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INTRODUCTION

The growth of squatter settlements and rapid urbanization process in
developing countries have been primarily associated with the problem of low-
income households (Grimes, 1976; Drakakis-Smith, 1980). City land is
scarce and sometimes made scarcer by controlled speculation. On the
periphery of these cities, more land is available but it is rarely functionly
integrated with the inner, city (Yeh, 1984). Their large size, high rates of
urban growth and low and unevenly distributed incomes cause the spread

of slum and squatter population.

During the colonial period various policy measures were adopted to
control urban housing in the urban areas. The approach towards urban
housing was generally connected to migration control and residential seg-
regation. For such purposes the colonial administration imposed new laws,

acts an ordinances to restrict migration (Tipple, 1976; Sandhu, 1964).
dential segregation of the indigenous

lonial period as part of controlling the
es (King, 1976; Patel and Adams,

Along with migration control, resi
groups was also praticed during the co

housing problems in developing countr!
area was
1981). In the Malaysian context, a special Malay Reservation

t the Chinese
Created by the British (Ahmad Nazrl Abdullal; 1918956)4 )whﬂs
e “squatters” in the New Villages (sandhu, ;

Orleans, USA. 1991.
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The inability of the low-income households to purchase housing at open

market prices has stimulated some developing countries to construct pubjje
low-cost housing for these households. This has resulted n aseries of highly
subsidized public housing units and relocation and resettlement projects on
the peripheries of major cities (Gilbert and Gugler, 1983). Such conventional
approaches, have however, limitations and weaknesses (Lim, 1982; Tan,
1983:; Mohd. Razali Agus, 1990; 1991). In some cases, they have resulted
in providing subsidized housing units for non-low income households
(Vernez, 1976). The other reason for the failure was that low-income housing
never had any priority in national development plan of developing countries
(Abrams, 1964).

One of the major social objectives in the Malaysian development plan
is the provision of cheap housing to the low-income groups. This recognition
has led to the formulation of new policies and programs aimed at ensuring
that all Malaysians, particularly the urban poor, have access to adequate
shelter and related facilities. Since the introduction of the New Economic
Policy (NEP), housing and urban development programs have been under-
taken by both public and private sectors to meet the needs of the population.

The Malaysian government has realized the limits of the public sector’s
production of low-income housing. At the same time, there is a growing body
of sentiment among housing developers and professional bodies that the
public sector in Malaysia is choked with many responsibilites. Hence, it
cannot be expected to change itself rapidly to meet new targets of construct-
ing 240,000 units of low-cost houses annually.

Since the public sector could not do the job alone, a new policy was
formulated to incorporate new sectors such as the private and informal
sectors. In fact, the private sector has been identified as providing the leading
role any dynamism in the Malaysian economy. As early as 1969, the
Malaysian government proposed that Federal government would facilitate
private sector investment in large-scale development. However, this particl-
pation was limited to public works and agricultural development (Tun Razak
Hussein, 1969; Mohd. Razali Agus, 1987).

In 1981, the Federal government envisaged the private sector to play the
Jeading role in providing stimulus to economic growth and in spear-hcadx
further industrialization and urbanization (Malaysia, 1981; 1986). Both o
public and private sectors are now expected to co-operate and participa
in the construction of houses for the lower income groups.

uld
The private sector’s role in the partnership with the public sector sho
be able to balance the need for profits with a positive response to the
economic needs of the lower income groups. Concurrently, the
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sector is also a vital and dynamic sector capable of providing employment
and income opportunities for rapidly Increasing urban population :spo:’:l‘ally
the urban poor. By introducing a new approach to housing dcvclo;>mcnt and
promoting its role in national development strategies, the new housing policy
can provide an innovative solution to the problems of housing and unem-
ployment in Malaysia and developing countries,

This paper focuses on the role of state agencies in urban development
and housing programs. It discusses the development of Kuala Lumpur and
the migration of the Malays during the implementation of the New Economic
Policy (NEP). It also discusses the growth of squatters in Kuala Lumpur and

examines the new policy on the privatisation of squatter settlements and its
implication on urban policy.

THE EARLY DEVELOPMENT OF KUALA LUMPUR

The capital of the present Malaysia is Kuala Lumpur founded in the 1840's,
first as a tiny Chinese mining camp (Gullick, 1955). However, the dispute
over the identity of the founder and developer of Kuala Lumpur has received
quite some attention since 1980 (Carstens, 1988: 185-207; Adnan Nawang,
1989). In 1890's it became a major administrative center for the British as
well as an important commercial center for the Malay Peninsular as the
rubber plantation industry expanded (See Gullick, 1955; 1983; Middlebrook,
1951; Khoo Kay Kim, 1987: 6-11). Accompanying the expansion of these
functions was a considerable increase in the city population from 2,000 in

1878 to 316,230 in 1957 (see Table 1). The growth of the population

correspondents with the expansion of the city boundary. In 1878, the total

area of the city was 0.25 square miles. It was expanded to 5 square miles

in 1901, 17 square miles in 1911, and 36 square miles in 1957.

Throughout this period the city remained essentially an administrative
and commercial centre for both the British administrators and Chinese
urban economic activities (see Gullick, 1956; McGee. 1968). P::wwer.wly
urban Malay villages such as Kampung Baru in Kuala v.:i:rm::::
agricultural settlements rather than full-fledged city er;m " p—
(Provencher, 1968). These urban villages provided cheap & :nsmm
maintained the rural family structure of extended fa;\aliya system. s
villages also provided cheap housing for low-mco(t:nc :rmd nugrancatabu.hed
Killop, 1972; 466-447). On the other hand. the Chinese

themselves in the city for more than a century (sandhu, 1964; 167).
According to Sindhu, Chinese predominance in Kuala Lumu;::; mv:;e
nerally Mto . . the China towns. ew Vil-
with four major areas; o g
gl:ees that havla t::en incorporated through ur?:ctexpamwmlocalmmm
hugging the older intercity routes and the manufacturing
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1978). Whilst the Indians were concentrated in two localities: Sentul (Baty,)
and Brickfields (Sungai Besi - Seputeh areas). Thus, segregation of ethnic
groups in Kuala Lumpur can be observed before 1970s.

PLANNING FOR KUALA LUMPUR, 1933-1984

In 1933, the first city plan was prepared an became the most important
document in guiding the growth of the city (Hamzah Sendut, 1972: 461-473),
This was superseded by the first Town Plan of 1939 (Dewan Bandaraya, 1984:
1). The Town Plan was subsequently amended in 1950 with the extension
of the Municipal boundary to 36 square miles. In 1965, the then Minister
of Local Government and Housing directed that the 1950 Town Plan be
replaced by a new master plan. A set of three plans consisting of the Central
Area Development Plan 1886, Residential Density Zoning Plan 1887 and
Land-use Zoning Plan 1888 was produced and displayed for public objec-
tions in 1967. All the above plans were prepared in accordance with the
provision of part IX of the Federated Malay States Cap. 137, Town Board
Enactment.

In 1970, the three plans were modified and renumbered as the Compre-
hensive Development Plan No. 1039 (Central Commercial Area), the Com-
prehensive Development Plan No. 1040 (Density Zoning) and the Compre-
hensive Development Plan No. 1041) land use Zoning) respectively and
exhibited in accordance with the provisions of the Emergency (Essential
Powers) Ordinance No. 46 of 1970. These plans cover the Federal capital area
of 93 square kilometers. In 1973, the Ordinance was replaced by the City
of Kuala Lumpur (Planning) Act 1973 (Act 107).

In 1974, Kuala Lumpur was enlarged to 243 square kilometers (94
square miles) and henceforth known as the Federal Territory of Kuala
Lumpur (Wilayah Persekutuan Kuala Lumpur). In 1976, the Malaysian
Parliament passed the Town and Country Planning Act 1976 (Act 172) for
the purpose of providing a legal framework for planning and development
in all local authorities in Peninsular Malaysia. In preparing the new devel-
opment plan for Kuala Lumpur, the City Hall decided to adopt the structure
Plan system (Goh, Hock Guan, 1975). A new Act, the Federal Territory
(Planning) Act 1982 (Act 267) maintains the administrative framework of the
1973 Act and incorporated the Structure Plan system as propagated by the
Town and Country Act in 1976.

In 1982, the Kuala Lumpur Draft Structure Plan was produced but 4
ranking concept was criticized (Dewan Bandaraya, 1982; Lee
1983: 76-86). Instead, the zoning and planning units were introduc
Kuala Lumpur Structure Plan was gazetted in August 1984.
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According to the ]

648,276 (Malaysia, 1983). Ethnically,
been dominated by the

Comprised 24% while the Chinese

cthnjc Composition in the city by 1990 (Malaysia, 1986: Zaharuddin Mohgq.
Alias, 197g. 23-35).

ms‘rnmtmons

In the Previous
Major ethnic

OF SQUATTERS IN KUALA LUMPUR, 1970-1990

analyzed the changing spatial distribution of the
m?p'f; ?(txala Lumpur during a period of rapid growth ang
1§ ethnic composition, 1970 to 1990. In this section we will focus on
I sub-group of the population, the low income households as repre-
Senteq by

the squatters, and we will analyze them Separately by ethnje
@oups, Data are not available for households by income group for sub-areag
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Table 1:
Population Growth in Kuala Lumpur, 1878 - 1990

Total Percent Municipal Density
Year Population (A) Change (%) Area (B) {A/B)
1878 2,000 2 0.25 8,000
1884 4,054 102.7 0.50 8,108
1891 19,020 369.2 5.0 3,804
1901 32,381 70.2 8.0 4,048
1911 46,718 44.3 17.0 2,748
1921 80,424 721 17.0 4.731
1931 111,418 385 200 5,571
1947 175,961 57.9 190 9,261
1957 316,230 79.7 36.0 8.784
1670 648,279 105.0 MO 6897
1980 977,100 50.7 94.0 10,385
1990 1,362,800 395 94.0 14,498

Sowrce: Manjit Singh Sindhu, Kuaiz Lumdwr and fis Popwiatios (Kuala Lumpur:
Surinder Publication, 1978), 1- 13.
Penganugerahon Bandaraya Kuala Lumpwr: ! Aavibwian Febracri 1972
(Jawatankuasa Sebaran Am bagi pihak Jawatankuasa Pusat Persyzsi.
Penganugerahan Bandaraya Kuala Lumpur dengan kerjasama Jabatad
Penerangan Malayasia, 1972}, 6.
Kasian Separwh Penggal Roxcangan Malsysiz Keempas, 19611985 (Kusla
Lumpur: Jabetan Percctakan Negara, 1984}, 179.
Fith Malaysia Plan, 19561990 (Kusla Lumpur: The Govemeent Prest
1986), 184. af
Popuiation and Housing Censws, 197080, (Kuala Lumpar: Depastzert
Statistics, 1973 & 1983).

Kuala Eampur City Hall, 1990 (unpublished).
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DISTRIBUTION OF ETHNIC GROUPS IN KUALA LUMPUR, 1970-1990

Table 2:
Population of Kualg Lumpur: Major Ethnje Groups 1970-1990

(Percentage)
Year
Ethnic Group 1970 % 1980 % 1990 %
Malays 155,586 24 322,443 33 621,436 456
Chinese 376,000 58 508,092 52 595,544 437
Indians 116,960 18 146,565 15 145,820 10,7
Total 648,276 100 977,100 100 1,362,800 100

Source; Knala Lumpur City Hall, 1990

of the city, so we cannot analyze this sub-group directly. A large percentage
of the lower income households live In distinct settlements, and data are

avallable for these sub-areas. We analyze changes in these setilements as
a surrogate for a direct analysis of low income households as a whole.

Traditionally, low-income settlements in large urban centers in Malaysia
have been referred to simply as kampungs (villages). petempatan setinggan
{squatter settiements), or kawasan perumahan kos rendah (low-cost housing
areas). The squatter community in Kuala Lumpur is one of the most visible
Yow-tncome groups. City Hall authorities have categorized them as an :lrban
POor group because their income level is below the average mom_myto ot;m:
of RM8873 for urban households (Malaysia. 1981). Owing in partkm 9
lower educationat attainment, in part to their general lack dbt;‘::ls s :nn:;
of formal training, the majority of them have had to tum to info SCONO0!
activities,

in Kuata Lumpur than other cities

Squatter problems are more acute g . 1979; Wan

in Malaysia {see Wehbring, 1976 WQgc!iﬂ'; l9m78»m~':1;“;;“;nm1’um to
Abdut Halim Othman, 1982). There are m':loenf-ﬂ' of administrative and
thege uala Lumpur, as i
mmmf::&m' mm“t ’: Malaysla. has attracted a large number of rural

:xrban migrants (Dewan Bandaraya. é93 Hall estimates that the squatter
the primate city” (McGee. 1987). City
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Map 1:
Squatter Setttements in Kuala Lumpur. 1990
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population of 234,693 comprise about 17 percent of .

lation [Dewan Bandaraya. 1981). The Enforcement g];;?:r::t:fl EO'::A
Lumpur City Hall monitors the movement of squatters and control uth:?l
growth In size and number of squatter settlements. Although by 1993 U’le
number of squatters, as a percentage of the total population, has dec{inedc
the absolute number of squatters in the city s stll quite large (see Table 3),

Twble 3:
Squatters by Major Ethnic Groups, Kua'a Lumpur 1970 - 1990

Year
Ethnic Group
1970 % 1980 % 1990 %
Malays 20,674 20.0 70.830 33.0 72,145 307
Chinese 69,258 67.0 126,464 536 126,698 54.0
Indians 13,438 13.0 38,807 16.4 35,850 153
Total 103,370 100.0 236,101 1010 234,633 1000

Sowrce-Kuala Lumpur City Hall, 1990 (Unpublished Data)

E‘ According to Kuala Lumpur City Hall, there were about 25,000 squatter
;' families and a total squatter population of 103.370 living in the city in 1970
(sce Table 3). Malays comprised about 20 pereent of this figure. Chinese. 67
percent, and Indians 13 percent. This following decade saw a rapld increase

In the squatter pepulatlon, to 46,000 squatter familics and a total population

0f 234,101 by 1980. It was the Malay squatter population that grew most
ndians and the Chinese.

tapldly in the seventies, followed by the ]
[t will be noted, however, that the Chinesac squatters declined over the
Period as a percentage of the total number, from 67 percent In 1870 to 53.5

Percent ten years later.
the Malay and Chineac squatter

During the second decade (1980-1990).
PoDulations comprised a slightly higher psop‘:gwoi:: pteo:elnffnmfgéh;
Indian squatters declined from 16.4 percentin e eaia be o

The slight decline in total pepulation in squakter 2 ovements of squatters
and 1980 reflects the direct polictes of C1&Y H“n'pmmdmbom on the expansson

formation of new oncs.
Of extsting squatter sctilements and o the
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A relocatlon program was set up by City Hall to ease the overcrowdiy
of these settlements (Dewan Bandaraya. 1987). Between 1978 and 1988, the
City had relocated about 45,606 squatters (see Table 4), first to Rumap
Panjang (Long Houses) and later to low-cost public housing. Squatters were
thus moved about from single-unit dwellings with few, if any, of the basic
amenities, to temporary, wooden row houses with about ten dwellings in
each unit. From there, they would eventually be transferred to five-storey
walk-ups or, more commonly, to high-rise units. A large number of squatter
families thus had to underge a period of rapid adaptation, beset with
discontinuities, to live in more settled conditions with the advantage of al]
the basic amenities. However, new migrants continued to replace the
relocated squatters. Overall, the number of squatters has decreased only
slightly to 45,048 squatter families, for 2 total sqQuattér popuiation of
234,693, living in 32,066 dwellings in 1990 [see Tables 5 - 7). It will thus
be noted that there are, on average. 5.2 pesons in each family: 7.3 persons
per dwelling, and 1.4 familes per dwelling.

About 202 squatter settlements still remain in Kuala Lumpur, located
in various areas between the central business district and the periphery of
the city (see Map 2).

During the last two decades, the development residential uses by the
private housing developers in Kuala Lumpur has shifted northwards, indi-
cating an expected northeast direction of never development of urban centers
in Kepong, Batu and Titlwangsa areas. This is clear evidence of development

Table 4:
Parltammentary Areas ane Squatters Relocated, 1978 - 1988

Partiamentary Area Malaya Chinese  Indian Total
Batu 3.965 3,010 3443 10418
Kepong 1,229 741 561 2.731
Titiwangsa 7,755 1,815 599 10.169
Seputeh 323 835 587 1,745
Sungai Best 2.212 5.000 566 7.778
Lembah Pantal 5,634 1.761 3.066 10461
Bukit Bintang 643 1.164 497 2,304
P
TOTAL 21,981 14.326 9319 45606

Soxrce; Kuata Lumpur City Hall, 1950 {Unpublished data)
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Table &;

Squatter Houses and Parllament Area in Kuala Lumpur, 1990

Parliamentary Area Malaya

Chinese Indian Tatal
Sungai Besi 1,162 3.571 587 8.320
Kepong 831 3.3411 1,090 5,332
Seputeh 319 3.347 572 4,238
Batu 2.513 1,226 973 5.770
Titiwangsa 3,571 1,226 973 5,770
Bukit Bintang 86 589 279 951

Lembah Pantai 3.356 958 1,029 5,343

TOTAL 14,478 14,633 5,655 32,066

Sowrce: Kuala Lumpur City Hall, 1990 (Unpublished datz)

Table 8:
Squatter Households and Parliament Area in Kuala Lumpur, 1990
Parliamentary Area Malaya Chinene b
1,028 8,544
s 1.620 5,896 :
K:ngal Besi a0t 5,382 977 7,350
Scpong o 5,011 788 6.32 ;
puteh 3,200 2,124 1,555 8,87
Tittwangsa i 1516 312 g.gztll
Bukit Bmmng, S 1.203 1.387 2
lembah Pan 3
e ————T"" 2308 45,048
S 22,224 7 :
TOTAL e BT -
Somroe Kaata Losnpr CityHal 1990 (Unpiblished 6527
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Table 7:
Total Squatters and Parllament Areas in Kuala Lumpur, 199g

Parliamentary Area Malaya Chinese  Indian Total
Sunga! Bes: 8,255 30.757 5336  44.348
Kepong 4,741 30,655 5,666 41,062
Seputeh 2,118 27.010 4,414 33.540
Batu 15,490 14,180 8.418 38.088
Titiwangsa 21,542 8,132 7,247 36.92¢
Bukit Bintang 1,311 9.377 1,825 12,513
Lembah Pantal 18.690 6.587 2,946 28,223
TOTAL 72,145 126,698 35,850 234,693

Sosrce. Kuala Lumpur City Hall, 1990 (Unpublished data)

of new growth centers implemented under the Kuala Lumpur Structure Plan
in which new growth areas such as Wangsa Maju, Bandar Tun Razak and
Pusat Bandar Damansara are being developed to cater the needs of the city’s
population.

According to City Hall. in the Stxth Malaysia Plan, 1991-1995 at leasl
13 squatter settlements will be developed by private housing developers (s
Map 2). With the construction of new housing units in new growthh arcas
and the privatization of selected squatter settlements all over Kuala Lumpur.
it unltkely that the distribution of the residential uses in Kuala Lumpur %1l
be distributed evenly.

THE STATE AND THE URBAN SQUATTERS

As shown in the foregoing analysis, the Malay squatter had the fastest tem;:
of urbanization during the 1970-1880 pertod. The factors that contribl »
to their rapid urbanisation include the construction of new towns wc?ate
turn created new jobs and homes. Varous federal agencies and the 3=
economic developement corporations (SEDCs) have promoted active 1975
pation of the Malays in urban economic activities (Kamal 53“;;4] ¢ 18
Despite some criticisms on the NEP (Lim and Canak, 1881: 208-22%
eatimated that the Malay share in the Malayslan corporate

increased from 19 in 1970 to about 18% in 1985 (Malaysta, 1986)
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Map 3:
R“lﬂ'clomnmt of Squatter Settiements in Kuala Lumpur, 1980-1990
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The creation of new towns in the big metropolitan areas such as Petaling
Jaya, Shah Alam, Bangl and Selayang Baru in the state of Selangor,
Senawang in Negeri Sembilan, Senal and Skudai in Johor and Bayan Bary
in Penang had also contributed to the strengthening of the urban develop-
ment strategy of increasing the number of urban Malays [see Mohammad
Sulong, 1983; Lee, 1987: 153-169). Thus. promotion of new township in
Peninsular Malaysia is part of the crucial strategy to improve the standard

of the Malays and change the character of the old towns, which were
dominated by the non-Malays.

Under the NEP which was first implemented in the Second Malaysia Plan,
the target is to achieve 30% tand ownership of urban areas and an equally
the same proportion of urban wealth and employment. This objective is to
be achieved through a variety of fisca) and administrative as well as political

measures backed by vigorous programs of education and training for the
Malays to fit them for urban life.

Federal agencies such as the State Economic Development Corporations
(SEDCs). the Urban Development Authority (UDA), the Regfonal Develop-
ment Authorities (RDAs) have played a very crucial role in increasing the
number of statutory bodies in the urban and housing development prograrms.
The Malaysian government too has created new government companjes such
as Syarikat Perumahan Pegawal-Pegawal Kerajaan (SPPK). The government
deliberately gave them bigger capital cutlays in order to manage their efforts

more effectively and competed better with the more established Chinesé
family-based housing companies.

Infact, most of these statutory bodies are managed by senior government
officlals who are under the supervision of ministers or Menteri Besars, whe
comprised top Malay political leaders. The Maiay political leaders have
declared that the objectives of the NEP will be achieved without sacrificing
the rights of the non-Malays and without depriving them of their position
In society. The non-Malays are requested to support the NEP by assisting
the Malays and training them to participate in housing. commerce
industry, ¢itherin thelr own right or as particlpants. Thus, ruling pasty o]
the state bureaucracy. with the support of some of the Chinese busin

have been largely responsible for greater Malay participation In the urt
economy.

An increase in the number of urban Malays does not mean an hnpro"V:"
ment in their soclo-economic status. The Malays who migrated to I:.:dtr
politan arcas consisted mostly of unskitied, lowly educated young ind
als. The continuing migration of the rurat poor has lterally msformcd i
poverty into urban poverty. A soctal survey on the Malay squatters Ut K
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Lumpur indicates that their incomes are below the average income level or

urban workers. The Malay squatters are generally known as the “urban
poor”. For example, the average monthly income of urban households was
RM675.00 while the average monthly income of Malay squatter households
was less than RM4000.00 (Malaysia, 1981: 40; Mohd Razali Agus, et. al.,
1984). About 33 percent off urban Malay households eamed less than
RM675.000 per month. They remain poor because of the low labour
absorptive capacity of some of urban industries. Some end up working in

low-income jobs or in the informal sector (Mohd. Razali Agus. 1989a). The
potential of the informal sector has been identified but very littie has been
done to help them at the municipality level (Kamal Salih, 1975).

Progress in the provision of housing for the lower income groups such
as the squatters, was very poor despite concerted public and privates sectors
efforts (Mohd. Razali Agus, 1983; 1984; 1986; 1989b). In many housing
development programs, the pubiic sector played a very crucial role in
planning and implementation of low-income houses. Despite an increased
expendliure, the performance of the public sector in constructing low-cost
housing continued to worsen. In the Fourth Malaysia Plan {1981- 1985,
many SECCs competed with the private sectorand diverted some of the funds

meant for low-cost housing to medlum and high-cost housing (Malaysia,
1986: 522; Mohd. Razali Agus, 1989h).

Because the bulk of urban Malay population is concentrated in Kuala
Lumpur and its surrounding areas, acute problems of urban housing bagan
toemerge not only in many squatter areas butalso in the slums of the Malays
Reservation area (Dewan Bandaraya. 1984: 171-178; Mohd. Razall Agus.

1983: 97-110}. The Kuala Lumpur City Hall (KLCH) has continuously strive
o bewes e s mnd lam el L
of the city population
ﬁmxﬁmﬁ:ﬁzm. During the Third Malaysla Plan, 1976-
1980, 5 sum of RMS103 million was allocated for the constnuction of 7.017

Malaysia, 1979; 212).

One senior government official notes that moat of the urban development

had run Into several difficulties,
DProjects undertaken by the public sector
ma:my 61111: ; the miyof suitabte land. shortage of co::ltrucul:;llc mawulals
c pu ncies
and lmited capacity of contractors and weaknesses o P 'agc

Tan Jsewhere, 1 have argued that the constant
e 1 10850 local and state levels continued to

Interve litical party at
awav:::o't;:y hzuspomg problems of the lower u;t;oaz;:e groups in some
Peninsular Malaysia States (Mohd. Razall Agus, 1 §
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However, the government employees, middle ciass and elites continued
to receive relatively better attention than the other lower income groups. For
example, in the Third Malaysia Plan (1976-1980), about 73,000 were
planned, of which 24% were for the employees of government, 57% for the
lower ranks of the police and armed forces personnel and onty 19% were for
the other income groups. In the Fourth Malaysia Plan {1981-1985), only
4,698 squatter families were reiocated to new housing areas out of the total
44,011 squatter families in Kuala Lumpur (Dewan Bandaraya, 1982: 78),
At the same time, the construction of medium and high-cost housing by
private developer succeeded the Plan target (Mohd, Razali Agus, 1987), The
only clear policy stated in the Plan was the need to build 58% low-cost
housing and the rest on medium and high cost housing (Dewan Bandaraya,

1984: 39). Since the public sector could not finance new housing programs,
the private sector were encouraged to redevelop squatter settlements into
new towns. However, only less than 40 percent of new private housing
projects were allocated for the low-income groups. Thus, lower income

groups, particularly the squatters continue to be neglected by both the City
Hall and private housing developers.

CONCLUSION

The urbanization process in Peninsular Malaysia has been very rapid,
especlally during the implementation of the New Economic Policy (NEF) 1o
urbanize the Malays. The expansion of the pre-independence economic
activities of the Chinese and Indian immigrants created distinct spatial
distribution both in terms of urban centres and ethnic groups. In the decades
after the war, there were differential rates of urbanisation (nfluenced by
various economic, social and political factors. Ruralto urban migration made
a major contribution to the population process. The empirical evidence o

1970 presented a clear picture of the differences in the level of urbanisation

between ethnic groups. The 1980 and 1990 data indicated the significant

changesthalhadtakmplaoelnthcpattmofurbamsaﬂonmﬂhem“

year period.

The spatial patterns of ethnic groups, especially the lower income
groups. in major cities has received little attention in urban reserach -
Malaysia. The distribution of the Malay, Chinese and Indian squatters 11
Kuala Lumpur was explored in this paper. The Malay squatters arc the
second largest lower income group in the city and doubled ta population
between 1970 and 1990, increasing in both absolute and percentage ter™
of the total squatters in the study period. It is evident that the Malay an¢
Indsan squatters moved steadily to peripheral areas, while Chinse squatte®
imoved ta southwest of the central businesa district, As the Malay squatie™



moved, concentration increaseq 4

needs to be formulated by the state, housing developerand more Importantly,
the credit and financial institutions to overcorne the Jack of concern of the
housing problem of the lower income groups.

The greater avatlability of data by sub-areas will help researchers in their
efforts to understand the changing urban scere. Unti! now, efforts by
researchers to gather useful data on urban Phenomena have been hampered
by the lack of recognition of the need for information on a micro-spatial level.
By not understanding the tmportance of micro spatial approaches, planning
offictals have often failed in the co-ordination between the government
departments responsibie for the vartous phases of urban deveiopment. The
increased awareness forstered by studies such as this can help government
officials in their efforts to design and impiement effective policies.

Research tn many complementary fields such as urban economics,
urban anthropolgy and public administration could supplement the findings
of the present study. In general, the collection and anaysis of data on the
economic, social, cultural and political aspects could provide a comprehen-
8ive understanding of the dynamics of Kuala Lumpur.

There should be established in City Hall a research unit which would
Start collecting new data on all aspects of Kuala Lumpur's <he’v'ellor;r::cnfc-ll Cl:
Ordination and co-operation with state agencics at all levels shou

established 8o that researchers can analyse the results and I;;Mm: a better
“m]u'utandms of the spatial stucturc and charateristics growing

Metropolitan population.
This area, and
sty s been imited o the Kunla LumP R, CUUTD L
ificto

:\:::t;nt i whl::: It:oﬁ;nkdlngsnm&';;?::w cities like lpot:iaxn:lap‘:gnasnng;nl:
Malaysia is g .

ntermediate cities such as Petaling Jaya. Sﬁhﬁ;’;rndw - A

be the subject of aimilar studies to develop tional

Patterns ang regional differences.
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