave inadequate attention to relating economic development to its
spatial consequences.” Colman and Nixson (1978) have observed that
the preoccupation of the less developed countries with national
aggregates and averages inevitably led to the neglect of the problem
of spatial distribution of development. As a result, the spatial
configuration of development which emerged in most developing
countries has been been predominantly characterized by small,
scattered ocases of relatively developed areas and a vast desert of
relatively underdeveloped hinterland. Friedmann (1972) referred

to such a spatial development landscape as center-periphery !
configuration. According to Friedmann (1966), a prolonged center-
periphery relation led to potentially extreme inequities and

hence restricted development.

Economic and social development in most less developed countries
has been characterized by centripetal forces of concentration and }
agglameration of public as well as private investments favoring the ‘ll
relatively more developed regions (Mehretu, Wittick and Pigozzi, |
1981); where the bulk of modern industry, infrastructure, services and
institutions were concentrated, underdevelopment remained
pronounced in the peripheral rural areas inhabited by the majority
of the national population. (Rondinelli and Evans, 1983). According
to Boudeville (1971) and Jose A. Smith (1974), the problem of regional
inequalities in development was more intense in the developing
countries than elsewhere (El-Shakhs, 1976; Abu-Lughod and Hay, Jr.,



1979; Higgins, 1981). Logan (1980, p.iii) pointed out that "there
is now . . . widespread acceptance of the necessity for disaggregation
in space in the course of planning national development."

The dichotomy that characterizes development in developing
countries is reflected in and reinforced by the existence and
persistence of a polarized spatial settlement pattern (Rondinelli,
1979/1980). Investments in productive activities, infrastructure,
services and facilities have generally been concentrated in the major
urban centers (Coates, Johnston and Knox, 1977) in the belief that the
higher returns expected in these centers would stimulate growth and
accelerate development, and that the resultant benefits would
gradually filter and transmit to the peripheral rural hinterland -- as
happened in many industrialized nations of Europe and North America.
However, "both empirical evidence and theoretical explanations point
to the tendencies of development toward concentration or spatial
polarization . . . in one or a few core areas within developing
national systems" (El-Shakhs, 1976, p.127).

Experiences of most of the Third World countries (TWCs)
indicated that the spread effects of concentrated investments in a few
major urban centers or geographical areas were not as effective
as theoretically anticipated (Ahluwalia, Carter, and Chenery, 1979).
The backwash effects tended to be greater than the trickle-down
effects. For example, among the major findings of case studies on the
impact of growth centers upon their hinterland by Appalraju and Safier
(1976) on Third World countries and Gilbert (1975) on Columbia

————— .
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indicated that spread effects fram growth centers were usually smaller
than expected or less than the backwash effects and had a negative net
result on the hinterland (Stohr and Todtling, 1977). Leinbach (1972)
remarked that the spatial concentration of development activities
around the core areas often becames deeply ingrained and crystallized
over time so that expansion is more marked in the vertical rather than
the horizontal dimension. This was also endorsed by Brutzkus

(1975, p.640) who stated: "For most of the developing countries spread
effects are not at all promising unless a very definite decentraliza-
tion policy is formulated and vigorously enforced."

The focus of development activities in certain selectiwve urban
centers or geographical areas contributed to the emergence of a
galaxy of intricate urban problems; manifested by such externalities
as squatter settlements, slums, housing shortages, inadequate jobs,
surplus unemployed and underemployed labor force, traffic congestion,
environmental pollution and degradation, and insufficient
infrastructural and social facilities (Yeung, 1976). Rural or
peripheral development was also affected because of loss of some of its
human resources to the urban areas through rural-urban migration
exerted by the centripetal forces of the more developed areas. In an
attempt to redress these problems, governments of many developing
countries pooled their financial resources and planning efforts
together on those areas of population concentration at the expense of
the lagging regions. This led to a costly cycle of unbalanced and
inequitable development of many Third World countries (Adarkwa, 1983).

Thus, in many developing countries the econamy and society became

— e



8}

[N

@

m

b

[®2)

[2)

o0

(27

»..ﬁn\



more dualistic -- the gap between the modern and traditional econamic
sectors as well as between the rich and the poor in the society
further diverged rather than converged (Nijkamp and Van Pelt, 1983).
The spatial system also became more polarized. "The disparity
between the center and the periphery [in most less developed
countries] has grown with few signs of abating" (Mehretu, Wittick and
Pigozzi, 1981, p.1). Such a spatial configuration of development not
only failed to reflect, much less generate and facilitate, a more
equitable distribution of the benefits of development in the
peripheral areas, but also drained them of their resources vital for
facilitating rural advancement (Brutzkus, 1975). Indeed such a
discordant spatial pattern of development tends to perpetuate and
even exacerbated the problem of spatial inequalities in development.
Baer (1964, p.269) opined that "once unequal rates of growth J
develop, they will tend to perpetuate themselves." This is largely i
due to the fact that as development activities became more
concentrated in a particular location the camparative advantage of
that location was further enhanced (Hicks, 1959; Mabogunje, 1981;
El-Shakhs, 1976). "Once . . . decisions are made to locate a
particular activity or institution at a specific point, a kind of
self-generating momentum is established which continues to attract
related enterprises and indeed multiplies the impact of a given
social, economic, or political investment" (Soja and Tobin, 1979,
p.158). The principle involved was identified by Myrdal (1957)

as one of ‘circular and cumulative causation', the effect of which |[]



will be deepening of differences between various areas of a country
and giving rise to spatial structures that reflect different patterns
and rates of development (Mabogunje, 1981). Such a development also
tended to be marked by a corresponding deterioration of other
disadvantaged regions. "The disadvantaged regions did not stand still
throughout this set of changes. Every development change in the
advantaged region was marked by a corresponding worsening of their
corditions, especially with the out-migration of the younger, more
energetic population to the growing region and the consequent loss of
the labor, entrepreneurship and capital which they represent”
(Mabogunje, 1981, pp.59-60). The problem of spatial or regional
inequality of development, therefore, constitutes an important issue
of development planmning in developing countries. As stated by Stohr
and Todtling (1977, p.33), "the reduction of spatial disparities of
living levels is a key objective of most national urban and regional

development policies."”

Background of the Problem in Peninsular Malaysia

Like most other emerging developing nations, the pursuit of
development in Malaysia is, fundamentally, prampted and spurred by the
desire to pramote and enhance the social and econaomic well-being of
her citizens. The Outline Perspective Plan, 1971-1990, a development
policy guideline, posits that one of the paramount objectives of
development policy is "modernization of rural life and improvement of

living conditions among the urban poor through the provision of a wide
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range of social services . . . and camunity facilities" (Third
Malaysia Plan, 1976-1980, 1976, p.51). Reduction of inter-regional
disparities in development constitutes an important development
plaming objective in Malaysia. As stated by the Second Malaysia
Plan, 1971-1975 (1971, p.42):
Greater regional equality . . . [constitutes] part of the
balance goal . . . . The arguments in favour of regional
balance . . . . fundamentally [rests] on the notion that all
regions in Malaysia share in the benefits of development.
It was also stated that "new programmes . . . . initiated . . . . will
emphasize regional balance and integration" (Second Malaysia Plan,
1971-1975, p.46). The Third Malaysia Plan, 1976-1980 again stressed
that the objective of regional development strategy in Malaysia was:
to narrow the disparities in the standard [level] of 1living
between regions . . . through the exploitation of the full
potential of the human and physical resources of the less

developed regions through equitable distribution of the basic
services and amenities (p.99)

as well as to:

to bring about closer integration among the states of Malaysia
« « « « through redressing imbalances among the regions within
the country (p.199).
Such policy statements, inevitably implied that the benefits of
development activities should permeate and be accessible to all
citizens, regardless of their economic functions and geographical

locations. As stated by Rondinelli (1979/1980, p.14):
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More widespread . . . and more equitable distribution of the
benefits of growth are prerequisites to modernization and [also]
preconditions for creating socially just and politically stable
societies.
Mabogunje (1981, p.40) also argued that spatial accessibility to
basic services, infrastructures and amenities associated with
development efforts was vital in the endeavor to attain a more
equitable distribution of the benefits of development. The
importance of spatial accessibility in pramoting development was also
explicitly recognized by the Malaysian authorities who stated:
"Besides contributing to accelerated development of the nation
as a whole, the redressal of regional imbalance will ensure greater
opportunities for economic and social advancement of people in
different parts of the country, thereby enhancing their well-being"
(Third Malaysia Plan, 1976-1980, 1976, p.114). In this regard, Kamal
Salih (1977, p.38) alluded to the question of regional imbalance
by stating that "the critical question of unequal access [to
development benefits] in the explanation of poverty, and in evaluating
the potential of poverty eradication, cannot be overemphasized."
Rondinelli and Ruddle (1977) have also made a similar statement.

The persistence of disparities in the distribution of development
benefits is disconcerting to the Malaysian Govermment; because it is
recognized by the Malaysian authorities that such phencmena could
negate efforts to redress regional imbalance and also to enhance the
social and econamic well-being of Malaysians.

The ethnic violence of May 13th, 1969, following the national
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elections, was a manifestation of the symptom of lop-sided development
that prevailed in Malaysia. The incident was a significant eye-opener
that prampted the review and reformulation of Malaysia's development
strategy. Prior to the introduction and adoption of the New Econamic
Policy, an important umbrella policy for national development, the
thrust of Malaysia's development strategy was towards the
accamplishment of rapid economic growth. The New Econaomic Policy,
however, officially paved the way for the introduction and
implementation of the concept of distribution with growth in
Malaysia's development strategy (Bruton, 1982). "In the 1950's and
1960's, like the governments of many LDC's, the Malaysian government
pursued policies designed to promote econcmic growth . . . . Only in
the 1970's, particularly after the cammunal riots of 1969 and the
subsequent formulation of the New Economic Policy (NEP), was there a
definite shift of emphasis fram mere growth to distribution with
growth" (Muniappan, 1982, p.6; see also Aris Othman, 1984).
Realization on the part of the Malaysian authorities of the
danger posed by unbalanced development spurred the formulation and
enunciation of the New Economic Policy in 1971. The New Econamic
Policy contained two fundamental, but closely intertwined objectives:

(1) eradication of poverty, and (2) restructuring of society./

Concern
over the persistence of disparities in development in Malaysia was
again alluded to by the Deputy Prime Minister of Malaysia, during a
parliamentary session in 1983, when he stated: "The [Malaysian]
Goverrment has always and will always take serious view of this

[disparities in development] widening gap" (The New Straits Times,
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1983, p.8). Gaps in the distribution of development benefits comnoted
that the aim to reduce regional inequality and to upgrade the socio-
econamic well-being of the people could be hampered and possibly
inhibited. That posed a serious setback for development efforts
aiming to achieve growth with equity. It was generally agreed by the
government that regional maldistribution and inequalities were
repulsive not only for their ethical and humanistic implications, but
also because of their potential as root causes of discontent,
political unrest, and revolution (Soja and Tobin, 1977; Butterfield,
1977; Johari Mat, 1983). As David Harvey (in Smith, 1982, Foreword)
succintly stated: "the existence of . . . social inequality challenges
our ethical and moral sense, making us question the fairness and
Jjustness of the econamic, political, and moral order under which we
live . . . [thereby sowing] the seed that bears the bitter fruit of
social unrest and revolution." For example, "the political
instability in Pakistan [leading to the formation of Bangladesh] was a
direct result of . . . regional difference" (Chatterji, 1976, p.2).
In view of its distributive potential, spatial or regional
development has been recognized by the Malaysian Goverrment as one of
the important instruments of the New Econamic Policy. Specifically,
regional development programs are expected to redress inter-regional
imbalances, reduce rural to urban migration, strengthen agricultural
and industrial development in lagging regions, initiate the
establishment of new growth centers, and realize the major objectives

of the New Econamic Policy (such as eradication of poverty and
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modernization of the rural caomunities). The Second and Third
Malaysia Plans clearly stated the importance of reduction of
regional inequalities. The Fourth Malaysia Plan (1981, p.185)
reiterated that "reducing regional disparities . . . remains an
important issue in national development." Spatial disparities in
development between the various regions in Malaysia is, therefore,
an important development problem and issue.

As stated earlier, with the inauguration of the New Econamic
Policy the thrust of Malaysia's development strategy has been on
equity with growth rather than on mere (econamic) growth. Between
1970 and 1980 Malaysia had an impressive record of economic growth
(Mahangas, 1982; Aris Othman, 1982). The Gross Damestic Product
(GDP), after having grown at 6 percent per annum during the 1960s
recorded a rate of growth of 7.8 percent per annum during 1971-1980,
resulting in a rising per capita income (Fourth Malaysia Plan, 1981).
In 1971, the GDP per capita for Malaysia was (Malaysian Ringgit)
$1,172/=, while for Peninsular Malaysia it was $1,190/=. In 1980 the
GDP per capita increased to $1,836/= for Malaysia and $1.886/= for
Peninsular Malaysia (Table 1.1). The high growth rate was also
accampanied by change in the structure of the economy. Table 1.2
indicates the substantial sectoral change of the Malaysian economy
during the period.

Despite Malaysia's impressive aggregate rates of economic growth,
most of the studies on development performance on Malaysia found
little improvement in distributive equity (Griffin and Khan, 1979;
Chan, 1979; Cheong, 1979; Mahangas, 1982; Aris Othman, 1984). Cheong
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(1979, p.200), for example, found that "in spite of the relatively
rapid growth of the Malaysian economy, the various states in Malaysia
do not seem to have an equal share of the econamic progress."” Rather
the internal spatial configuration of development indicated that the
benefits of development were still largely distributed in areas in and
around the major urban centers or regions relatively more developed
in Malaysia. In their analysis of regional economic differences

in the state of Selangor, Omn and Wan Abdul Rahim (1979, p. 34)

found that "significant differences in economic conditions exist
between the urban and rural districts of Selangor." They observed
that although the state of Selangor has the highest GNP per capita
anmong the states in Peninsular Malaysia, such indicator was not
representative of the less developed districts in that state (such as
Kuala Selangor and Sabak Bernam). The analyses of the temporal-
spatial impress of ‘modernization' (viewed as development) in
Peninsular Malaysia fram 1895 to 1969 by Leinbach (1972) revealed that
the development surface was not anly clustered around certain
urbanized areas, such as Kuala Lumpur, Georgetown, Ipoh, Seremban,
Malacca and Johore Bahru, but also that these areas still continued to

dominate the spatial development scene. Osborm (1974a, p.361), who
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Table 1.1
Per Capita Gross Damestic Product, 1971 and 1980
(in Malaysian Ringgit at 1970 Prices)

States 1971 1980
1) Johare $1,083.7 $1,726
2) Kedah $ 728.3 * $1,101
3) Kelantan $ 564.1 $ 842
4) Malacca S 877.0 $1,469
5) Negri Sembilan $1,144.5 $1,817
6) Pahang $1,169.8 $1,486
7) Penang $1.035.2 $2,357
8) Perak $1,166.7 $1,583
9) Perlis $ 728.3 * $1,094
10) Selangor $2,152.9 + $2,655
11) Terenggaru $ 614.8 $1,316
12) Federal Territory - $3,991
of Kuala Lumpur
13) Sabah $1,302.9 $1,847
14) Sarawak $ 915.2 $1,382
Malaysia $1,172.2 $1,836
Peninsular
Malaysia @ $1,189.9 $1,886

Note: * Due to cambination of data, the states of Kedah and Perlis
had the same per capita GDP in 1971.

+ This includes the Federal Territory of Kuala Lumpur, formed in
1971.

@ This camprises the states of Johore, Kedah, Kelantan, Malacca,
Negri Sembilan, Pahang, Penang, Perak, Perlis, Selangor,
Terengganu, and the Federal Territory of Kuala Lumpur.

Source: Fourth Malaysia Plan, 1981-1985, pp.100-101.
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Table 1.2
Percent Share of the Gross Domestic Product
By Industry of Origin, Malaysia, 1970 and 1980

1)

2)
3)
4)
5)

6)

7)
8)

9)
10)

Industry of Origin 1970 1980
Agriculture, Forestry, and
Fishing 31 22
Mining and Quarrying 6 5
Manufacturing 13 21
Construction 4 5
Electricity, Water, and
Sanitary Sexrvices 2 2
Transport, Storage, and
Cammunication 5 7
Wholesale and Retail Trade 13 13
Banking, Insurance, and
Real Estate 4 )
8
Ownership of Dwellings 4 )
Public Administration and
Defence 11 13
GDP at factor Cost 100 100

Sources: Fourth Malaysia Plan, 1981-1985, p.11;

Aris Othman (1982). "Growth, Equality and Poverty in
Malaysia, 1957-80." Ph.D. Dissertation, Boston
University, Massachussetts.
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undertook a spatial analysis of development in Peninsular Malaysia
(1974b), and contended that although "development policy has . . .
been been consistent over time, yet [it] has . . . certain discernible
trends in its areal content. Development policy has been [mainly]
city-centred in the post-war period." This observation was endorsed
by Johari Mat (1983, pp.1-2):

The . . . practice of concentrating development on established
core areas was able, in a limited way to strengthen national
growth; but, in a more substantive way, the practice failed to
develop peripheral and local populations economically and
socially.

Development studies fram non-spatial perspective, such as those
undertaken by Aris Othman (1984), Anand (1983) and Cheang (1979), also
testify to the fact that, overall, the problem of socio—economic
inequality in Peninsular Malaysia has not been significantly reduced,
rather it has exacerbated over time. In his analysis of development
in Peninsular Malaysia from 1957 to 1980, Aris Othman (1984, p.v) has
made the following conclusion: "In terms of the Kuznets' hypothesis,
at Malaysia's per capita incame, incame distribution should have
remained unchanged during 1957-70 but in fact inequality rose sharply.
During 1971-80, inequality should have fallen slightly; instead, it
increased further." The analysis of the time-path of Peninsular
Malaysia's regional growth rates in per capita gross damestic product
(GDP) fram 1963 to 1970 by Cheong (1979) indicated that not only did
inter-regional differences in incame exist, but also the reduction of

regional inequalities was not significant over time. According to
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Cheong's study (1979, p.201), "there appears to have been an
increasing trend towards income inequality." Anand (1983, p.273),
who undertock analyses of inequality and poverty for Peninsular
Malaysia from data generated by the 1970 Post-Enumeration Survey
(PES), reached a similar conclusion regarding the inequality problem:
"A detailed examination of PES and incame oconcepts shows overall
inequality in Malaysia to be high."

The persistence of spatial and socio-econamic disparities in the
distribution of development is not only dysfunctional for articulating
effective diffusion of development benefits, but also is clearly
incommensurate with as well as detrimental and prejudicial to the
objective of pramoting equitable development. In fact, the
agglameration of development in and around the major urban centers or
regions relatively more developed tends to perpetuate, as well as
accentuate, polarized development. In turn, this gives rise to
such problems as overurbanization (Hoselitz, 1957; Sovani, 1964;
.Gugler, 1982), underurbanization (Rondinelli, Lambardo and Yeh,
1979), pseudo-urbanization (McGee, 1971; Rondinelli, Lambardo and Yeh,
1979), inter-regional disparities in development and excessive rural-
urban migration. The concentrated spatial pattern of development not
only reflects, but also induces an unbalanced allocation and
distribution of national development resources. This means that the
effects and benefits of development efforts are, inevitably,
limited and constrained by the physical extent of their distribution.

Since "the spatial dimension is an important basic framework within
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which considerations of developmental problem must be set" (Manshard,
in Hoyle's, 1974, Foreword), and the fact that the spatial pattern of
development in Malaysia appears to be focused in areas in and around
the major urban centers or regions relatively more dewveloped,

this suggests that a change in the areal configuration of development
is essential and desirable in order to pramote and foster the
accamplishment of a more equitable distribution of benefits of
development. Indeed, change is imperative when it is remembered that
discrepancy in the spatial distribution of development also bears
significant implications for the New Econamic Policy's twin-prong
objectives of (1) eradication of poverty, irrespective of ethnic
background, and (2) restructuring of society, soastoerase'
identification of econamic functions with ethnicity and geographical
location. The phenamena of regional inequalities become crucial when
it is further recalled that the bulk of the Malays, the major ethnic
group in Malaysia, are prominently to be found in the peripheral rural
areas, and the Chinese, the next major ethnic group, are mostly to be
found in the urban enclaves (Ariff, 1973; Jin-Bee, 1976; Bussink,
1980). Thus, geographical polarization of development also has ethnic
polarization overtones in Malaysia. As Ariff (1973, p.378) aptly
remarked: "dualistic development has serious racial [ethnic], regional
and political implications in the Malaysian context." Cheong (1979,
p.200) endorsed this view:

Regional . . . disparity in Peninsular Malaysia is compounded by
the fact that it bears strong racial overtone . . . . It is

obvious, therefore, that reducing the gap between the Malays and
non-Malays . . . would require a reduction in the disparities
among regions.
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In view of the Malaysian authorities' recognition that peace and
stability were prerequisites for development (Fourth Malaysia Plan,
1981-1985, 1981, p.vii), a balanced socio-econcmic development among
regions is therefare an essential element of the development planning
strategy in Malaysia for achieving. Furthermore, prior to 1970 "area"
was largely a residual concern in the development planning strategy of
Malaysia. This does not, however, mean that the areal concepts of
derrelopment were totally absent in the planning deliberations and
documnents. Rather, the primary focus of Malaysia's development
strategy then was heavily bent towards the pramotion of rapid national
aggregates or that emphasis was more towards the sectoral perspective
of development (Osborn, 1974b).

Problem Statement

Spatial disparities in development can be reduced by appropriate
planning interventions (Dangschat and Zirwes, 1982). Availability of
adequate relevant information is fundamental in efforts to address the
problem. However, lack of adequate, camprehensive data pertaining to
the problem of spatial development in Malaysia, especially at the
district level, can constrain efforts to deal with the problem. A
large body of known information pertaining to the problem of spatial
disparities in development in Malaysia is available at a scale of
analysis that is either too large as to suppress or conceal same of
the important details relating to the problem, or too
specific so that they have limited relevance and usefulness other than



for the specific area which such information encompass. Most of the
available information on development performance, such as those
contained in the five-year plan documents, indicates the sectoral
performance of development at the state-scale of analysis. While such
information is useful, it , however, lacks important details. On the
other hand, information made available by different regional studies,
undertaken either by private development consultants or by certain
government departments and agencies, also has limited utility. This
is because these studies are not only based on different terms of
reference and objectives, but also cover only certain specific

areas during different time periods. According to Abdul Hamid
(1979,p. 137): "The various planning ‘region' . . . have been . . .
studied and plamned in isolation at different times by different
groups of consultants." Such information, therefore, has limitations
with respect to the comprehensiveness of areal coverage.
Camparability of such information is also constrained not only by the
different time frame during which such studies are covered, but also
because different variables and techniques enter into these isolated
studies. The lack of adequate, camprehensive information relating to
the problem of spatial disparities in development in Malaysia could,
therefore, pose an important constraint in the efforts to deal
effectively with the problem. As aptly stated by Elyas Omar (1980,
p.48): "The problem of policy planning in Malaysia is related to the

availability of information in terms of its sufficiency, relevance and

accuracy."
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In the absence of adequate data base, articulation of planning
strategies would then be characterized by irrational "muddling
through" (Lindblom, 1978); resulting therefore in ad hoc and
unintegrated action. Actions based on limited information could, in
fact, further exacerbate rather than contain the problem. Therefore,
adequate data and information on the problem of the extent of spatial
disparities in development in Malaysia, especially at a geographical
scale that can provide sufficient details, is essential to facilitate
efforts to address the problem effectively.

Objective of the Study

There are two basic rationales for pursuing this study. First,
it relates to the theoretical proposition that evaluation of the
reduction of inequality constitutes an important camponent of the
study of development (Seers, 1972; Adelman and Morris, 1972) as well
as the thearetical contention that inequality is a necessary and
concaomitant process of development, and that it will diminish over
time (Kuznets, 1955; Williamson, 1965; Hirschman, 1958). The second
fundamental reason for undertaking this study is motivated by the
Malaysian Govermment's concern and interest over the problem posed by
inter-regional development inequalities as well as its recognition
that reduction of regional inequality is also crucial to the
development process. As the Fourth Malaysia Plan, 1981-1985 (p.185)

states: "Reducing regional disparities . . . remains an important
issue in national development.”
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As mentioned earlier, the eye-opener on the importance of
addressing the problem of inter-regional inequality was the outburst
of the 1969 ethnic violence in Peninsular Malaysia. That tragic
incident was not only only seen as symptammatic of the prevalence of
unbalanced distribution of the benefits of socio-econamic development,
but also clearly demonstrated the negative consequences as well as the
danger posed by the persistence of lop-sided development.

Furthermore, ensuing policy pronouncements clearly reflected the
Malaysian Govermment's concern over the problem of unbalanced regional
development.

Despite the importance of addressing and understanding the
problem of regional development disparity, there was little research
on the problem. The need to focus on the problem of regional
disparities in development was therefore imperative. Further, this
was also spurred by the Malaysian Government's disclosure that

accamplishment in regional development was marginal.

The marginal success in reducing inter-state [regional]
imbalances requires a review and a redirection of the strategy
for regional . . . development (Mid-Term Review of the Fourth
Malaysia Plan, 1984, p.21).

In light of the importance of the issue of inter-regional
inequalities of development in Malaysia, it is appropriate to examine
the extent of regional inequalities thereby facilitating a better
understanding and appreciation of the problem. Only then can

appropriate and sound remedial measures be articulated and
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implemented. As Coates, Johnston and Knox (1977, p.2) aptly
stated: "Solution [to any problem] requires understanding.” With
these considerations in mind, the main objective of this study is to

examine the pattern of spatial development and assess the extent of

inter-regional inequalities in development in Peninsular Malaysia

between 1970 and 1980. Specifically, the research will:

(1) ascertain whether the problem of inter-regional disparities
in development in Peninsular Malaysia was reduced or
accentuated between 1970 and 1980,

(2) identify regions which are relatively more developed as well
as regions which are relatively less developed,

(3) determine the effect of using different geograhical units of
analysis upon measures of spatial inequality, and,

(4) suggest policy measures to enhance efforts for
accamplishing reduction of inter-regional inequality of
development as well as in the promotion of a more equitable
distribution of the benefits of development in Peninsular

Malaysia, in particular, and in Malaysia, in general.

Hypotheses

The hypotheses advanced for this study are:

(1) Spatial inequalities in development exist at both
state and district scales of analysis;

(2) Regional inequalities in development are relatively

more acute at the district rather than the state scale of
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analysis;
(3) Regional inequalities in development are relatively
more acute for the rural rather than the urban districts:;
(4) Regions which are relatively more urbanized tend to
have relatively higher level of development than regions
which are relatively less urbanized;
(5) Regional inequalities in development are relatively
more acute for districts in the east coast states than
districts in the west coast states of Peninsular Malaysia;
(6) The pattern of inter-regional inequalities in
development has not changed significantly over time.

Significance of the Study

Despite the importance of understanding the problem of regional
inequalities in Malaysia, research on the subject is small-- the
examples documented are the 1982 Household Well-Being Survey by the
Socio-Economic Research Unit of the Prime Minister's Department,
Malaysia; Anand, 1983; Snodgrass, 1980; Cheong, 1979; Abdul Hamid,
1979; O and Wan Abdul Rahim, 1979; Ahmad Idris Mohd. Noor, 1983;
Leinbach, 1972. In most cases, however, the main focus has been on
inter-state variations in econaomic and social development mainly from
aspatial perspective. While it is not disputed that such studies can
and do contribute to same camprehension of inter-state regional
variations in econamic and social development, they do not, however,

shed much light on intra-state regional disparities in development.
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Efforts to reduce inter-state regional inequalities in development
requires and hinges upon appropriate remedial actions within each
state, as well as in cooperation with the other states. Understanding
of intra-state regional variations in development is, therefore, also
important in the task to address and redress the problem of regional
inequalities. This study, therefore, locks at the problem of regicnal
disparities using the administrative districts as its unit of
analysis.

An examination of intra-state regional disparities in development
is desirable to indicate the extent of the inequality problem within
the state as well as in camparison to the other regions in other
states. The information and empirical knowledge generated from
this study would not only fill same of the gaps in information
pertaining to the problem of inter-regional development in Peninsular
Malaysia but would also modestly provide some insights regarding the
extent of spatial disparities. Thus, this study also examines
regional disparities using other geographical units; urban and rural
districts and districts in the west coast states and east coast
states. Understanding of the magnitude of the problem of spatial
inequalities in development is useful, especially to planners and
policy-makers, since, as Streeten (1981, p.137) aptly states: "what we
know . . . enters into our models and policies." Thus, Cant (1975,
p.76) has stated that "the knowledge that can be gained from empirical
research is invaluable."

It is also hoped that this study will stimulate further
empirical studies as well as generate relevant inquiries and
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discussions pertaining to the problem of spatial inequality of
development. Planmning on the basis of regions has been stated as

an important strategy for articulating a more effective reduction

of inter-regional inequalities of development in Malaysia (Mid-Term
Review, Fourth Malaysia Plan, 1981-1985, 1984, p.2l1). Undoubtedly,
an important pre-condition to facilitating the implementation of this
strategy is the determination of the development status of the regions
in question. By examining the pattern of spatial development and
magnitude of regional inequalities this study could contribute towards
making ‘planning on the basis of regions' a workable development
planning framework.

According to Colm and Geiger (1962, p.66): "it is never enough to
Jjudge theories, decision models , etc., only by their logical
validity; they must also be submitted to such empirical verification
as may be possible." In this regard, this study will modestly
enhance the theoretical propositions that evaluation of reduction
inequality is an important component of the study of development as
well as that development is multi-dimensional in character and
therefore requires the use of multiple indicators of development.
Perhaps a more important contribution of this study is to test the
theoretical proposition that inequality in development will be reduced
over time.
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Key Concepts Of The Study

Development, inequality, and spatial inequality constitute the
three key concepts of this study. Admittedly, they are concepts
not easily defined. Nonetheless, to facilitate their understanding as
used by this study, it is therefore expedient and useful to
canceptualize these terms -- though it should be clearly cautioned
that it will not be possible to arrive at an exact and precise
definition of these terms.

Development is an intriguing and complex concept. Being abstract
and ambiguous, development means different things to different people.
Its conceptual meaning also varies in different contexts, culturally
(Khan, 1981; Horn, 1984) as well as temporally (Mabogunje, 1981).
However, a large consensus sees development as a normative
concept, almost a synonym for improvement (Okun and Richardson, 1961;
Seers, 1972; Colman and Nixson, 1978; Abdul Hamid, 1979: Honjo, 1980;
Bhooshan and Misra, 1980; Bryant and White, 1982). There is also
growing consensus that econamic growth per se is not development
(Patnaik, 1982; Wyasulu, 1977; Weinand, 1973; Colm and Geiger, 1967;
Bryant and White, 1982). This is not only because growth involves
"merely a set of increases in quantities produced" (Boudeville, 1966,
p.168-9), but because the concept of development, in reality,
means much more than that: it encampasses all tangible and intangible

aspects of life.
With these qualifications, development in this study is taken to
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mean a continuous, multidimensional process involving positive change
or improvement in both the quantitative (material) and qualitative
(non-material) aspects of life for the ultimate well-being of the
people (Okun and Richardson, 1961; Harbinson, 1967). Thus, it has
been contended that "development means the development of people"
(Nyerere, 1968, p.123; Weinand, 1973; Leupolt, 1977). The
"qualitative transformations must occur concurrently with quantitative
increases" (Colm and Geiger, 1967, p.272). Also, in this study,
development is operationally evaluated in terms of certain,
selective tangible indicators of development, primarily based upon
their theoretical pertinence to development and also upon
consideration of availability of data. It should be clear that these
indicators are only pointers of development. Throughout the study,
the term "development" is often used interchangeably with such
terms as improved socio-economic well-being and improved level of
living.

According to the Webster's Third New International Dictionary,
1981), inequality means “the quality of being unequal or uneven'.
In the context of development, inequality in development therefore
canotes the unequal or uneven distribution of development benefits.
Since it is generally agreed that the principal and ultimate
beneficiary of development is the people, as well as considering the
fact that the population is not uniformly distributed in a geographical
space, inequality in development in the context of this study
therefore means the uneven distribution of development relative to the
proportional geographical distribution of people (Adarkwa, 1982).



31

This implies that, ideally, the benefits of development should be
distributed in accordance with the spatial distribution of the
population. Any deviation fram this ideal pattern will, for the
purpose of this study, be considered inequality. Also, it should be
.made clear that statements concerning the undesirability of the
persistence of inequality in development in Malaysia does not imply
that what is sought in redressal measures is action towards creation
of equality in development. Equality as an objective of development
is realistically an impossible task to acocaomplish, let alone to
pursue; since the concept of equality as applied to mankind implies
that all people are equal and that they should have equal status,
wealth, and influence (Jumper, Bell and Ralston, 1980). Therefore,
the concept of equality is, at best, an idealistic goal.

Spatial inequality relates to the differences existing between

different areas based upon spatially-defined and comparable variables.
Spatial inequality may refer to both a desired and to an undesired
difference. Variation in the landscape is generally considered
desirable, while large or growing differences in conditions and level
of living are deemed undesirable (Folmer and Oosterhaven, 1979). In
the context of development, spatial inequality connotes an undesired
difference. It implies not only the unbalanced distribution of
development benefits, but also the maldistribution of resources for
development. An undesired spatial difference is, therefore, also
viewed as spatial inequity. "Spatial inequality associated with . . .
an undesired difference . . . [is] defined as spatial inequity"
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(Folmer and Oosterhaven, 1979, p.l). Equitable development,
therefore, implies actions toward mitigating the problem posed by
spatial inequity. This is pertinent as "development . . . now
stresses equity as well as growth" (Edwards and Todaro, 1974, p.25).
Throughout this study, the term spatial inequality will also be used
interchangeably with terms such as spatial variation and regional

disparity of development.

Organization Of The Study
This dissertation is organized into six chapters. Chapter One

introduces spatial inequality of development as an important issue of
development -- both in developing countries in general and in
Peninsular Malaysia in particular. Statement of the problem
prampting this study is contained in this initial chapter. This
chapter also includes the objective, significance, and definition of
key concepts of the study. Research questions and hypotheses are
presented in this chapter.

Chapter Two provides a review of the literature and theoretical
constructs pertaining to development and regional inequality in
development. The review provides the theoretical rationale for
addressing the problem posed by the problem of spatial inequality of
development.

Chapter Three discusses the methodology of the study. It
outlines the focus of the study, the variables utilized, the unit of
analysis used, and the procedures and research techniques used for

analysis of data.
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Chapter Four presents the findings of the study, based upon the
analyses of data used in the study. It also attempts to answer the
research questions posed as well to test the hypotheses that have been
advanced for the study.

Chapter Five examines policy and planning implications of the
findings of the study for Malaysia and directions for policy
guidelines.

Chapter Six summarizes the overall findings of the study, and
provides suggestions for future research.



CHAPTER TWO

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE ON DEVELOPMENT
AND REGIONAL INEQUALITY

This chapter reviews some of the relevant propositions and
studies fram the literature which bear pertinence to development and
to regional inequality in development. There are five main
objectives: (1) to highlight problems associated with definition and
measurement of development, (2) to emphasize inequality as an
important issue of development, (3) to rationalize why the spatial
aspect of development deserves appropriate consideration in
deliberations on development, (4) to highlight relevant theoretical
propositions and related empirical studies that are pertinent to
development and to inequalities in development, and (5) to derive
research questions and hypotheses for this study.

Meaning, Dimensions and Goals of Development

A precise definition of development is difficult (Bruton, 1985;
DeKadt, 1985). The literature is abound with different definitions of
development, reflecting lack of unanimity among scholars as well as
practitioners on what development means. The difficulty in arriving
at a uniform definition of development can be attributed to its

canplexity as a concept. This, inevitably creates ambiguity on what

34
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development entails. Thus, there are varying and subjective notions
of development (Furtado, 1977). The result is the emergence of a
myriad of perceptions of development (McGranahan, 1972; Streeten,
1981; Bryant and White, 1982).

The various interpretations of development are actually
manifestations of different perceptions of development. As DeKadt
(1985, p.551) aptly points out: "based on our value judgements, we
can give it [development] a meaning." Earlier, Goulet (1969) has
expressed a similar view, asserting that standards of good life and
good society are based on what the society perceives. Seers (1969)
has also opined that development is a normative concept based on value
judgements. Colman and Nixson (1978, p.2) have reinforced this notion
of development when they state: "development can be considered . . .
as a process of improvement with respect to a set of values . . .
[which] relates to a desired conditions in society."

Essentially, the various perceptions of development can be viewed
into five major conceptualization of development:

(1) development as growth

(2) development as change

(3) development as human well-being

(4) development as reduction of inequalities, and

(5) development as liberation from dependency.

All these concepts identify development with positive rather than
negative characteristics. There is also general agreement among these

different perceptions that development is a process that produces
benefits rather than disbenefits.
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The perception of development as growth is ane in which
development is perceived to be rapid and sustained "linear increments
in a set of variables in a society which are characterized by being
measurable, especially in monetary terms" (Mabogunje, 1981, p.334).
The result is seen as contributing to rise in real output per head as
well as attendant shifts in technological, econamic and demographic
characteristics (Dos Santos, 1977). This notion of development gives
priority in the development process to increased commodity output
rather than human-beings inmvolved in their production. This
perception of development is usually identified with those who view
development mainly in terms of econamic conditions. Hence this view
of development is often referred to as economic transformation
(Portes, 1976). Dadzie (1980, p.59), for example, states:
"development implies profound change in the economic arrangements
within as well as among societies."”

The conceptualization of development as change is one in which
development is seen as involving shift or adjustment fram a less
desirable to a more desirable condition or state (Okun and Richardson,
1961; Seers, 1972; Colman and Nixson, 1978; Higgins, 1980; Bhooshan
and Misra, 1980). As Streeten (1972, p.30) states: "development as an
objective and development as a process both embrace a change in
fundamental attitudes . . . and in social, cultural and political
institutions" (also see Schramm and Lerner, 1976; Inayatullah, 1967).
In this respect, two major types of change have been conceived:

(1) change within the national system or society; such as from
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tradition to modernity, agricultural to industrial
societies, or less urbanized to more urbanized societies;

(2) change within the individual in values and attitudes.

The first type of change sees development as transformation
which societies undergo. Human societies are envisioned as growing
organisms which passed through a series of ordered and inevitable
stages.

Development is conceptualized as gradual, qualitative passage

fram less to more differentiated social forms. This occurs

through processes of ever more camplex specialization and
functional interdependence. Through them, social roles are
transformed to approach modern standards of universalism,

specificity, and achievement (Portes, 1976, p.63).

Drawing on Boeke's (1953) concept of social and economic dualism,
the modern sector is rationalized as being responsive to change, while
the traditional sector is seen as unresponsive to change. Lewis
(1954) calls these industrial and agricultural societies, while
Hoselitz (1960) views them as developed and underdeveloped societies.
Lerner (1965) and Levy (1966) refers to them as modernity and tradition.
This perception is usually identified with the conceptualization of
development as social or socio-econamic differentiation. Smelser
(1966, pp.110-111) provides a clearer picture of what this perception
of development means.

When we employ the term [development] we usually have at least

four distinct but interrelated processes in mind: 1) In the

realm of technology, a developing society is changing from simple
and traditionalized techniques toward the application of
scientific knowledge. 2) In agriculture, the dewveloping society

evolves from subsistence farming toward the commercial production
of agricultural goods . . . . 3) In industry, the developing
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society undergoes a transition fram the use of human and animal

power toward industrialization proper . . . . 4) In ecological

arrangements, the developing society moves fram the farm and

village toward urban concentration.
This perception of development represents a shift from a conmodity-
oriented emphasis to a human-oriented emphasis. Although a less
excessively narrow econamic interpretation of development, Mabogunje
(1981, p.38) asserts that this view of development is closer to
growth-oriented concept of development, since it "involves principally
how to make the population of a country understand and accept the new
rules of the econamic growth game."

The second type of change is where individuals are seen as
acquiring values and attitudes that are deemed desirable to the
development process as well as for nation-building. This notion of
development is represented by Weiner (1966), who feels that the
starting point of any definition of development should deal with the
character of individuals. The same author observes that "although
there are differences among social scientists as to how values and
attitudes can be changed, it is possible to speak of one school of
thought that believes that attitudinal and value changes are
prerequisites to creating a modern society, economic, and political
system” (Weiner, 1966, p.9). McClelland (1963, p.17) has even
ventured to state: "it is values, motives, or psychological forces
that determine the rate of econaomic and social development."
According to Inkeles (1966, p.138): "the ideal of development requires
the transformation of the nature of man -- a transformation that is

both a means to the end of yet greater growth and at the same time
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one of the great ends itself of the development process" (also see
Lerner, 1965; Portes, 1974).

The value-enactment view of development is controversial.

Critics have noted, for example, its neglect of intermational and
political linkages. As Portes (1976, p.71) points out: "individual
action is highly conditioned by external social arrangements . . . .
[Furthermore] societies are not simple “additive' sum of individual
members. "

The third major perception of development is one which views
development as improvement in human well-being. Nyerere's (1968,
p.123) view that "development means the development of people" and
Honjo's (1980) perception that development should be geared to the
betterment of human beings as a whole are, perhaps, indicative and
representative of the growing consensus that the fundamental and
ultimate objective underlying development is the people. Hence, Misra
(1980, p.21) has asserted that "all development processes aim at human
welfare" and Mabogunje (1981, p.236) has contended that "improvement
in the ‘quality' of the population is, of course, what development is
all about" (also see Weissmamn, 1968; Webster, 1980). Ewven Schumacher
(1973) has opined that development does not start with goods but,
rather, with people (also see DeKadt, 1985). Such assertions are also
in line with Seers' (1972) view that development means creating
corditions for the realization of the human personality as well as
with Ellis' (1980) contention that the ultimate purpose of development

is to secure a better quality of life for the people (also see
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Lentnek, 1980). As Goulet (1968, p.387) has eloquently noted:

Although development implies economic, political and cultural
transformations, these are not ends in themselves but [they are]

indispensable means for enriching the quality of human life.

Development as reduction of inequalities is the fourth major
perception of development. Seers (1972) and Adelman and Morris (1972)
view reduction of inequalities as an important criterion of
development. Such an assertion is logical since the overriding
purpose of development is, normatively, to bring about desired,
positive changes (Gore, 1984; Cant, 1975). Implicit in this notion of
development is an equitable distribution of development benefits and
opportunities.

The fifth major perception of development is related to its
conceptualization as liberation fram intermal and external dependency.
As Portes (1976, p.77) notes: "development consist . . . of liberation
fram external control and from the internal structures of inequality
which it pramotes” (also see Frank, 1967). Dependency can be defined
as a situation in which the economy of certain countries (or parts
thereof) is conditioned or dictated by the development and expansion
of another econamy to which the former is subjected (Dos Santos,
1970). This is based on the notion that contemporary development is
not a matter of autonaomous change but are composed largely of exchange
and confrontation in an integrated world or national system
(Wallerstein, 1974; Portes, 1974; Sunkel, 1974). Involvement in the
New International Economic Order and pursuit of the principles of

national resilience and self-reliance are manifestations of the
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efforts to deal with the dependency issue.

The existence of various conceptualizations of development
testifies to the fact that development camprises and encompasses a
number of dimensions or aspects. This is clearly indicated by Todaro
(1977, p.62) who aptly states that development is a "multidimensional
process involving major changes in social structures, popular
attitudes and national institutions as well as the accumulation of
econamic growth, the reduction of inequality, and the eradication of
poverty." A similar view has also been expressed by the Brandt's
Commission (Brandt, 1980, p.40):

Development is more than the passage fram poor to rich, fram

traditional rural econaomy to a sophisticated urban one. It

carries with it not only the idea of econaomic betterment, but
also of greater human dignity, security, justice, and equity.
It should be noted, however, that the various dimensions of
development are not mutually exclusive of each other, rather they are
interdependent.

The fact that development has been conceived in many different
ways suggests that there exists no congruity among theorists, as well
as practitioners, as to what development exactly means and how it
should occur (see Gore, 1984). As such, it is not surprising that
there have emerged and ensued all kinds of debates regarding
development -- such as growth versus distribution, growth versus
growth with equity, top-down versus bottom-up approach to development,
growth-pole versus agropolitan development, centralization versus

decentralization, people prosperity versus place prosperity.



Notwithstanding these polemics, scholars generally agree that no
single factor can adequately account for a process as camplex as
development.

There is also broad and growing agreement in the literature
behind the notion that growth is not synonymous with development (see
Patnaik, 1981; Mabogunje, 1981; VWyasulu, 1977; de Souza and Porter,
1974; Weinand, 1973). Seers (1972) pioneered the notion that econamic
growth could not be equated with development. His question "Why do we
confuse development with economic growth ?" is reflective of the-
confusion that exists between growth and development (Seers, 1972,
p.21). As Datoo and Gray (1978, p.252) observe:

The significant distinction between ‘growth' and “development’ is

becoming more widely accepted in the face of mounting evidence

that rapid econamic growth is not necessarily accampanied by the
structural changes essential for social and econamic progress to
benefit society as a whole.

Distinction between development and growth is crucial since the
way these phenamena- are perceived bears significant influence not only
upon the way in which development is executed, but also in the pattern
and nature of spatial development that could emerge. As Mabogunje
(1981, p.334) points out: "growth has tended to be concerned with
linear increments in a set of variables in a society which are
characterized by being measurable, especially in monetary terms." On
the other hand, "development, while it embraces . . . growth goes
beyornd it to involve changes in the relations between various classes

in society and between them and the envirommental resources on which
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they depend" (also see Boudeville, 1966). Earlier, Boulding (1956,
cited in Mabogunje, 1981, p.334) has remarked: "development involves
not only changes in the overall size of the system but also in its
caomplexity."

There is also broad consensus in the literature on development
that no absolute standard exists for specifying what type of change
constitutes development; since the criteria will be based on different
preferences, problems or needs of the society or culture. The
criteria of desirable change also varies for different time periods
(Coates, Johnston, and Knox, 1977). As Gore (1984, p. 241) aptly
points out: "development . . . in terms of both rhetoric and actual
policy measures, varies considerably between states" (see Frankel,
1952). Since problems and needs of different nations also varies in
nature and magnitude, it would not, therefore, be appropriate to gauge
development performance of any country, which are guided by different
development goals and objectives, in terms of development performance
criteria as used by other countries. This, McGee (1974, p.32)
contends, is because development is not a simple unilinear change.
McGee (1974) and Khan, M. R. (1981) have, therefore, asserted that
development in Third World countries should not be viewed in terms of
development as happened or prevailing in the more advanced countries,
such as Western Europe and the United States; where, conventionally,
development has been viewed in terms of change fram tradition to
modernity; a shift from agricultural to industrial societies; fram
lowly urbanized societies to highly urbanized societies. According to

Bruton (1985, p.1103): "in both the literature and in practice,



development came to mean a replication of the West . . . [In these
countries] the underlying theme of development has been to imitate the
West as quickly as possible in terms of the form and content of their
economic [development] performance." Since the process of development
should be indigenous and unique to each society, it has, therefore,
been suggested that developing countries must find and pursue a course
of development which reflects their own peculiarities, capacities and
style (Portes, 1976). As Soedjatmoko (1971, cited in Hunter, 1972,
p.122-23) has stated: "each nation will have to develop its own vision
of the future, out of the materials of its own history, its own
problems, its own natural make-up" (also see Friedmann, 1980; Bruton,
1985). 1Illich (1969) has gone to the extent of calling on

developing nations to abandon the model offered by already more
advanced countries.

Fram the various conceptualization of development, it can be seen
that the goals of development can be summed up in terms of fostering
and achieving (1) improved quality of life, (2) increased (material)
productivity, and (3) desirable values and attitudes. These are
pursued with a view to achieve “independence', progress and stability
(which includes national unity and defence). These broad goals of
development capture both the tangible (or quantitative) and intangible
(or qualitative) aspects of life. These goals are not independent of
each other, rather they are inter-related to one another.

These five major perceptions of development are evident in

Malaysia's development policy. The pursuit of economic growth
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programs in Malaysia's development strategy clearly manifest the
incorporation of the growth perception of development. As the Fourth
Malaysia Plan (1981, p.3) states: "Rapid growth . . . carries with it
the promise of structural change, the creation of a modern economy,
and the generation of employment opportunities in productive
activities."” Programs to achieve modernization, pramote urbanization
and transform agriculture from subsistence to cammercialization
reflect the perception of development as change (within the national
system). The statement that "further progress with stability in
development will require the adoption of values which are progressive
and consistent with the needs of a modernizing and industrializing
plural society" indicates the inclusion of the perception of
development as change in values and attitudes (Mid-Term Review of the
Fourth Malaysia Plan, 1984, p.13).

Within the Malaysian context, the social well-being notion of
development also exists. Tun Haji Abdul Razak (1973, p.7), the second
Prime Minister of Malaysia fram 1971-1975 and also popularly hailed as
‘Malaysia's Father of Development', has stated:

While economic development is a very basic and significant step

in national development, we must not forget that it is only a

means towards a higher objective, i.e. of creating a better

social order in which ocur people can enjoy a higher standard of
living, peace and happiness.
This view of development has been reiterated by the Minister of
Agriculture, Arwar Ibrahim, during a speech to the Farmers'
Organization in Trengganu in March, 1986. The Minister made the the

remark that “the [Malaysian] Government is committed to bringing
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development to the people and to upgrading their living standards'
(The New Straits Times, Malaysia, 1986).

The notion of development as reduction of inequalities is clearly
evident fram the New Econamic Policy's objectives of eradication of
poverty and restructuring of society. Various policy statements in

the official five-year plan regarding programs of narrowing inter-
regional inequalities also indicate this notion of development.

Malaysia's involvement in the drive for the New International
Econamic Order as well as her adoption of national resilience and
self-reliance concepts are clear manifestations of the incorporation
of the perception of development as liberation from dependency in
Malaysia's development policy. Four major characteristics are
apparent regarding development:

(1) development is normative -- it is concerned with progress

towards desired goals;

(2) development is multi-dimensional -- it is concerned with all

aspects of life and the variocus needs of people and society:;

(3) development is unique for each country -- it is concerned

with a particular set of goals fornulated at a particular
point in time, or, in other words, different nations have
different styles of development; and,

(4) development must be a coherent process -- if a variety of

goals are to be sought simultaneously they must first be
reconciled with each other.
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In this study development is viewed as a multidimensional process
involving all the major perceptions of development as mentioned.
Growth is a necessary but not a sufficient condition of development by
itself. So, too, is social development.

Meaning and Dimensions of Inequality

Like development, inequality is also a concept that is difficult
to define. There also exist different perceptions of inequality
(Seers, 1973; Atkinson, 1978). Essentially, the different perceptions
of inequality revolve around two major viewpoints:

(1) inequality as a natural phenamenon

(2) inequality as an artificial phenomenon.

That inequality implies the quality of being different seems to
be a caommon theme of most literatures that deal with the question of

inequality. Generally, there is consensus in the literature that
inequality due to inherent characteristics, as between man's height
and weight or between different environmental features (deserts,
plains, mountains, etc) are accepted as natural and inevitable. What
generates controversy is inequality that is the outcome of differences
in (1) opportunity, (2) treatment, or (3) benefits (Gans, 1972;
Atkinson, 1978; Hoe, 1982). Inequality of this type is regarded as
artificial and undesirable. Also, inequality that is generated
through differences in opportunity, treatment, or benefits raises

problems and controversies because of its derogative implications.
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Since development undertaken by nations are conscious efforts
aimed at accomplishing desirable ends, inequality that prevail within
such developmental context implies not only shortfalls in development
strategies, but also lack of development opportunities and benefits.
Wilson (1966) views inequality as “the fact of occupying a more or
less advantageous position'. To Waldman (1977, p.229) "inequality is
. . . the extent of disproportion between each share of things held
and the proportion each category or holder constitutes of the total
nutber of categories ar holders." In the context of development,
inequality therefore comnotes the unequal or uneven distribution of
development opportunities and benefits.
In the context of development, inequality can be discussed
from different perspectives:
(1) incame distribution (Kuznets, 1955; Williamson, 1965;
Ahluwalia, 1974; Atkinson, 1975; Ahluwalia, Carter
and Chenery, 1979);

(2) econamic growth (Rodan-Rosenstein, 1943; Lewis, 1954 and
1955); or

(3) socio-econamic development, level of living or social
well-being (McGranahan, 1970; Drenowski, 1970 and 1974;
Knox, 1974; Smith, 1974; UNRISD, 1976).

For each of these aspects there are also various dimensions of
spatial configuration of inequality upon which discussion and analysis
can pursue -- global, supra-national [grouping of countries such as
the Association of South-East Asian Nations (ASEAN)], inter-national,

intra-national (i.e. between sub-national areas, such as provinces or
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states), inter-regional, inter-urban, intra-urban, inter-rural, intra-
rural, inter-city, or intra-city (Slater, 1977; Wood, 1977; Colman and
Nixson, 1978; Cole, 1981). Thus, the way in which regional inequality
in development is perceived depends also on the spatial framework used
to assess it. As Smith (1982, p.9) states: "Each nation, region and
city has its own distinctive pattern of inequality."

wWhatever the debates that ensue on development -- whether it is
growth versus distribution, top-down versus bottam-up strategy of
development or centralization wversus decentralization -- the
fundamental questions that arise essentially hinge on the status of
the people. More specifically, what is the status of the people vis-
a-vis these issues? As, theoretically, development implies the
generation of benefits and greater opportunities for advancement, any
discrepancy in the delivery or receipt of benefits and opportunities
for (further) advancement connotes and creates a situation where
inequality is said to prevail. Such a situation is deemed to be
urdesirable for the accamplishment of development goals, not only
because it imposes artificial constraints upon those who are affected
but also because the continued persistence of such a phencmenon
provides a ready-made ammmnition for provoking potential social
tension and conflict (Chatterji, 1976; Smith, 1982). Social
disharmony and political instability not only could slow down the pace
of development, but also could, if it deteriorates, stifle and even
negate the development process. No less important, disparity in
development also implies an allocation or distribution of development
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resources that ignore the importance of addressing the inequality
issue. Hence, the existence, and most of all the persistence, of
inequality as well as its attendant implications to create
polarization between people and places not only challenges our moral
sense, but also raises the question of the fairness and justness of
the political and econamic order which prevail (see Harvey, in Smith,
1982, p.1l). Indeed, "inequality in its various forms is one of the
most seriocus problems facing the contemporary world" (Smith, 1982,
p-7).

The terms inequality and inequity have also received attention in
the literature relating to development. The use of these terms have
often been confusing. There are views that spatial inequality can
refer both to a desired and to an undesired difference. For example,
difference in the landscape is generally regarded as desirable, while
spatial differentiation in living conditions are generally considered
as undesirable. In making such distinction, Folmer and Oosterhaven
(1979, p.1l) have clarified: "Spatial inequality . . . describing an
undesired difference, will be defined as spatial inequity." It has
also been stated that inequality can be evaluated in terms of the
deviation measured from a hypothetical state of perfect equality,
applying such statistical techniques as Gini coefficient and Lorenz
curve. In contrast, as Hoe (1982, p.68) points out: "‘equity' can
only be assessed, not by such statistical methods but by appealing to
subjective values or ethical judgements."

Apart from its unethical connotations as well as its implications

to create polarization between people and places, the undesirability
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of inequality in development in Malaysia is compounded by the threat
of cammmist insurgency. The persistence of inequality in development
could be exploited by the communist to provoke dissension and stir
instability. Since national unity and security are important
foundations for stability and progress, reduction of inequality is
therefore an important development issue and objective in Malaysia.

In this study, inter-regional inequalities in development is
viewed as the uneven distribution of development opportunities and
benefits relative to the proportional spatial distribution of the
population.

Space and Development

Friedmann and Alonso (1964, p.l) have contended that "regions and
space . . . are necessary dimensions of the theory and practice of
ecanamic development” (also see Richardson, 1973; Wood, 1977).
Society, it has been theorized, is spatially organized -- in the sense
that human activities and social interactions are ‘space-forming' as
well as “space-contingent'. As Soja and Tobin (1979, p.158) explains:
"they are space-forming in that they work to shape and structure human
interaction in space . . . . [and] they are space-contingent. . . [in
that] their space organizing influence is itself shaped by the
existing spatial framework" (also see Friedmann and Sullivan, 1972;
Coates, Jahnston and Knox, 1977, p.3; Mabogunje, 1981, p.51). This
point has also been coherently stated by Hilhorst (1968, p.21):
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Human beings for the execution of their activities require

space. These activities are of differing nature and include

at least those of a public administrative, econaomic, political,

recreational and social character. The relationships resulting

from these activities will necessarily have spatial dimensions.
Since society is spatially organized, Friedmann (1972, cited by Soja
and Tobin, 1979, p.157) has contended that "the development process
will also be influenced by the existing pattern of spatial relation
and the dynamic tensions that will result from them." Friedmann and
Alonso (1964, p.l) have further reinforced the importance of the
spatial aspect of development when they state: "not only must
decisions be made on how much a scarce resources shall be allocated
to a given purpose, but also on where investments [will] take place."
In claiming that each activity requires a locational decision, J.P.
Lewis (1964), acknowledged the importance of the spatial aspect of
development. Space has been viewed as an important and an implicit
factor in any study of development (see Wood, 1977).

In terms of development (as distribution of benefits), two
theories can be identified as being pertinent to spatial development.
These relates to: (1) Hagerstrand's Innovative Diffusion Theory
(1967), and (2) Friedmann's Theory of Polarized Growth (1966).
Hagerstrand's work describes the spatial stages in the spread of a
number of new ideas and techniques. It provides a useful understanding
of how development changes can occur in space over time. As a
geographical concept, Hagerstrand's diffusion process occur down the
hierarchy of cities (Bradford and Kent, 1978). On the other hand,

Friedmann's theory of polarized development is relevant as it
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demonstrates how and why spatial imbalances in development occur and
how eventually the regions of a nation are gradually integrated over
time.

Other theories which indicate the importance of the relationship
between space and human activities include:

(1) Christaller's and Losch's Central Place Theory

(Bradford and Kent, 1978)

(2) Von Thunen's Agricultural Land Use Theory (Hall, 1966)

(3) Weber's Industrial Location Theory (Smith, 1971)

(4) Burgess' Concentric Zone Theory (Park, 1925)

(5) Hoyt's Radial Sector Theory (Mayer and Kohn, 1959)

(6) Harris-Ullman's Multiple Nuclei Theory (Mayer and

Kohn, 1959).
The first three theories consider the organization of econcmic
activities within an hypothetical plain, while the latter three
theories deal with the organization of space for relevant land-use
activities within an urban setting.

Despite the recognition that there exist close inter-relations
between spatial forms and social processes (see Mabogunje, 1981;
Smith, 1982), the spatial aspect of development has not received as
much attention and consideration in treatment of development (Soja,
1976). This relates to the fact that the adoption of the growth model
of development which focus development in sectoral rather than spatial
terms. In reference to this point, Higgins (1980, p.v) has remarked
that "sectoral planning had been tried in the fifties and sixties,
along with the application of growth models, . . . [but] it has not



worked very well." Katchamat (1978, p.l144-45) also states:

The major weakness of most of most national econamic

development plamning lies in the fact that the development

plan is carried on only in global and sectoral orientations.

The . . . allocation of resources is made with little or no

consideration of their location.

An understanding of the relationship between space and
development is therefare essential for the analysis of the spatial
aspect of development, as well as for the formulation of appropriate
spatial policies that can effectively influence the development
process. Hence, Cubukgil (1981, p.57) has stated: "If spatial
policies are to be effective, it is essential that the relationship
between space and development be articulated properly." Since
"societies occupy territories" and in reality the level of living vary
according to where people live, then geographical space and the
arganization of life in this space have a bearing on who gets what
(Coates et al, 1977, p.3; Smith, 1982, p.18). The importance of the
spatial aspect of development is further endorsed by Coates et al.
1977, p.5) who remarked: "If we do not expect to discriminate against
people on the basis of race, religion, colour, or social class, then
neither should we discriminate against people on the basis of
location." Manshard (in Hoyle, 1974, in Foreword) has, therefore,
asserted that "the spatial dimension is an important, basic framework
within which developmental problem must be set" (see Rhoda, 1982, p.4).

The terms space and region deserves amplification, since they

can have different connotations depending upon the context in which
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they are conceptualized. According to Boudeville (1966), space can
mean either geographic, econamic or mathematical space. Geographic
space is usually identified with geographers. This dimension of space
is one which views the relationship and activities of man in the
natural environment. Econaomic space, an entity of the economists,
relates to the environment in which econamic variables or activities
take place. Both geographic space and econamic space can be
regionalized. However, mathematical space, derived on the basis of
logic, is entirely abstract and is geographically non-existent. In
reference to the latter, it has therefore been stated that "space is
not necessarily a region" (Patnaik, 1982, p.27).

Region is used to mean territorial framework which can be viewed
at different scales -- depending upon what the spatial framework is in
reference to -- global, supra-national, national, sub-national, rural,
or urban (Chatterji and Nijkamp, 1983; Patnaik, 1982; Cole, 1981;
Colman and Nixson, 1978; Wood, 1977; Slater, 1977). Such a numerous
spatial notion of region has led Perloff (1971), at one point, to
express scepticism regarding the practicality of regional planning.

Since space and region can have different connotations, same
conceptual clarity is needed. In reference to development, space as
used in this study, refers to geographical space. However, "for . . .
Planning or policy (purposes) . . . the concept of region is more
useful than the concept of space" (Patnaik, 1982, p.27). This is
because the concept of region tends to be associated not only with

relatively more defined territorial framework, but also with
territorial contiguity. This has been endorsed by Bandman (1975) who
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states that Soviet scientific literature on regional research have
used the word territory more often than space to emphasize reference
to a specific territory. Except as use in a geographic context, space
is abstract (as mathematical space) and have no defined territorial
boundary (as econcmic space).

Fram the perspective of development policy and planning, the
conceptualization of region as territorial framework at the sub-
national scale is more realistic and pragmatic; since region at such
scale is within the de jure control and purview of the respective
government. Also, according to Misra and Prantilla (1983), regional
planning at the sub-national lewvel provides the necessary linkage for
the attaimment of integrated national development. However, region
oconceptualized as territorial framework at the global or supra-
national scale may not be as useful from development policy and
planning perspective unless conmitment by all the govermnmental parties
concerned is possible to deal with their ‘regional' problems. As
observed by Perloff (1971) and Patnaik (1982), a consensus is ewvolving
which suggests region as space which is larger than any single urban
area or group of villages and that its spatial framework is sub-
national (also see Bendavid-vVal, 1983).

Planning at the national level is a hallmark of the growth
approach to development. As alternative to national planning,
disaggregation in space has been advocated as a means of bringing
about a more effective distribution of development benefits (see

Higgins, 1980). In this regard, two major approaches are evident in
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the literature:

(1) through hierarchy of centers

(2) through regional planning.

Rondinelli (1979/1980; 1982; 1983; 1985) is most noted for
advocating the development of a hierarchy of centers as a means to
achieve a more balanced spatial system as well as for bringing about
more equitable distribution of development benefits (also see
Rondinelli and Evans, 1983; Rondinelli and Ruddle, 1977). Friedmann
is noted for regional planning, especially with his agropolitan model
proposal (1979). The other approaches to regional planning are in
terms of the application of Perroux's economic model of growth poles
and growth centers (Darkoh, 1977). Stuckey (1975) has criticised
Friedmann's agropolitan model of development in terms of failure to
incorporate the influence of external factors in development of
regions. Darkoh (1977) has argued that growth poles and growth
centers are essentially still growth-oriented approach to development.

In studies on development as well as on regional inequalities in
development, many studies have focussed on the largest or fairly
extensive administrative units as their analytical base. Slater
(1975) has attributed this to data constraints at the smaller
administrative units. The application of the growth model of
development also accounted for the utilization of macro- rather than
micro-unit of observations. In this regard, studies on regional
inequality in Malaysia is also no exception. Difficulties in
obtaining appropriate data below the state-level have produced more
studies on inter-regional inequalities in development being undertaken
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at the state-scale of analysis (Cheong, 1979; Aris Othman, 1983) than
at the sub-state territorial framework. For that matter, Malaysia's
five-year development plan documents also have used the state-scale of
analysis to evaluate Malaysia's development performance.

When intra-state differentiation in development are considered
very often they tend to deal only with considerations of a region of
the countxy or they used geographical points, such as towns and
villages, as their units of analysis. In this regard, most of the
analysis on development performance in Peninsular Malaysia have been
conducted either using the camponent states of the peninsula or using
the urban centers and local governments units; the former exemplified
by studies such as Cheong's (1979), Anand's (1983), Aris Othman's
(1983) and Malaysia's five-year development plan documents, while the
latter are as undertaken by studies such as Osborn's (1974) and Kow's
(1978). Leinbach's study (1972) can be considered as significant
departure fram the other studies since it utilized units of analysis
that are smaller than the state-level. However, the shortcaomings of
Leinbach's study is its failure to produce units of observations that
are in congruence with any existing administrative boundary -- state
or district. In fact, Leinbach's hexagonal construct not only do not
fit with even the smallest administrative unit boundary (i.e. the
district), but also in same instances, they overlapped district and
state boundaries.

Since studies on development and inter-regional inequality at
smaller scale of analysis would provide more details for understanding
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of the nature and problems of development, this study therefore
focusses on the district administrative units for examination of the
pattern of spatial development and the magnitude of spatial inequality
in Peninsular Malaysia. As stated by Chetwynd, Jr. (1983, p.15):

Breaking [up] national development into specific regional
contexts, it was found, reduced camplexity, helped to identify
. . . imbalances and pinpointed specific regional problems and
opportunities . . . all ultimately to facilitate achieving
development goals.

Examination of spatial development and spatial inequality in
development at this scale, especially with extensive coverage, is
relatively few. Also, the district constitutes the smallest
administrative units in the countxy.

Approach to Development

In practice, the different perceptions of development, especially
within a capitalist or capitalist-oriented politico-econaomic system,
can be viewed in terms of two major themes of development strategy:

(1) development that emphasizes on the growth appraoch

(2) development that emphasizes on growth with equity or

distribution.
The growth approach to development has been most pervasively
applied both by developed and developing countries. The growth
with distribution or equity model of development, on the other hand,

is an alternative approach to the growth model, emerging only as a
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consequence of disillusionment with the growth peformance.

Much has been written about the growth model of development
(Lewis, 1955 and 1961; Ford, 1966; Okun and Richardson, 1961).
Suffice it is to state here the fundamental features of this model.
Basically, the growth approach to development is one which places
strong emphasis on increase in production and size of the productive
sectors based upon the principles of (1) efficiency, (2) econamies of
scale, (3) agglameration econcmies, (4) camparative advantage and (5)
(1imited) public intervention to regulate the market. High and rapid
growth rates of the Gross National Product (&WP) of the econamy is
viewed as essential for initiating and stimulating development. This
is to be attained mainly in terms of accumilation of capital arnd its
investment in industrialization and urbanzation. The focus on
econamic growth cames with it an aggregate bias about development;
that it has to be planned and executed by national governments and
through the use of capital-intensive technology. By virtue of its
focus on certain productive and efficient sectors, as well as its
tendency to concentrate investments in certain locations of
camparative advantage, proponents of econamic growth have generally
asserted that "inequality . . . is an inevitable concomitant and
condition of growth." (Hirschman, 1958, p.184). It is generally
believed that the expansion of the productive economic sectors will
give rise to multiplier and spread effects to the other sectors of the
economy. Hence, through the filtering-down process econaomic growth
will result in a broad permeation of benefits throughout the society.

Inequality is considered as an essential part of growth
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(Hirschman, 1958). In the interest of efficiency, development under
the growth model concentrates investments only in certain localities
or regions. However, this model of development presumes that over a
period of time, through the trickle-down effects, benefits of
development will filter to the peripheral areas or regions. Such
process will then reduce inequality.

Most of the developing countries, especially those in the Third
World, have adopted the growth approach to development. They were
heavily influenced by this model of development for a number of
reasons. First, it relates to the fact that most of the development
plamners and bureaucrats in newly independent Third World countries
received their education and professional training in the West and
were inspired by their school of thought on development (Patnaik,
1982). Most of the western countries strongly subscribed to the
view that economic growth was the answer to the problems of
underdevelopment of Third World countries.

Ancther reason relates to conditions imposed by aid donor
countries and intermational development funding organizations,
such as the United Nations and the World Bank, which require that
redipient nations apply the growth model to development (Rogers,
1976; Rondinelli, 1985). Experiences of technological and econcmic
advancement by western countries applying the econamic growth approach
to development have led to the belief among these nations, including
international development-funding organizations, that the econamic
growth model would be the appropriate development strategy to be
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applied by the underdeveloped countries of the Third World. Professor
W. Arthur Lewis (1955), a major proponent of econamic growth, has
asserted that economic growth (as measured by GNP) increases the range
of human choice. Such view have had a profound influence upon the
development process of most of the Third World countries. This point
has been endorsed by Bruton (1985, p.1099) as follows:

Development econamics originated in the late 1940s in response

t0 a real world question, the existence of extremely rich

countries alongside extremely poorer anes. That fact set in
motion . . . and resulted a great outpourings of literature

and a great array of concepts and models . . . -- dual economy,
labor surplus, low level equilibrium trap, balanced growth,
vicious circles of poverty, critical minimum effort, big push,

dependency, center and periphery -- . . . . Virtually every
poorer country had became interested in its economic development.
Policymakers were directly concerned with the findings of the
econamists, and econamists were much in demand as consultants.
Econaomists were listened to, and [they] did in fact influence

[development] policy.

The growth model to development has been advocated for developing
countries in view of the limited capital resources which they have.
It has been rationalized by proponents of the growth model that with
limited resources it would be inefficient and ineffective to attempt
to sprinkle development investments thinly over the national
territory. Rather, key urban centers or regions will be selected for
concentrated investment programs that would benefit from econcmies of
scale and external econaomies of agglameration. This model is also
advocated because in the long-run, through the trickle-down effects,
beneficial spread effects will flow and permeate to the lagging
regions.

Despite the force with which the hardline economists have



expressed their views and the extent to which their recammendations
have been followed in the Third World, there is scant evidence that a
narrow focus on econamnic growth has resulted in a broad permeation of
benefits throughout society. Indeed, the tendency appears to be
towards greater rather than less incame disparity as growth occurs
(Ahluwalia, 1974; Drakakis-Smith, 1980). Streeten, 1981). As
Ahluwalia, Carter, and Chenery (1979, p.299) state: "despite the
developing countries' impressive growth of the past 25 years, its
benefits have only reached the poor to a very limited degree."” Logan
(1972) and Mehretu (1986) have attributed this to the structural
biases that were put in place in most of the Third World countries
during colonial times. As Mehretu (1986, p.30) points out: "Socio-
spatial polarization in lewvels of living was accelerated by post-
independence models of development as these served to extend the
colonial extractive pattern or were too weak to prevent the lagged
effect of colonial policies." Failure to dismantle the extractive
structure frustrated attempts to increase the rate of growth and
development in Africa, for example. Mehretu also stated that spatial
biases in production and distribution were among the intractable
problems that frustrated broad-based development in Africa.

Same of the major disillusiomment with the growth approach to
development were:

(1) that although overall the rates of growth increased, the

benefits of growth have not been equitably distributed

between social groups and regions (Streeten, 1981; Ranis,
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1977b; Lakshamanan, 1982);

(2) that growth model to development tends to deepen differences
between ‘growth' points and lagging areas -- thereby giving
rise to spatial structures reflecting different patterns and
status of development. According to Mabogunje (1981),
favored localities and regions are fortified and sustained
by ever increasing internal and external economies and gain
at the expense of other localities and regions. Myrdal
(1957) has rationalised this in his “circular and cumulative
causation' principle;

(3) that spread effects fram growth centers have been minimal
than expected (Stohr amd Todtling, 1979; Appalraju and
Safier, 1976; Waller, 1974; Gilbert, 1975);

(4) that although same inmnovations have been observed to flow
down fram development centers after the manner postulated by
adherents of diffusion view, the nature or content of such
spread effects may not necessarily be in the interest of the
lagging areas. As Smith (1982, p.325) contends: "what
diffuses may simply reflect the values and preferences of
the metropolitan elite which may have little bearing on the

real needs of the people in the countxyside."

The contention by the growth proponents that inequality is
essential and inevitable for growth was also challenged. Myrdal (1968

and 1971) argued that the opposite was in fact a necessary pre-

cordition for more rapid development.
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Inequality and the trend towards rising inequality stand as a
canplex of inhibitions and obstacles to development and that,

consequently, there is an urgent need for reversing the trend

and creating greater equality as a condition for speeding up

development (Myrdal, 1971, pp.63-64).

For all its success in raising growth rates of VP, the dominant
post-war strategy of econamic growth came under heavy criticism for
its failures: continued unemployment, growth in incame inequality
within and across nations and an increase in poverty. In response,
several alternative approaches to achieve more effective development
in the Third World countries have emerged. These are termed as growth
with equity or distribution. In this regard six major approaches may
be mentioned:

(1) BEmwployment Generation

(2) Redirecting Investment

(3) Meeting Basic Needs

(4) Human Resource Development

(5) Agriculture First Development

(6) Integrated Rural Development
All spring from a conviction that traditional reliance on growth of
GNP alone will not benefit the poor or would not benefit them quickly
enough. These alternative approaches to growth also share a common
feature of recognizing the importance of social, political, and
cultural factors in development. They agree that one of the crucial
limitations of past approaches have been their narrow focus on
econamic factors.
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The need to increase employment is one of the approaches in the
growth with equity or distribution model to development. This came
about as a result of widespread and growing unemployment in same of
the Third World countries despite the growth of the GNP. This
perspective calls for focus of attention on the informal sector of the
various Third World countries; where a great deal of entrepreneurial
talent exists but the main barrier to greater contribution on their
part was access to capital on terms campetitive with the formal
sector. In developing this stratgey, the Internmational Labor
Organization (ILO) (1970 and 1972) places primary emphasis on
increasing the availability of capital in this sector and
concentrating expenditures on employment creating activities.
Particular attention was also given to the rural area, especially to
the use of labor-intensive production techniques in agricultural
growth.

The second approach deals with the reorientation of capital
formation, away from large-scale centralized projects, to investments
which will relate directly to the poor: education, health, credit.
Investments in those sectors will lead to increase in productivity of
the poor and hence increase their income. Chenery, Ahluwalia, Bell,
Duloy, and Jolly (1974) are major proponents of this approach to
development. This approach is based on the premise that the poor must
have greater capital to generate incame necessary to meet their needs.
While in the short-run such reorientation of capital formation may

affect growth, in the long-run increased productivity and income of
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the poor will raise incomes of all members of the society.

Perhaps, the most notable of these altermative approaches to
growth is the basic needs approach. This approach was officially
launched by the World Employment Conference of the ILO in May, 1975
(ILO, 1977). Mahbub ul Hag (1973) and Streeten and Burki (1977) also
favor the basic needs approach to development. Essentially, the basic
needs approach include 2 elements. First, it advocates certain
minimum requirements of a family for private consumption: adequate
food, shelter, clothing, and certain household equipment and
furniture. Second, it requires essential services to be provided by
and for the comunity at large, such as safe drinking water,
sanitation, transport, health, education and cultural facilities (ILO,
1977; Singh, 1979).

Adelman (1975) is the proponent of the human resources
development route to achieving growth with equity. A precondition for
success of this approach is redistribution of productive assets --
land and physical capital -- as occurred in Japan, Taiwan and South
Korea. Also provision must be made to ensure continued access to
assets for the poor once the redistribution has taken place. This is
followed by a massive program to develop human resources. The next
step is a human resource-intensive industrialization and growth
strategy. The high rate of employment to be generated by
industrialization will provide incame which will lead to a demand for
the goods produced and thereby ensure a wide distribution of benefits.
This approach requires strong government, for the process of human
resources development can be accompanied by slow growth of the GNP,
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resulting in social tension and political instability.

The emphasis on agriculture first approach was advocated by
Mellor (1976). This approach requires land reform first. In this
approach agriculture is envisaged to play two major roles:

(1) Agriculture must supply the wage goods which are necessary
for employment creation. Increases in agricultural
production are essential to achieve this.

(2) Agriculture must supply employment, through technical
change in agriculture, primarily biological research: new
seeds, new fertiliser practises, and irrigation. Though
the resultant increased output would not directly raise
employment, the increased spending of farmers will; through
the multiplier effects.

The integrated rural development approach, as advocated by
Waterston (1974/1975), is based on the premise that top-down
approaches to development have not been successful in meeting the
social needs of the rural poor. Waterston (1974/1975) contends that
strategies that focus on agriculture alone can result in enrichment of
the already rich farmers; since only those farmers who could afford
the necessary inputs could take advantage of the new high-yielding
varieties with their concaomitant needs for water, fertilizer,
pesticides, and insecticides. He also argues that social service
provision by goverrment leads to "welfare mentality" as he saw in
Tanzania and Sri Lanka. Thus, this approach advocates agricultural

development along with social infrastructure and services. Six
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elements are necessary for success of this approach, with the
precondition that land first be equitably distributed.

(1) 1labor intensive farming by small farmers;

(2) use of off-season labor surplus in building minor
development works and infrastructure;

(3) 1labor-using light industry for processing of agricultural
products, production of intermediate goods for agricultural
production, and production of light consumer goods based on
local raw materials;

(4) self-help or self-reliant;

(5) implementation by a govermment organization with power
cutting across ordinary ministry jurisdictions;

(6) "regional plamning” with a hierarchy of development centers
bridging the gap between villages and the capital city.

There are at least three major features characterizing the
various alternatives to the growth approach to development:

(1) an equity orientation, emphasizing a direct attack on

poverty and setting of minimum of consumption thresholds;

(2) a recognition that more production and better distribution

- must be generated together to define development; and,

(3) a preference for self-reliance, “bottam-up' planning
styles.

It is apparent that even some of the alternative approaches to
growth may be difficult to implement, especially where they involve
land reforms. It is also clear that emphasis on any one of these
altermative approaches to growth will not necessarily lead to more
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effective distribution of development benefits. Since development is
a multidimensional process, a cambination of these approaches together
with the growth strategy is needed to bring about desirable changes.

As mentioned earlier, the conventional approach to dewvelopment
(the growth model) involves the national spatial framework for
planning, implementation or evaluation of development. However, the
new approaches to development advocate the use of smaller territorial
framework for more effective distribution of development benefits. As
Higgins (1980, p.vi) aptly states:

All point to plamning development in terms of smaller
geographical units . . . . Smaller political and geographic

units [are] . . . more responsive to the aspirations and

needs of the people than a central government can be.

Thus, regional plamning and decentralized form of urbanzation are new
spatial frameworks for more equitable distrbution of development
benefits.

Like other Third World countries, Malaysia, too, had adopted the
growth approach to development. In fact, the growth approach to
development daminated Malaysia's development strategy until the
inception of the New Economic Policy in 1971. Since then Malaysia has
embarked upon the growth with equity or distribution approaches to
development.
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Measurement of Development

Extensive discussions on measurement and measures of development
exist in the literature. What is clear is that just as it is
difficult to clearly define development, it is also equally as
difficult to measure development. "This multiplicity of possible
indicators for any given . . . dimensions of development simply
capounds the problems arising from the existence of several . . .
dimensions [of development]" (Colman and Nixson, 1978, p.6). This
has been borne out by the fact that the literature have indicated
that development performance can be measured by a number of different
indicators. Furthermore, there is also the question of dealing with
qualitative or subjective aspects of development. Although it has
been and continues to be debated whether qualitative or subjective
aspects of development can satisfactorily be measured by indirectly
using indicators that are directly measurable, the majority of
scholars seem to agree with the conclusion of such writers as
Easterlin (1974), Campbell et al. (1976) and Knox (1976) "that
subjective indicators serve as a useful and necessary supplement to
the ‘hard' objective measures" (Dale, 1980, p.504). Knox and MacLaran
(1977) have found a positive and statistically siginificant correla-
tion between objective and subjective measures in their study of lewvel
of living for Dundee, Scotland. Thus, they have concluded: "in view
of the positive correlation we have found between objectively

measured circumstances and both values and perceptions of most life-
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domains, we . . . conclude that, for the purpose of generally
describing or evaluating . . . disparities in well-being, conventional
‘hard' data are as good a surrogate as any."

It is apparent fram the literature that there is no straight-
forward, widely accepted way of measuring development (Cole, 1977).
The choice of methods for measuring and evaluating development
performance depends largely on what is implied by the concept of
development. The different perceptions of development calls for the
use of different indicators for measuring development.

There are at least two major ways in which development have been
and can be measured:

(1) in terms of growth (sectoral approach)

(2) in terms of distribution of development benefits

(composite approach)

The most widely used indicators for measuring development
performance has been the use of the macro-econcmic accounts, such as
the gross national product (GNP), gross daomestic product (GDP), income
per capita, etc. (de Souza and Porter, 1974; Hicks and Streeten, 1979;
Friedmarn, 1980). The use of such measures indicate and reflect the
emphasis placed upon the economic-growth model of development. It is
becaming increasingly apparent in the more recent literature that the
use of econamic criteria alone to measure development is now generally
recognized to be insufficient and far from satisfactory:; on grounds
that it does not measure the wider or multi-dimensional aspects of
development, and also because it neglects the distributional

perspective of development. "GNP alone cannot satisfy various



structural changes and distribution problems which constitute the
central and essential issues of development" (Takamori and Yamashita,
1973, p.1l11; also see Knox, 1974; Hay, Jr., 1979). Another limitation
of the use of the WP, or other macro-econamic accounts, is that they
fail to take into account econamic activities conducted outside the
national monetized accounting system. Such activities, known as the
informal econamy play an important, if not dominant, part in the lives
of many people in the Third World countries (Bor, 1982). Another
severe limitation of the macro-econaomic accounts is that they do not
potray inequities in their internal distribution of development or the
social costs imposed on the cammunity (Hay, Jr., 1979; Friedmann,
1980; Encel et al., 1975; Todaro, 1977; Rhoda, 1982; Carley, 1983;
Bruton, 1985). This is because aggregate statistics as average incame
or total value of goods and services produced may hide the fact that
great inequalities still exists (see Smith, 1982).

The use of macro-econamic indicators per se to gauge development
is, conventionally, related to the conceptualization of development as
econamic growth. This approach to development has been criticised on
grounds that growth is not synonymous with development. This view has
been aptly sounded by Baster (1972, p.l): "However important the
econcmic dimension of development, it is dangerous to use it as a
proxy of development."” While it is generally accepted that econamic
growth is one of the multi-dimensional aspects of development, it has
been argued that econaomic growth can take place without development
(Streeten, 1972). Weissman (1968, p.97) has thus stated: "Human
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progress is not an automatic result of economic growth. To obtain it,
the nation must . . . allocate a suitable share of the wealth it
produces to social development." Indeed, as Weisskopf (1983) has
argued, conoentratim of attention on economic growth performance as
well as attempts to explain development merely in terms of a limited
set of econamic variables tends to reinforce the false notion of an
underlying similarity in development experience and development
potential across all societies and systems. The idea that econamic
growth was the answer to the underdevelopment of the developing
countries have generally been praomoted by western econamists based on
the econamic and technological success of such approach to development
in the Western nations.

Since it is generally accepted that development does not merely
involves the maximization of economic growth, but also includes other
concerns, such as quality of life and equitable distribution of
development benefits, other alternative methods for gauging
development performance have been and are still being devised in order
to arrive at a more meaningful measurement of development. Sussman
(1972), a sociologist, has argued that the econamic growth model tends
to result in preoccupation with materialistic objects and hence divert
attention from some of the more important intangible aspects of life.
Sussman (1972, p.133) has stated: "Mental well-being has been an
increasingly recognized needs of society." In this regard, one of the
most common approaches emerging as an acceptable alternative to
replace the use of the macro-econaomic accounts per se is the

application of a method that combines several indicators of diverse
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dimensions of development, econamic and non-econamic, to form a
canposite index which is treated as a proxy measure for development
(see United Nations Organization, 1954; Drewnowski, 1974; OECD, 1976;
Smith, 1973). The selection of indicators of development depends very
much upon how development is perceived.

The indicators of development used must not only be properly
quantified, especially if they represent same aspects of development
that are intangible or qualitative in nature, but also they must be
standardized to enable camparison to be made; since the different
variables could have been measured in different units. It should be
noted that the various indicators of development do not lend
themselves to aggregation in the same way as does the use of the
macro-econamic accounts; since the direction of the indicators must be
considered in cambining the different indicators' values (see Knox,
1974). For certain indicators negative instead of positive values
would be desirable for development -- for example, those for mortality
rates.

The use of the composite index of development requires selection
of appropriate measures to reflect the different components and
aspects of development. On this question of the measurement of
development, there is increasing evidence in the literature calling
for the usage of both economic and non-econamic indicators (see Ram,
1982; wheeler, 1980; Hicks and Streeten, 1979; Hicks, 1979). However,
lack of reliable, camparable, readily obtained data commonly limit the

use or choice of indicators that may be more relevant than others.
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Nonetheless, the use of this method to gauge development performance
is generally considered to be improvement over the use of macro-
economic acocounts alone, since the composite development index also
attempts to include, and hence in doing so reflect, the other facets
of development that would otherwise be excluded. In any case, no
ideal set of indicators can ever be derived or produced for the
purpose of measuring development as long as it is recognized that
development is a camplex process with limitless possibilities in terms
of its attributes. This is also related to the fact that development
is not a static but rather a dynamic process. Furthermore, the
various aspects of development are somehow intricately interrelated to
one another.

Measurement of development, as well as inequalities in
development, can be undertaken in terms of a social (including
econamic) or spatial categorization of people and activities (Soja,
1976; Seers, 1972). However, since "the social and spatial structures
of inequality are sensitively and dialectically interactive." (Soja,
1976, p.l1l), it is necessary that the camplex dynamics of the
development process considers the spatial and non-spatial dimensions
simultanecusly. Such a view has also been expressed by Takamori and
Yamashita (1973, p.1l1l1):

Interdisciplinary approaches should be taken for purposes of

. measurement . . . . First, because econamic development
cannot be treated separately from the interlocking links with

cultural, social, ecological, and political factors .

Secondly, there is increasing criticism against the overemphasm
on econamic growth.



77

In reference to spatial inequalities, Gore (1984, p.25) therefore has
aptly pointed out that "regional disparity in development . . . may be
measured using various indicators."

Performance of development can be analysed using the sectoral
approach or the spatial approach (Rhoda, 1982). Sectoral analysis
of development is one in which a country's econamy is divided into
sectoral camponents, such as agriculture, education, health, etc.,
and then investigation on the characteristics and interaction within the
sectors are undertaken. In contrasts, the spatial approach starts by
dividing a country into spatial units, such as states, districts,
cities; and then examination on the activities, processes and dynamics
within and between the selected units of analysis are undertaken.

Sectoral analysis of development, which is aspatial in nature,
has been the dominant mode of evaluating development performance.
This is due to the fact that development strategies of developed and
most TWCs have been based on sectoral planning orientation as a
consequence of pursuing the growth-oriented model of development
(Prantilla, 1981; Chatterji, 1977). The abstraction of space in such
mode of plamning tended to give rise to spatial polarization of
development through the “deviation-amplifying' principle (Soja and
Tobin, 1979, p.158) and ‘circular and cumilative causation' principle
(Myrdal, 1957). Such a planning and development orientation, it is
contended, creates inequities in the benefits of development among
regions within a country (see Katchamat, 1978).

Seers (1972) and Adelman and Morris (1972) have suggested that

one way to assess development performance would be to examine the
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problem of inequality in development, i.e. to inwvestigate whether
inequality has increased or decreased in magnitude. Such an assertion
seems logical and appropriate since, after all, the overriding purpose
of development is, at least normatively, to bring about desired,
positive changes. Since inequality in development implies a relative
deprivation of development benefits and opportunities, it cannot,
therefore, constitute a desirable change. The existence of inequality
in development also reflects irregularities in the development
process. Their persistence poses more of a problem than an incentive
to development. Also, their persistence will inevitably, exert strain
upon resources needed to redress them.

DeKadt (1985, p.552) aptly points ocut that "information can
influence what policies may be considered in the future." This is
generally true, since "what we know . . . enters into ocur models and
policies" (Streeten, 1981, p.137). According to the planning-
programming-implementation process, information derived fram the
evaluation of development performance also provide important inputs
for further and future planning; which ,in turn, would determine
development programs to be formulated and projects to be implemented
in future (Robbins, 1976). This is based on the fact that “knowledge
of and knowledge about the development process in a particular
environment at a particular time is the product of the development
process itself' (Tendler, 1975, cited by Bruton, 1985, p.1109).
Therefore, the way in which development performance is measured has

important implications and bearing upon future development planning,
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formulation of development programs and implementation of development
projects. As stated by Bruton (1985, p.1109): "One must also

recognize that “formal knowledge' --[such as] models . . . -- that are
misleading may actually impede . . . efforts to bring to bear ane's
knowledge . . . on an issue."

Inequality in Development: Empirical Evidence

Two major characteristics are evident fraom the literature dealing
with the issue of inequality in development. First, inequality in
development is assessed in econamic (aspatial) or spatial terms.
Between the two, there seem to be more literature on the non-spatial
perspective of inequality in development. Second, the Kuznet's
divergence-convergence hypothesis (also known as "U" or "Inverted-U"
hypothesis) is often referred to in order determine or establish the
pattern of the empirical observation.

Within the context of development, two major thecretical views
are pertinent to discussions on the phencmena of spatial inequalities
in development. These, incidentally, coincide with the two major
approaches to development: (1) the growth model, and (2) the
growth with equity or distribution model.

Literature on both the econamic growth approach and the growth
with equity or distribution have indicated, implicitly or explicitly,
that they are concermed with resolving the phencmena of (spatial)
inequalities in development. However, they differ distinctively

in the mamner in which reduction in inequalities in development is
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to be accamplished. The growth approach to development regards

the inequality issue not only as a natural and concamitant process
through which the development path will occur but also consider

that inequality will, through the trickle-down effect, be reduced

in magnitude over time. On the other hand, the various alternatives
to the growth approach to development consider inequalities in
development as unnecessary and undesirable to development. The growth
with equity or distribution model to development, therefore, calls
for a direct approach to deal with the inequality problem.

Figure 2.1 illustrates the different hypothetical de§elogtent
paths which these two major approaches to development travel and how,
in turn, they affect the question of inequality in development. In
reference to Figure 2.1, an ideal development path is one which
travels along the 45 degree trajectory. This development path
indicates that there is both growth and equality or less inequality.
In reality, however, this is difficult, if not impossible, to
accamplish.

Under the economic growth approach, it is hypothesized that the
path of development will be one which moves fram "A' to "B' and,
through the spread or trickle-down process, the development path is
expected to continue along "C'. However, if that fails, due probably
to faulty operations or irregularities of the growth approach, then
the development path ends up travelling along 'D'; implying,
therefore, that there will be growth but with greater inequality or
inequity.



81

On the other hand, under the growth with distribution or equity
approach to development appropriate measures would have to be
undertaken to bring about effective and equitable distribution of
development benefits. According to this theoretical postulate, the
development path will first travel from "A' to "E', and, then, as the
development process picks up, it is hypothesized that this will occur
along ‘F'. However, if the system fails, then the development path
under the growth with equity or distribution approach will proceed
along ‘F'; implying that there will be less inequality/inequity but
little growth.

According to Streeten (1981) and Bryant and White (1982),
different perceptions of development will not only result in the
application or adoption of different approach to the implementation of
development, but also, in turn, will have different consequences upon
the pattern of spatial development as well as spatial inequality in
development. The Structure-Conduct-Performance (SCP) model (Shaffer,
1980) supports such contention. In essence, the SCP model postulates
that the performance of any firm (or organization) can be rationalized
in terms of the organization's “structure' and ‘conduct'. In the
context of development, development policies and strategies can be
viewed as making-up the “structure' of development, while actual
development programs and projects can be said to constitute the
‘conduct' of development.

Regarding the different patterns of spatial development that can
emerge as a result of the application or adoption of the different
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Figure 2.1: A Hypothetical Model of the Development Path.

Source: Paul Chan. (1979). "The Third Malaysia Plan and
Social Economics," in C.K. Cheok, K.S. Mun and
R. Thillainathan. eds. Malaysia: Same Contemporary
Issues in Socio-Econamic Development. Kuala Lumpur,
Malaysia, University of Malaya Press.




approach to development, Knox (1982) has theorized that three major
patterns are likely to emerge, namely (1) convergence, (2) divergence,
and (3) status quo. Convergence refers to a spatial pattern which is
the outcame of a relative reduction in the level of differentiation
between regions over a period of time. Diwvergence relates to a
spatial pattern which is the ocutcamne of a relative increase in the
level of differentiation between regions over a period of time.

Status quo refers to a spatial pattern of development which exhibits
no significant change fram the previous spatial configuration.

The contention that inequality in development is an inevitable
condition of growth and that as growth proceed inequality will be
gradually reduced has been backed by two major empirical studies --
those by Kuznets' (1955 and 1963) and Williamson's (1965). Both these
studies, based upon comparisons of macro-economic accounts, found that
the development process followed the course of an inverted U
direction; whereby inequality would first increase during the early
stages of development and then over time lag, through the spread or
trickle-down effects, inequality would gradually decline.

A number of studies -- Adelman and Morris (1973), Paukert (1973),
Chenery and Syrquin (1975), Ahluwalia (1976) and Fields (1980) --
using different and progressively more reliable sets of cross-country
data, have reported confirmation of Kuznet's hypothesis to some
degree. For example, Ahluwalia's study has indicated that the poor
has gained in incame as the GNP rises. Field's study, based on time
series data for thirteen countries, have found that economic growth
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has been successful in upgrading the econamic conditions of a
significant number of the population in 10 of the 13 countries he
studied -- namely in Bangladesh, Brazil, Costa Rica, Pakistan, Puerto
Rico, Singapore, Sri Lanka, Taiwan, Thailand and Mexico. Only three
countries, namely Argentina, India and Phillipines, showed that
absolute inequality worsens inspite of significant growth in their
econamy .

While acknowledging that the conventional aggregate measures of
econamic performance are, for the various groups of less developed
countries for the 1950-80 period, generally acceptable, Bruton (1985,
p.1100) admits that "the variance around the average is high." There
are frequent arguments and assertions, therefore, that “development'’
that has, in fact, occurred has brought less satisfaction than
anticipated. Hence, there were also studies that produced results
that were contrary to Kuznets' or Williamson's studies. Studies by
the International Labor Organization (1969, 1979a, 1979b) and Griffin
and Khan (1978) have found that growth has been accompanied by an
absolute as well as relative decline in the average incaome of the
poor. For example, the study by Griffin and Khan (1978) have
indicated that in several Asian countries -- such as Malaysia,
Bangladesh and Sri Lanka and Phillipines -- the problem of poverty
and inequalities have remained unchanged despite their growth in
production. "While same developing nations showed impressive
aggregate rates of econamic growth in the 1960s and 1970s many did
not; and almost all experienced mounting problems of inequality.”

(Weisskopf, 1983, p.896). With specific reference to countries in
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Southeast Asia, particularly those in the Association of Southeast
Asian Nations (ASEAN) -- then camprising Malaysia, Indonesia,
Thailand, Phillipines and Singapore -- Mahangas (1982, p.270) has
observed that "the ASEAN region has experienced tremendous econamic
growth but with little improvement in distributive equity." That the
application of the economic growth approach to development has not
proven to close the inequality gap in most Third World countries, as
well the realization that the phencmena of inequalities in development
continue to persist in even the most developed countries of the west,
including the United States, have therefare begged a host of questions
among development theorists and practitioners regarding the usefulness
and practicality of the economic growth model as an appropriate
development strategy for Third World countries to emulate.

The econamic growth emphasis to development also creates problems
of spatial inequality in development. In pursuance of efficiency in
production, this approach to development focussed on concentration of
investments in certain strategic locations of camparative advantage.
Two major arguments have typically been inwvoked to justify policies of
concentrating economic growth within a few selected places or ‘growth
centers'. The first is that concentration engenders certain econcmies
of agglameration. The second argument is that spatial concentration
is an efficient means of indirectly pramoting higher levels of
development over a much wider area. According to Berry (1969, p.288):
"Growth impulses and economic development . . . trickle-down to

smaller places and ultimately infuse dynamism into even the most
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tradition bound peripheries."

Both empirical evidence and theoretical explanations have pointed
to the tendencies of development toward concentration or spatial
polarization, during the early stages, in a few core areas within the
developing national systems (see El-Shakhs, 1972 and 1977; Alonso,
1968; Friedmann, 1973). As El-Shakhs (1977, p.127) pointed ocut: "Such
tendencies becane stronger the more they reinforce the favorable
position and camparative advantage of these cores." Although same
degree of spatial inequality in development is inevitable, its
persistence is viewed as undesirable for the development process.
There is general consensus that the problem of inequalities in
development cannot be indirectly tackled through the dynamics of the
growth or market forces. Rather, inequalities in development must be
directly addressed through public intervention as well as adoption and
implementation of appropriate policies. As Bruton (1985, p.1100)
aptly asserts:

We must find ways to design a development process that includes

these [econamic] variables as part of the [development] process

itself . . . [Also] we must seek a development process that

includes, as an inherent part, acceptable rates of growth . . .

along with an acceptable distribution of [development] output.

There is also growing contention that balance rather than
inequality is more desirable for development. Friedmann (1966)
contends that inter-regional balance are essential conditions for
national development. Amongst some of the major reasons which
Friedmann has given for the undesirability of spatial inequalities

are:
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(1) the powerful region ‘reduces the rest of the space econamy
to the role of a tributary area' (p.99):;

(2) the periphery is ‘drained of its resources, manpower and
capital (due to migration)' (p.99);

(3) that once the dualistic center-periphery structure is
established, “the unrestrained forces of a dynamic market
econamy appears to be working against a convergence of the
center and periphery (p.18); and,

(4) a lasting center-periphery relation leads to extreme
inequities . . . and tends to restrict development (p.99).

Since the experiences of most Third World countries have shown that
inequality tends to increase rather than decrease over time, Hicks
and Streeten (1979, p.568) have therefore remarked: "Inequality and
poverty were found not to be a necessary condition of growth and
indeed were often an obstacle to it."

There are also growing views in the literature that blind
adoption of western-oriented concept of development should be
rejected. The general argument forwarded has been that what works
for the western developed countries may not now be suitable for the
Third World countries' needs. Seers' (1981) echoes such view. He has
asserted that developing countries, as late-camers in the field of
development, essentially face problems which are of different nature
fram the early starters. Seers also disagreed with the total adoption
of the concept of stages of development that is implicit in the

econamic growth concept of development. Seers (1978) argued that the
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linear view of development ruled out options for different styles of
development as well as the fact that development problems and needs
are unique to each society and nation.

Studies on inequality in development in Malaysia are relatively
of recent origin (see Mahangas, 1982). This can, perhaps, be
attributed to the fact that concern for inequality in development was
first implicitly recognized as an important development policy issue
with the incorporation of poverty eradication policy and programs in
the First Malaysia Plan, 1966-1970 (see Abu Asmara, 1982). It was
only with the emunciation of the New Economic Policy in 1971, as
incorporated in the Second Malaysia Plan, 1971-1975, that concern for
inequality in development became more explicit.

Studies on inequalities in development were often from the
perspective of development that emphasized performance in terms of
econamic growth (Cheong, 1979; Onn and Wan Abdul Halim, 1979; Anand,
1983; Aris Othman, 1984). Studies that attempt to assess inequality
based upon the multi-dimensional character of development is
relatively few. The prevalence of studies on inequality in
development in terms of economic growth were, in fact, self-
explanatory of the praminent part which the economic growth model play
in the national development strategy of Malaysia before the
enunciation of the NEP (see Muniappan, 1982; Aris Othman, 1984).

Most studies that have examined Malaysia's development
performance have found that although Malaysia has experienced
increased econcmic growth there have been little improvement in
distributive equity (Lim, 1983; Chan, 1979; Cheong, 1979; Mahangas,



89

1982; Aris Othman, 1984).

This study is undertaken not only to examine the pattern of
spatial development between 1970 and 1980 but also to establish
whether regional inequalities have been reduced or accentuated over
time. Since this study uses camposite indicators to measure
development, the findings can also be used to compare with economic
growth figures to indicate whether development has benefitted or not

fram growth.



CHAPTER THREE

This chapter elucidates the methodological approaches and
procedures employed to undertake this study on patterns of spatial
development and magnitude of regional inequalities in Peninsular
Malaysia from 1970 to 1980. The first part of this chapter is devoted
to explanations of the focus of the study, the time period involwved,
the variables selected, the unit of analysis used and the theoretical
Jjustification of the variables chosen for this study. The second part
covers the procedures employed for deriving weights of the variables
as well as presents the research techniques used to determine the
pattern of spatial development and the extent of regional inequalities
in Peninsular Malaysia.

Focus of the Study

This study is concerned with the question of the spatial
distribution of development within a developing country.
Specifically, this study examines the problem of spatial inequalities
in development as they were found in Peninsular Malaysia between 1970
and 1980. Both synchronic and diachronic analyses are used to
investigate the phenamenon. The choice of Peninsular Malaysia,

instead of the whole country, Malaysia, is based on consideration of

90
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the availability of relevant and camparable data. Region, as used in
this study, refers to two different types of administrative units:
(1) administrative district, a constituent unit of the state, and,
(2) state, a canponent unit of the country. Between the two, the
administrative district constitutes the main focus of this study.

Time Period of the Study

Ideally, a camparative investigation and assessment of spatial
development and regional inequalities in Peninsular Malaysia should
camence and have its base year from a time period immediately
following the country's attaimment of political independence, i.e. in
1957 for Peninsular Malaysia (then known as the Federation of Malaya).
However, for the purpose of this study, this is not possible since the
1957 Census, as well as the earlier censuses, did not contain
sufficient details of data at the district level. Also, it is not
possible to undertake an up-to-date examination of the spatial
variations in regional development in Peninsular Malaysia because of
the lack of up-to-date data. Due to these constraints, this study
could only examine the problem of spatial development and regional
inequalities in Peninsular Malaysia for the years 1970 and 1980.

The selection of 1970 and 1980 as the base years for analysis is
primarily dictated by the availability of data. Ewven though most of
the data at the district level have not been documented and published,

either in the 1970 or 1980 Censuses, relatively adequate camparable
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data at this regional scale could be obtained for 1970 and 1980 fram
unpublished records at the Department of Statistics, Malaysia. Apart
from that, 1970 and 1980 also constitute important temporal points for
evaluating the spatial aspects of development in Peninsular Malaysia
since they marked two different eras of development. 1970 was the
terminal point of Malaysia's development strategy that heavily
emphasized on rapid national econamic growth, while 1980, as reflected
by the adoption of and commitment to the New Econamic Policy (NEP),
witnessed a decade of relatively more conscious efforts on the part of
the Malaysian Govermment, to address and redress regional disparities
in development, as well as to pramote and foster a more equitable
distribution of the benefits of development.

The use of two time dimensions, 1970 and 1980, differentiates
this study from same of the earlier studies dealing with the
inequality issue in development in Peninsular Malaysia. The earlier
researches were either based on only one time period (examples,
Abdullah, 1979; Anand, 1983) or had their year of analysis ending in
or before 1970 (examples, Leinbach, 1972; Cheang, 1979). "Since the
pattern [of development] is always changing, comparisons which ignore
time may be of a limited value" (De Souza and Porter, 1974, p.26)

(emphasis added).
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Data for the Study

Being a camplex concept and multi-dimensional in character makes
development a difficult phenomenon to define and measure. However, if
it were accepted that development broadly connotes a complex societal
transformation involving relatively improved and sustained social,
economic and physical well-being, then it would, at least, be possible
to visualize and operationalize the phenamenon of development on the
basis of those dimensions and attributes that are perceived to be
salient constituents of development. Fram such a conceptual frame-
work, development is also recognized to have multi-dimensional
attributes. Since "development . . . is multidimensional, involving
changes in structure, capacity, as well as output" (Baster, 1972,
p.1l), then, as Horn (1984, p.178) aptly states: "Development . . .
therefore requires indicators fraom many fields of human activity."
(Also see Forde, 1968; Takamori and Yamashita, 1973; Knox, 1974; Gore,
1984; Smith, 1982).

In view of the abstract and subjective nature of development, the
variables used to measure it are, therefore, at best, merely
indicators or surrogates for development. The choice of indicators of
development for this study were based on considerations of (1) their
thecretical pertinence to development, (2) their use or application in
other empirical studies on development, (3) availability of camparable
data at both the district and state level, and (4) availability of
data for both 1970 and 1980.
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While it is true that, theoretically, there can be as many
dimensions and criteria of development as there are ways to perceive
development, in practice only a limited number of the many dimensions
of development can be operationalized for the purpose of measuring
development performance. As Colman and Nixson (1978, p.6) states:
"This multiplicity of possible indicators for any given . . .
dimension of development simply campounds the problems arising from
the existence of several . . . dimensions." The absence or lack of
documented data, published or unpublished, for certain dimensions of
development, the absence or lack of documented data at the district
scale of observation, and also the difficulty of obtaining camparable
data 1970 and 1980 limit the scope of the development dimensions that
can be operationalized and used in this study. As Scott (1979, p.453)
aptly states: "the kinds of data collected . . . depend to some extent
on the available sources." In view of such constraints, aspects of
development such as politics, nutrition, environment, attitudes, etc.
have not formed part of the variables used in this study. Smith
(1973) and Oyebanji (1982), for example, clearly recognized that
paucity of data makes it impossible for any single study, even in the
advanced countries, to include every necessary variable.

Both input and output type of indicators of development are used
in this study. This is because both are important to development.
Most output indicators are also inputs. As stated by Hicks and
Streeten, 1979, p.572): "For purposes of assessing policies and
monitoring performance [of development], both sets of [input and

output] indicators are necessary."” In cases where data for certain
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indicators of development are not readily available or are difficult
to acquire, estimates have been camputed to fill such data gaps (see
Appendix 1 for relevant notation).

Thirty variables, referred to as indicators of development are
used in the analysis. Data for the selected variables were derived
fram several sources; the main ones being from the 1970 and 1980
Population and Housing Censuses of Malaysia and related documents,
unpublished records at the Department of Statistics, Malaysia and
Malaysia's Five-Year Plan documents. Also, part of the data relating
to weights faor the variables were derived from a survey conducted
among a selected panel of Malaysian professionals and scholars who
were studying or working in the United States during the time the
survey was undertaken.

Theoretical Justification For Variables Selected

Variables chosen for this study are based upon their theaoretical
relevance to the development process, especially as they are pertinent
to Malaysia, as well as their general application by other empirical
studies on development. However, lack of suitable and comparable
measures of development, especially at the district level, inevitably
limits the scope of variables that can be selected and used in this
study.

As a normative concept, development has been perceived and
conceived in many different ways, varying in emphasis and substance

fram nation to nation and from time to time. Fiscal constraints are
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also considered a major determinant in the articulation and shaping of
matters of priority in development, especially in times of global
econcmic recession. Recognizing that the conceptualization and
prioritization of development is unique to the circumstances and needs
prevailing in a given countxry, it is, therefore, only logical to
assume that for any country, at any given point in time, the set of
criteria that are important for gauging the performance of development
will not necessarily be similar. It should also be noted that even
though certain set of criteria for measuring development performance
have consistently been utilized by most countries, that does not,
however, necessarily mean that the process of development is uniform
for all countries. Rather, it means that those criteria that have
been repeatedly utilized are considered by many countries as being
fundamental to the development process.

Bearing in mind that development is a multi-dimensional
process involving mumerous dimensions or aspects (Baster, 1972;
Seers, 1972; Todaro, 1977a; Colman and Nixson, 1978; Horn, 1984)
performance of regional development in Peninsular Malaysia will,
therefore, be gauged by a set of variables that reflect or manifest
same of these salient aspects of development. Based on data
availability and also their relevance to the development process for
Malaysia, the following indicators have been used to develop criteria
of progress:

(1) Education

(2) Health
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(3) Housing
(4) Amenities
(5) Public Security
(6) Communications
(7) Manpower
(8) Econamic Development
(9) Rural Development
(10) Urban Development
(11) Wamen's Participation
(12) Eradication of Poverty
(13) Restructuring of Society
Table 3.1 shows the list of development criteria and associated
indicators as used in this study for the analysis of the pattern and
of spatial development and regional inequalities in Peninsular
Malaysia between 1970 and 1980. It should be pointed out that these
set of criteria by no means encampass all the possible aspects of
development for Malaysia. As already stated, availability of suitable
indicators constrained the generation of other relevant facets of
development, such as envirommental, nutritional, and attitudinal
aspects. Nonetheless, the set of development criteria that have been
developed for this study constitute some of the principal significant
concerns that have consistently been embodied and included in
Malaysia's development plan documents, i.e. the Five-Year Development
Plan.
Education, formal or informal, is indeed, as has always been, one

of the major conventional instruments in the process of human resource
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development. The educational system is not only designed to develop
human resources for economic reasons, but also, as equally important,
to impart and shape desired values, ideas, attitudes and aspirations
which are conducive for the development process land nation-building.
The former is not only in terms of increasing the opportunity of
individuals in the labor market to earn higher incames (Chiswick,
1968; Bowles, 1972; Boudon, 1974; Buchanan, 1975; Simmons, 1979;
Taylor and Williams, 1982), but also in terms of improving the
capabilities or skills of the labor force and hence enhance their
productivity and output (Schultz, 1967; Bogle, 1977; Streeten, 1979).
According to Chandrasekhar and Hultman (1967, p.xiii), "the poor
quality of the labor force stemming from lack of education . . .
retard worker mobility, and limit [their] econaomic opportunities.”
Harbinson (1967, p.189) has expressed the view that "development of
human resources -- i.e., the building and effective utilisation of the
skills of people -- is an essential element of any modern development
strategy.” On the other hand, the inculcation of desirable national
values and social norms, which transcends religious, cultural, and
regional barriers, are also critical for fostering and forging
national integration and unity -- a vital element in national
development and nation-building of a plural society such as Malaysia.
"Without educational advancement," according to Jumper, Bell and

Ralston (1980, p.27), "the receptivity of a population to change and
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Table 3.1
Development Criteria and Indicators Used In Analysis of
Pattern Of Spatial Development and Regional Inequalities in
Peninsular Malaysia, 1970 and 1980.

Criteria Indicators Direction*
Education 1) Population with schooling +
2) Population literacy +
3) Teacher-population ratio +
Health 4) Infant mortality rate -
5) Maternal mortality rate -
Housing 6) Housing stock +
7) Availability of flush toilets +
Amenities 8) Piped-water supply +
9) Public-supply electricity +
Public 10) Access to public law and order personnel +
Security 11) Access to fire service +
Coammmications 12) Road availability +
13) Access to postal service +
Manpower 14) Availability of professional and
technical manpower +
15) Availability of administrative and
al level personnel +
16) Availability of public servants +
Econamic 17) Availability of manufacturing activities +
18) Availability of commercial sector +
19) Gross damestic product +
Rural 20) Access to telephone in rural areas +
Development 21) Access to agricultural extension services +
Urban 22) Urban population +
Development 23) Urban places +
Wamen's 24) Female literacy +
Participation 25) Wamen's participation in secondary and
tertiary sectors +
Poverty 26) Population above poverty line +
Eradication 27) Access of poor to housing +

28) Malays in agricultural vocations -

Restructuring 29) Malay participation in manufacturing
of sector +
Society 30) Malay participation in commercial sector +

Note:* + means high positive scores are "good' and low scores “bad'
- means high negative scores are "good' and low scores “bad'
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its capacity to imnovate are likely to stagnate at the lowest possible
levels." The significance of education far the development process
has also been clearly stressed by the United Nations (1951, p.13),
which states that "the greatest progress will occur in those countries
where education is widespread." This is due to the fact that "the
spread of education makes both men and wamen more receptive to new
ideas" (Drakakis-Smith, 1980, p.8). Thus, education is an important
instrument of development (see Taylor and Williams, 1982; Ahluwalia,
1976). Brimer and Pauli (1971, p.127) have even ventured to state
that education "is the most profitable of all social investment."
Schumacher (1973) acknowledged that the gift of knowledge is
infinitely preferable to the gift of material things.

The indicators used to reflect this aspect of development are
(1) literacy of the population, (2) population with formal schooling,
and (3) teacher-population ratio. The literacy indicator is a direct
measure of the literacy status of the area, which in turn is
fundamental in the efforts to impart desired values, attitudes, ideas
and aspirations conducive to the development process and overall
nation-building. Also, "literacy measures the effectiveness of the
educational system" (Hicks and Streeten, 1979, p.572; also see Rao,
1984; Cole, 1981; Wheeler, 1980). According to Schumann, Inkeles and
Smith (1967, p.11), "literacy specifically . . . open a man's mind to
new ideas [and] they can change those of his attitudes." Increase in
literacy also reflects "a distributional improvement because the
proportion of beneficiaries has risen" (Hicks and Streeten, 1979,
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p.571). Thus, "literacy is itself a valuable skill in the development
process" (Dixon, 1984, p.768). A high percentage of population
literacy is desirable. The schooling experience indicator not only
reflects the general educational level of the region in question (see
McGranahan, 1972, p.91), but also indicates the potential socio-
econamic status of the people in the region; since higher educational
level improves the opportunity and access of the people to relatively
better-paid econaomic positions, which in turn has important influence
upon their socio-ecanamic status and well-being. Hence, of the thirty
Articles of the United Nations' Universal Declaration of Human Rights,
adopted in 1948 by the General Assembly of the United Nations, Article
26 declares: "Everyone has the right to education," (cited in United
Nations Social Development Division, 1969, p.404). A high percentage
of population with formal schooling is desirable. Teacher-population
ratio indicates the availability of the teaching resources, which in
turn may have bearing upon the general educational performance. High
teacher-population ratio is desirable.
Goodhealﬁxisavitalp:rerequisitearﬁanessentialaspgctof
the quality of life that hawve significant bearing for high levels of
productivity (Hicks and Streeten, 1979; Streeten, 1979). Improvement
of health conditions and the availability of the requisite health and
medical facilities and services, constitute an important part of
socio~-econamic development (Rao, 1984; Taylor and Williams, 1982).
The state of health is an important criterion for the prolongation of
life as well as for stimulating active and productive activities of
the society.
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The indicators used to reflect the health criteria of development
are (1) infant mortality rate, and (2) maternal mortality rate. Infant
mortality rate is a sensitive indicator of the availability,
utilization and effectiveness of the health services (Armmstrong, 1966;
McGranahan, 1972). "Deaths to infants during the last 11 months of
theirfirstyearbflifereflect « « « the impact of econamic and
social conditions" (Hauser, 1959, p.10l1). Maternal mortality rate
indicates the risk to mothers during pregnancy and child-birth. It is
influenced by the general socio-econamic conditions, including health
and nutrition, as well as maternal health care. In sum, mortality
rates capture differences in health care, the incidence of diseases
and reflects the nutritional status of the commnity. Also, according
to Hicks and Streeten (1979, pp.571-72), "measures such as infant
mortality . . . indicate the degree to which basic needs have been
fulfilled." Hence, health indicators represent presumed causes or
instruments of good health (see McGranahan, 1972, p.93). Low
mortality rates are more conducive to development.

It should be noted that the health indicators used only reflect
conditions of health and not availability or use of health services;
mainly because lack of data for these other aspects of health at the
district level. Nonetheless, the indicators on conditions of health
indirectly also reflect the availability and effectiveness of the
health services. The nutritional aspect of health is also not
included due to the unavailability of data, especially at the district

level. However, the nutritional aspect of development is indirectly
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covered by the mortality rate measures.

Shelter, in the form of housing, has universally and always been
recognized and cited as one of the fundamental basic needs for mankind
(Taylor and Williams, 1982). The type and quality of housing in which
people are sheltered and the facilities available in the enviromment

in which it is located have important bearing upon the general quality
of life and well-being of the inhabitants (Rhoda, 1982). Access to

housing as well as improvement in availability of housing constitutes
a pert:l.nem: camponent of social and econamic development (Rao, 1984;
Higgins, 1980). The indicators used to manifest this aspect of
development are (1) ratio of occupied housing units to population, and
(2) percentage occupied housing units having flush and pour-flush
toilet system.

The indicator of housing-population ratio reflects the adequacy
or inadequacy of housing stock within a region in question. Housing
shortages reflected by this indicator imply housing needs. Although
this indicator does not indicate the quality of housing, the second
indicator relating to the availability of flush and pour-flush toilet
system indirectly reflects that aspect of housing. As Webber (1978,
p.98) states: "decent, sanitary . . . housing is itself one of the
salient attributes of good life." Generally, availability of flush
and pour-flush toilet system are more commonly found in the relatively
younger and more modern living quarters. The presence of flush and
pour-flush toilets in the rural areas, in a way, also reflect the

socio-econamic status of the inhabitants, since only those who could
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afford will have such sanitation system installed. Furthermore, the
United Nations recognized that sanitation is important in controlling
the spread of diseases such as diarrhoeas, typhoid, fevers, etc. A
high housing-population ratio and high percentage of occupied housing
units with flush and pour-flush toilet system would be positive for
the development process.

Water and electricity are not only basic needs for the people,
they are also essential infrastructural requirements for development
(Meerman, 1979). Almost every econamic activity requires the use of
electricity and/or water to generate production. The importance of
such infrastructure has been clearly stated by Busterud (Jumper et
al., 1980, p.90): "infrastructure . . . influences the concentration
of growth which might otherwise have occurred elsewhere in the
region." Also, water and electricity are vital to social advancement
and hence improvement in human capital investment (Chandrasekhar and
Hultman, 1967; Taylor and Williams, 1982). As Meerman (1979, p.613)
states: "As a household consumption good, it [electricity] provides
numerous opportunities for activities that would otherwise be
difficult or impossible. As a means of production available for many
possible uses, it expands the opportunity horizon of the household or
firm." Much of the interest in water stems fram its importance to
public health. In many developing countries, waterborne and water-
related diseases are among the major causes of death. The World
Health Organization considers the provision of a safe and convenient
water supply to be “the single most important activity that could be
undertaken to improve the health of people living in rural areas'’
(World Bank, 1976, p.5).
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The indicators used to reflect the infrastructural aspect of
development are (1) occupied housing units that have piped-water
supply, and (2) occupied housing units that have public-supply
electricity. Both indicators also reflect the extent of public
investment for social and econcmic advancement. A high percentage for
both indicators would be desirable for development.

Public arder and security are important matters of social concern
(Rao, 1984; Taylor and Williams, 1982). Public safety is considered a
necessary prerequisite for the survival and development of societies.
In fact, safety needs is considered by Maslow (1970) as one the five
levels of needs for human development. Potential economic investors
are also concerned over security of the environment. The indicators
used to denote public order and security are (1) ratio of public
security enforcement personnel to population, and (2) ratio of fire
service persomnel to population. A high ratio for both indicators
would be desirable for development.

Camunications and telecammunications, in terms of connectivity
and interaction, although not a direct measure of the level of living,
forms part of the necessary infrastructure for national development.
This is not only in terms of the extent to which commnications
facilitate the flow of people, goods, services and information between
places (Cole, 1981, p.48), but also of the interaction between people
in different places. Coates, Johnston and Knox (1977) view
commumnications not only in terms of reduction in “distance friction',

but also in terms of “cost reduction'. It was implied by Losch (1954)
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that residents in location where transportation network is relatively
poor would, thecoretically, have lower net income since they must pay a
higher proportion of their incame in transport, goods and services
(Morril and Wohlenberg, 1971). This has been endorsed by Coates et
al. (1977, pp.3-4) who state: "The cost of movement are an element in
real incames: the less travel involved in moving you to what you want
and/or in moving what you want to you, the more of your incame you can
spend on goods and services other than travel". Caommnications also
constitutes an important media for “transfer of information and
ideas', which Zimmerman (1951, p.10) regards as "the mother of all
other resources." According to Pryor (1973, p.53), "the flow of
information, in its broadest sense, is directly related to the degree
of elaboration and linkages of the . . . comunications systems."
Communications also facilitates diffusion of information and
immovation through interaction. As Pedersen (1978, p.310) states:
"the speed of diffusion increases when the the interaction grows."
The availability and provision of an efficient linkage or
comunication system, therefore, is an important integral part of the
development process. The existence, as well as improvement or
expansion of the communication networks could, potentially, serve to
facilitate and accelerate the development process. The indicators
used in this study to reflect the cammunications aspect of development
are (1) road density, and (2) ratio of postal service worker to
population.

The indicator road density reflects not only the potential flows

of people, goods, services and information but also the extent of
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accessibility of the population to other areas. Road density also
bears significance for the exploitation and marketing of resources.
"Road transport infrastructure is ane of the crucial factors of
development; its spatial pattern is closely related to that of
development as a whole" (Smith, J.A., 1974, p.308). Mabogunje (1981,
p.293) is also of the view that "transport is an infrastructural
element with profound implications for overall development." The
indicator of ratio of postal service worker to population indicates
the degree of potential social and econamic interaction.
Cammunication, therefore, have important bearing upon improving the
flow of goods, services and information as well as in facilitating the
accessibility and interaction of the population to other areas and
also to prevailing goods and services in and cutside the area
concerned. As Colman and Nixson (1978, p.155) said: "Differential
access to modern sector facilities (education, health, housing,
employment) is both a cause and consequence of economic and social
inequalities." High road density and high ratio of postal service
persomnel to population are deemed desirable for the development
process.

Adequate manpower with critical skills is important to
development. "The rate of modernization of a country is associated
with both its stock and rate of accumilation of human capital . . .
[for] the process of change . . . requires large ‘doses' of strategic
human capital” (Harbinson, 1967, p.192; also see Chenery et al.,
1974). The indicators used to reflect the availability of strategic
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manpower with critical skills for development are (1) labor force in
professional and technical group occupations, (2) labor force in
administrative and managerial group occupations, and (3) ratio of
govermment officials to population.

The indicator of labor force in professional and technical group
occupations reflects the availability of manpower with requisite
technical skills for pramoting development. Labor force in
administrative and managerial group occupations reflects the
availability of manpower with management and organizational skills.
Such skills are also important for development planning and
implementation. The indicator of ratio of government officials to
population manifests the. implementation capabilities existing in the
area in question. "Most government officials in developing countries

. « . are seen by the citizens as instruments of regulation and
control . . . . as providers of information and sometimes of capital

« « « o« [and] also . . . are perceived as “listeners and
facilitators'" (Butterfield, 1977, p.10). A high percentage or ratio
faor all these indicators are considered desirable for the development
process. As Robertson (1971, p.32) aptly opined, a region which is
less prosperous than other parts of the country, will among other
signs, display "an occupational structure which is short of the
professional and other higher occupations."

Econamic structure, as reflected by prevailing economic
activities, indicates the general econaomic status as well as potential
for further economic growth and development (Baer and Herve, 1966;

Blardy, 1972; Bairoch, 1973; Rhoda, 1982). The indicators used to
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reflect the econamic structure are (1) labor force in the
manufacturing sector, (2) labor force in the commercial sector, and
(3) gross damestic product.

The indicator of labor force in the mamufacturing sector is a
proxy measure for the degree of industrialization. A high percentage
of the labor force engaged in this sector is considered desirable for
econamic growth and the socio-econamic benefits that it generates. As
Kasper (1973, p.23) noted: "Industrialization has increasingly been
the major driving force in Malaysia's econamic growth and job creation
si.nceIndependenoe." The indicator of labor force in the cammercial
sector reflects the degree of cammercial activities which exist.
Commercial activities indicate the availability of market and service
centers for transaction of economic goods and services. Such
activities are essential not only for stimulating the local economy,
but also in providing for the necessities of the local population. A
high percentage for this indicator is considered desirable for the
development process. The indicator of gross domestic product is
generally a function of econamic growth and development. Although
gross damestic product may not directly measure social well-being --
because it does not address directly the distributional aspect of
growth -- its merit lies in its simplicity and effectiveness as a
general measure of an area's econamic level in terms of productivity.
A high value for gross damestic product per capita is considered to be

positive for development.
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Urbanization, despite the problems which it creates, also have
its positive aspects in terms of development. To Malaysia,
"urbanization . . . is [viewed as] an important process towards
modernization" (Mid-Term Review, Fourth Malaysia Plan, 1984, p.29).
Urbanization may be viewed as the process by which the population has
became urbanised (either through living in urban areas or being
exposed to urbanism) and/or the increase in both the number and size
of urban centers (McGee, 1971; Tisdale, 1942). In terms of urbanised
population, urbanization implies the extent to which the population
has access to modern amenities, facilities and services. This is
because urbanization is the process through which modernization is
being transmitted and manifested (Eisenstadt, 1973). In terms of
growth of urban centers, urbanization reflects the availability of a
wide array of social, econamic, educational, health and public
services needed by both the urban and rural population (Rondinelli,
1983). They also constitute important sources for employment
opportunities, educational advancement, medical facilties, cultural
facilities, social services, modern technology and commercial and
business services. Urban centers are therefore important instruments
of the development process (Friedmann, 1969 and 1973; Pryor, 1973;
Mabogunje, 1981; Rondinelli, 1983). In fact, the literature has
provided increasing evidence in support of a correlation between the
spatial distribution of urban growth and the process of development"”
(El-Shakhs, 1972 and 1976; Berry, 1971; Soja and Tobin, 1979). Urban
centers also serve as markets for food crops fram the rural areas

(Mabogunje, 1981) and function as centers for agricultural supply and
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agribusiness (Dannhaesuser, 1981; Warmali, 1983). Urban centers are
also nodes of transportation and comunication as well as social
interaction. Within such context, urban centers are, therefore, also
important centers of diffusion of ideas and information. Urban
centers, therefore, not only offer a wide variety of econcmic
opportunities and social services but through their availability offer
potential socio-econamic advancement for the individual and hence the
communi ty (seé Berry, 1969). As Chatterji (1976, p.13) pointed out:
"The activities in . . . urban centers not only affects the system
within . . . but it also affects . . . elsewhere." Thus Friedmann
(1980, p.46) has emphasized that "the existing functional system of
cities must be considered because . . . this system . . . will help
articulate rural development spatially."”

The indicators used to reflect urbanization level are (1) urban
population, and (2) large urban centers. A high percentage of urban
population is considered desirable for the development process. Also,
existence of large urban centers are deemed to be useful for pramoting
the development process.

"Rural development is . . . a process by which the rural
population of a nation improves its level of living on a continuing
basis" (Butterfield, 1977, p.8). It is undoubtedly an important
camponent of the development process since the rural areas, especially
in developing countries, since the majority of the population who, on
the average, falls within the category of those classified as being in
the lower income group. Thus, Friedmann (1980, p.46) has remarked
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that "rural development . . . is development for the benefit of the

. . . people who live in rural areas." Also, rural development
constitutes the major source for agricultural and food production.
"Rural development offers solution to the multiple problems of food
shortages, . . . unemployment, incame maldistribution and rising rural
discontent . . . . The result of inattention are instability,
insurgency and political upheaval" (Butterfield, 1977, p.8).

The indicators used to reflect rural development are (1) ratio of
rural telephone booths to rural population, and (2) ratio of
agricultural extension station acreage to labor force in agricultural
sector. The former indicates the degree of potential social and
ecanamic interaction of the rural population with its extermal
enviromment as well as the potential exposure to creative and
inmmovative information which can be vital to overall development and
nation-building. The latter indicator reflects the extent to which
efforts are being made to pramote the agricultural sector. In
alluding to this matter, Schultz (1964, p.204) has noted that
improving (traditional) agriculture constitutes an important
investment in farm people. As recognized by Kasper (1973, p.22):

"A country with abundant land resources and with a big share of its
population in rural activities camnot disregard agricultural
development . . . , even if the dynamism of development springs from
the non-agricultural sector."” Agricultural stations are being used
as proxy for agricultural extension services; since data on the
distribution of agricultural extension personnel are difficult to
obtain, especially for 1970. A high ratio for both indicators on
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rural development are considered desirable for the development
process.

Wamen's participation in development is not only a manifestation
of wamen's emancipation but also of social justice and equality of
opportunity. Female literacy is also viewed as an important indicator
of modernization; since in societies at low levels of modernization
mass education for females begins later than that for males (Abdul
Hamid, 1979). Alluding to this, Overholt et al. (1986) contend that
consideration of women's role in development should be an integral
part in any assessment of development. The indicators used to reflect
wamen's participation in development are (1) female literacy, and
(2) female labor force in non-agricultural economic activities.

Female literacy not only indicates the extent to which the female
population benefitted fram the educational development process, but
also it reflects the extent to which development efforts have been
effective in providing opportunities and benefits to all segements of
the population. As Dixon (1984, p.768) states: "Literacy [of female]

. . . may reveal the extent to which social benefits are available to
women" (also see Morris, 1979). A high percentage for this indicator
is desirable for development.

Wamen's participation in the non-agricultural economic
activities is an important aspect of the development process.
Traditionally, the majority of wamen labor force in the developing
countries have been found to be prominently engaged in the

agricultural sector. Wamen's entry into the secondary and tertiary
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sectors of the economy also reveal the extent to which social benefits
have been made available to wamen. According to Rao (1984), the
percentage of wamen in non-agricultural employment may be an
appropriate indicator of wamen's participation in economic activity.

A high percentage for this indicator is considered positive towards
the development process.

Since it is generally contended that the primary purpose of
development should be to improve and enhance the social and econamic
well-being of the cammunity (Nyerere, 1967; Leupolt, 1977),
eradication of poverty, therefore, constitutes an important aspect of
development (Todaro, 1977; Higgins, 1980). Seers (1972) has therefore
contended that evaluation of whether poverty has been reduced (or not)
ought to be one of the central focus and concerns of development. The
incorporation of this aspect of development is also related to the
Malaysian Government's pronouncement on this matter. Eradication of
poverty constitutes one of the twin-prong objectives of the New
Econamic Policy -- the umbrella policy upon which all development
programs and projects are to be based. It has stated by the Deputy
Prime Minister of Malaysia, on December 17th, 1986, that between the
two-prong objectives of the New Econamic Policy, the objective of
eradication of poverty constitutes the top priority (The New Straits
Times, December 18, 1986). The indicators used to reflect this facet
of development are (1) labor force above the poverty line, (2) ratio
of public low-cost housing to labor force below poverty line, and

(3) Malay labor force in agricultural vocations.
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"A direct indicator of the extent of poverty is the proportion of
population below the poverty line" (Rao, 1984, p.213; also see Rhoda,
1982). The indicator labor force above the poverty line is an inverse
reflection of the extent of poverty. Poverty line has been used as
the determination of poverty since incaome is generally considered as
an important measure of the power and capacity to purchase goods and
sexrvices (Cole, 1981). According to Todaro (1977b), the welfare level
of a person depends primarily on the amount of income he receives.
Although the Fourth Malaysia Plan, 1981-1985 does not define poverty,
Quazi (1982) has found that official circles in Malaysia generally
regard a household income of Malaysian Ringgit (or dollar) of $300/=
per month as low income. Quazi also found that the Kuala Lumpur
Master Plan Team, for instance, had designated households earning
below Malaysian Ringgit $300/= per month as being ‘poor'. The ratio
of public low-cost housing to labor force below the poverty line
indicates the extent to which the poor have access to housing. A high
ratio is considered positive for development. Public low-cost housing
here is limited only to the conventional ones constructed by the
public sector as part of its programs to provide housing to those with
low-income. Those of the non-conventional types -- suc