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Introduction

1.1 Theme of the study

In June 2012, the Paleolithic site of Lenggong Valley in Perak became the fourth Malaysian 
World Heritage Site following the earlier selections of two natural sites and the towns 
of Malacca and Georgetown. This heritage designation demonstrates the Malaysian 
government’s growing and widening interest in heritage conservation. At the national level, 
forty-seven buildings, six archaeological sites and seven natural sites have been listed as 
national heritage (Jabatan Warisan Negara, web source1). It shows that within the cultural 
domain, the emphasis of heritage conservation is on rather spectacular towns, buildings, 
and archaeological sites. In reaction to this, Tun Dato’ Seri Ahmad Sarji bin Abdul Hamid, 
the President of Heritage of Malaysia Trust, wrote a newspaper article entitled ‘Not just by 
laws, but by us all’ (Abdul Hamid, 2012). In this article, he expressed his concern about the 
disappearance of ‘common’ cultural heritage such as everyday landscapes, both in urban 
and rural contexts, due to rapid urban and economic development in Malaysia. In his 
view, a balance between heritage conservation and development is important. He believes 
that cultural heritage protection in Malaysia cannot only rely on the National Heritage 
Act of 2005 but requires awareness and involvement of policy makers, planners and other 
professionals, as well as the larger public.

In this study, I shall focus on the rural cultural landscapes of Peninsular Malaysia and their 
potential as national heritage. Heritage policy in Malaysia does not yet include the listing, 
protection, or heritage-awareness controlled development of rural cultural landscapes. 
Internationally, however, the theme of cultural landscape heritage is a topic of growing 
importance. In UNESCO’s guidelines for conservation, for example, cultural landscapes 
were newly defined in 1992, and since then the number of cultural landscapes on the World 
Heritage List has been steadily increasing (Fowler, 2003). Whereas UNESCO’s earlier art-
historical definition of cultural landscapes focused on designed gardens and parks, the new 
definition opened possibilities to include agrarian and mining landscapes in the World 
Heritage List. The inclusion of these ever-changing landscapes also meant a redefinition of 
the concept of protection: conservation gave way to ‘management of change’; connecting 
heritage to spatial planning.

For Malaysia, this concept of dynamic heritage management of rural cultural landscapes 
offers interesting opportunities. Given the rapid pace of the spatial and economic change 
of the peninsula, it is, in my opinion, urgent to identify rural landscapes with heritage 
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value in Peninsular Malaysia and to develop policies for their protection that refl ect the 
international state of the art. Th e rapid consumption of space for urban and economic 
development is well documented, as in the study conducted by Abdullah & Hezri (2008), 
who demonstrated the speed of urban sprawl and of urban and industrial encroachment 
into agricultural landscapes. Rural cultural landscapes face many threats, as will be discussed 
in Chapter 3. Th e most dramatic changes so far have occurred in the economic core Central 
Region. Abdullah & Nakagoshi (2006) have shown that agricultural landscapes are rapidly 
disappearing in the state of Selangor (in the Central Region) because of conversion of 
farmland into housing and commercial land (see Figure 1.1). As will be discussed in later 
chapters, the federal government now wants to reduce regional imbalances in the peninsula 
and is promoting urban and industrial development in the north, along the East Coast, and 
in the southern gateway region bordering Singapore. Th is means that threats to rural cultural 
landscapes will intensify in those regions as well.

1.2 Goals, research questions, and design of the study

A necessary fi rst step towards protection of rural cultural landscapes in Peninsular Malaysia 
is the identifi cation and careful selection of landscapes with heritage values (see, for example: 
Taylor, 1984; Lowenthal, 1997; McClelland et al., 1999). Very little systematic research has as 
yet been done on this topic, as will be shown in Section 1.4. It is one of the goals of this study 
to identify and select rural cultural landscapes in Peninsular Malaysia that have heritage 
value and that may be considered worthwhile for protection. To achieve this goal, I shall 
present my personal selection based on internationally accepted heritage criteria and validate 
this choice on the basis of expert panel workshops. Another goal of this study is to analyse 
the level of awareness and readiness with regard to rural cultural landscape conservation 
and protection in Malaysian policy and practice. In this context, I have conducted a survey 

Figure 1.1 Conversion of palm 
oil plantations into industrial 
complexes in Selangor
(Photograph by Jamaludin 
Mohaiadin)
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and interviews among Malaysian experts and a content analysis of relevant federal policy 
documents. Taken together, the outcomes of the study will provide points of reference about 
the potential for cultural landscape protection as heritage, both from a substantial angle 
(cultural landscape heritage) and from the angle of the policy context.

The overarching research question is formulated as follows:

What is the potential for the protection of rural cultural landscapes as national heritage in 
Malaysia? The following sub-questions will be tackled in the various chapters of this study:

i. Which are the rural cultural landscapes that can be identified and selected as potential 
national heritage, taking into account internationally accepted heritage criteria and expert 
opinion? My personal selection will be presented and legitimized in Chapter 3 while 
validation on the basis of expert panels’ workshops is the topic of Chapter 6; and

ii. What is the level of awareness and readiness in Malaysian policy and practice, with regard 
to protection of rural cultural landscapes as national heritage? The ideas and perceptions 
of experts of various relevant backgrounds and spheres of work will be discussed in 
Chapter 4 on the basis of outcomes of a survey and a number of interviews. Chapter 5 
reports on the content analysis of federal policy documents, combined with interview 
findings.

Chapter 2 will provide the conceptual (landscape and heritage studies) as well as contextual 
(Malaysian setting) basis for the subsequent chapters. The conclusions of the project will be 
summarized and discussed in Chapter 7.

Chapters 3, 4, 5 and 6 all contain details about the research methods that are used for the 
task at hand. In this introduction, a general and limited sketch of the research methods 
will be presented. The identification and (personal) selection of rural cultural landscapes 
that may be considered as potential national heritage, in Chapter 3, is based on a variety of 
methods: literature study and classification for the heritage criteria; thorough analysis of the 
multiple sources (academic literature, newspaper articles, policy documents, aerial photos) 
for landscape study; and multiple source analysis combined with fieldwork on selected sites 
in Peninsular Malaysia (observation and photography for the identification of landscape 
characteristics and current threats).

The research methods used in preparation of Chapter 4 were twofold: a survey questionnaire 
among experts (policy officers, planners, academics) who work in the domains of landscape, 
planning, heritage conservation, architecture, ecology, horticulture, agriculture, or rural 
development; and in-depth semi-structured interviews with six high-ranking policy officers. 
For Chapter 5, I conducted content analysis of two federal policy documents and one act: 
the current National Physical Plan (NPP-2), the National Landscape Policy (NLP), and the 
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National Heritage Act 2005 (NHA 2005). Th e presentation of the results is combined with 
additional fi ndings from the expert interviews.

Chapter 6 is basically a validation of my fi ndings about rural cultural landscapes of potential 
heritage value and about the current threats to these landscapes (Chapter 3) on the basis 
of a series of expert workshops. Th e method employed here is the expert panel method or 
workshop method, in which the participants performed tasks that are comparable to the 
steps I took in Chapter 3. Th e common opinion of the expert groups of experienced policy 
makers, planners, and academics serves as a validation for my earlier choices in Chapter 3.

1.3 Scope of the study

In the design of my project, I made various choices that require clarifi cation in this 
introductory chapter. Firstly, I decided to focus on Peninsular Malaysia (see Figure 1.2) and 
to exclude what is called East Malaysia (Sabah and Sarawak) from my analysis. Th is choice 
is partly practical (limitation in order to keep the project feasible), but it is also based on 
the fact that Sabah and Sarawak have a diff erent planning system and set of planning tools 

Figure 1.2 Th e study area-Peninsular Malaysia
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compared to Peninsular Malaysia. For instance, the Town and Country Planning Act of 1976 
(Town and Country Planning Act, 1976 [Amendment 2006]) and the National Physical Plan 
2 (FDTCP, 2010) are confined to Peninsular Malaysia.

Secondly, I realize that there are more dimensions to the potential for cultural landscape 
conservation in Peninsular Malaysia than those that I have included in this project: study 
of the landscape itself and its heritage values, and analysis of the perceptions of experts 
and of the content of key policy documents. The potential for protection of rural cultural 
landscapes as heritage also depends, for example, on legal, institutional, and governance 
issues, such as the distribution of power between local authorities, states in the federal 
system, and the federal level. The perspectives of law or political science, although important 
for an integral treatment of my research question, were excluded. My perspective is mainly 
geographical; this is reflected in the conceptual framework (Chapter 2), the approach to 
landscape in Chapter 3, and also in the focus of the survey, interviews, and workshops.

The potential for protection of rural cultural landscapes as heritage also depends on popular 
awareness and support. The study of awareness of and support for rural landscapes as heritage 
among the population is a challenging and broad topic that was mainly excluded for the sake 
of limitation and focus. Moreover, my level of analysis is the peninsula as a whole, which 
means this study does not contain in-depth case studies. Study of local inhabitants’ awareness 
and perceptions with regard to heritage is probably more promising in a case study context.

Thirdly, it will become clear in Chapter 3 that I exclude the Orang Asli, the indigenous 
minority peoples of Malaysia, and their perceptions and use of the areas where they live from 
my analysis. Orang Asli is a Malay term that means ‘original peoples’ or ‘first peoples’. It is a 
collective term introduced by anthropologists and administrators for the eighteen sub-ethnic 
groups generally classified for official purposes under Negrito, Senoi and Proto-Malay. Most 
Orang Asli in Peninsular Malaysia live as subsistence farmers and cash crop smallholders in 
remote rural settlements, and roughly 40% of them reside in or near forests (Nicholas, 2000; 
Andaya, 2002).

Figure 1.3 shows that the Orang Asli not only live in the mountainous spine of the peninsula, 
but are actually spread over larger parts of the peninsula with the exception of most western 
and eastern coastal areas. The Orang Asli do not inhabit and shape distinct, specific (rural) 
landscapes. Academic study of the Orang Asli is well established and covers a wide range of 
themes such as their livelihood strategies (Howell et al., 2010; Habibah et al., 2010; Kamil et 
al., 2011), their roles and rights in natural resource conservation (Abdul Aziz et al., 2013), 
and the transformation of their lifestyle and culture (Hashim et al., 2012). Issues of well-
being of the Orang Asli peoples are often discussed in local and national newspapers (see, 
for example: The Star Online, 2009, web source2; New Straits Times, 2012, web source3). 
Inclusion of Orang Asli ‘landscapes’ in my analysis would give rise to many difficulties: [1] 
indigenous peoples in Peninsular Malaysia, who live in diverse habitats, have not shaped 
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distinct types of landscapes; [2] it would require to include the specifi c legal conditions and 
regimes that have been created for the Orang Asli; and [3] studies about the Orang Asli do 
not focus on how they shaped cultural landscapes, but rather on their spiritual attachment 
to places (and of course on the many issues that the Orang Asli are facing in the rapidly 
changing economy, society, and space of Malaysia).

1.4 Cultural landscape and heritage in Malaysia: the rising interest

In recent years, heritage conservation in Malaysia has received growing attention from 
governmental and non-governmental agencies as well as practitioners. Although the 
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UNESCO World Heritage Sites in Malaysia show a focus on traditional conservation of 
built and natural heritage and archaeological sites, the most recent National Conservation 
Symposium organized by FRIM (Forest Research Institute Malaysia, web source4), themed 
‘Sustaining the National Heritage Treasures’ from 13-16th May 2013 (Empam, 2013), marked 
significant movement towards a more dynamic heritage management.

It is interesting that during this Symposium, the Deputy Director of the National Landscape 
Department (Policy Division), Mohd. Taib Bin Zin, addressed the multidisciplinary audience 
about the rural cultural landscape as potential national heritage (Zin & Noor, 2013). He 
stressed that the National Landscape Department, which until now had never been involved 
in heritage, is worried about the rapid disappearing of everyday landscapes in the country 
and about the general lack of awareness and documentation with regard to rural cultural 
landscapes in Malaysia. He made clear that the National Landscape Department sees cultural 
landscapes (and especially the vernacular landscapes, which are now increasingly under 
threat,) as significant from a heritage perspective: they reflect national identity and history 
and are important for education, research, and tourism. Finally, he argued that it is urgent 
to develop strategies for preserving, managing, and developing cultural landscapes, such as 
granary areas and other types of landscapes.

In general, landscape architects in Malaysia do not have a tradition of involvement with 
the rural cultural landscape and its heritage values. Their focus of attention is landscaping: 
design for the beautification of places and tree planting. Nevertheless, there are signs that the 
rural cultural landscape and its heritage values have recently been given more attention in 
the professional world of landscape architects. The 2012 Asia Pacific Regional Conference of 
IFLA (International Federation of Landscape Architects) took place in Malaysia, from 3-5th 
December, and its aim was

…[to consider] another paradigm shift to look at our cultural landscape from the 
perspectives of the need to preserve and conserve our heritage landscape and socio 
cultural and traditional values, yet benefitting the tourism industry and the local 
community. (Mohd Taib, 2012).

Various contributions to the conference by Malaysian landscape architects highlighted 
aspects of Malaysia’s rural cultural landscapes with heritage value, their potential for green 
tourism, and the sustainable management of their landscape qualities (see, for example: 
Ahmad, 2012; Long, 2012; Razali, 2012; Shuib, 2012). This attention may be seen as a sign 
that landscape architects are developing an interest in cultural landscape and its heritage 
values; in fact, they see a role for their profession in judicious development of such sites for 
ecotourism and recreation, while safeguarding biodiversity and rural sustainability.

Generally speaking, cultural landscapes studies in Malaysia are relatively new and few studies 
have so far been published. Academic research of cultural landscapes took off in the early 
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twenty-first century, mainly among geographers, landscape architects, and specialists from 
related field such as ecology and environmental studies. Two researchers initiated the study 
of cultural landscape in Malaysia: Zaharah Mahmud and Saiful Ariff Abdullah. Cultural 
geographer, Zaharah Mahmud analysed the traditional Malay settlements throughout 
Peninsular Malaysia with an emphasis on their physical attributes and settings. Based on her 
study, she defined cultural landscape as a ‘virgin’ or natural landscape, colonized by human 
societies, be it continuously or periodically (Mahmud, 2004, p. 26).

Saiful Ariff Abdullah, an ecologist, published an article on the concept and perspective 
of cultural landscape characteristics in Malaysia (Abdullah, 2011). He distinguished 
mountainous and coastal cultural landscapes: the former based on human settlement in 
mountainous or hill foot sites close to forested areas, the second located along the coast and/
or downstream parts of rivers. In both types of areas, agricultural landscapes have developed. 
He also points at threats to these cultural landscapes from anthropogenic activities, 
particularly from socio-economic development.

During the past six years, rural cultural landscape has become an accepted field of academic 
research in Malaysia, both at the doctoral and masters’ degree level. To my knowledge, three 
doctoral theses have been defended on the theme of perception and interpretation of rural 
cultural landscapes (Mohamed, 1995; Shuib, 2008; Maliki, 2008), and two masters’ degree 
theses were written about rural cultural landscape characteristics (Longuet, 2007; Mohd. 
Ariffin, 2007).

Mohamed (1995) explored the local community’s attitude and perception towards the 
impact of tourism to the rural cultural landscapes of the Langkawi Island in Kedah. Her 
findings suggest that the residents were very much aware of the physical changes due to 
tourism development that took place in their areas. Nevertheless, she found that although 
the awareness among the local on the impact of tourism to cultural landscape was high, their 
appreciations for cultural landscape values was very limited. Her study also demonstrated 
the lack of local community’s participation in the planning process, whereby the local 
community preferred the natural and the rural character to be retained and preserved.

Shuib (2008) studied the local community’s perception and valuation of the cultural 
landscapes in Kuala Muda, in the state of Kedah. He concluded that the significance of 
cultural landscape as cultural heritage is dependent on the community’s perception and 
valuation of the landscape. Hence, policies for conservation planning and management 
should recognize the landscape values held by the public. He also demonstrated that the 
local population and outsiders shared similar values towards the scenery, ecological system, 
and sustainable development in the rural area, but whereas the locals valued their landscapes 
mainly as a place to earn a living, outsiders mainly enjoyed the rural landscape for recreation, 
culture, and nature.
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Maliki (2008), studied rural-urban migration and looked at the different perceptions of 
(migrated) urban dwellers and inhabitants of the inland kampung of cultural landscapes. In 
particular, she investigated the meaning and symbolic values of kampung (Malaysian village) 
landscapes. Urban people saw the kampung landscape as a place to live with a good lifestyle 
and sense of belonging, while the non-migrated people living in the kampung associated 
rural landscapes with poverty, hardship, and lack of modern facilities. Her finding also 
demonstrated that the memory of kampung plays a vital role in the daily social and spatial 
practices of rural-urban migrants.

Lastly, we should mention the Master theses (MSc.) of Longuet (2007) and Mohd. Ariffin 
(2007). Both focus on the traditional cultural landscape of the Malays in the state of 
Terengganu. Longuet studied the landscape characteristics of Malay traditional villages while 
Mohd. Ariffin focused on the Malay town centre of Kuala Terengganu. Both studies proved 
that new development in Kuala Terengganu was the main reason for the loss of traditional 
landscape characteristics in the studied sites.

There is clearly dynamism among Malaysian professionals in a direction of incorporating 
cultural landscapes as potential (national) heritage, as exemplified by the agenda and debates 
of these two recent conferences. However, in terms of academic study and documentation, 
the theme of rural cultural landscape as heritage is still relatively undeveloped in Malaysia.
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Concepts, practices, and context

“Cultural landscapes illustrate the evolution of human society and settlement over 
time, under the influence of the physical constraints and/or opportunities presented by 
their natural environment and of successive social, economic and cultural forces, both 
external and internal.” (UNESCO, 2013, Art. 1, p. 14, web source5)

2.1 Introduction

Chapter 2 has two parts. The first part discusses the concepts and practices of (cultural) 
landscape (Section 2.2), heritage and conservation (Section 2.3) and cultural landscape as 
heritage (Section 2.4) and its integration into practice. The second part presents some basic 
data on Malaysian cultural landscapes, planning system and national vision and, heritage 
conservation (Section 2.5).

2.2 (Cultural) landscape

At first sight, landscape is a rather simple term that many people, experts (including 
landscape architects, planners, geographers, historians, and conservationists) as well as 
non-experts, use on a daily basis. However, a deeper look makes clear that the term is in 
fact complex and contested. Landscapes can be an attractive ecological resource, a basis for 
outdoor recreation, as well as a place to live. Meinig (1979) described how landscapes may 
be viewed: landscape is related to, but not identical with nature; landscape is a scene, but 
not identical with scenery; landscape is around us, but it is not identical with environment; 
landscape is related to, but not identical with place.

2.2.1 Traditional visions of landscape

Part of the complexities of the concept of landscape comes from the history of the term. 
During the European Middle Ages, ‘landscape’ meant a territory, including the institutions 
that govern and manage it. As such, its meaning was close to ‘region’ or even ‘land’. This 
meaning can still be found in, for example, the Dutch region of Drenthe, which is called 
‘the old landscape’. A number of territories in the former Dutch East Indies, which were 
subjected to indirect rule, were also known as ‘self-governing landscape’ (Renes, 2011, p. 
118). In the early years of geographical thinking, this meaning was the basis of German 
Landschaftsgeographie, which we should now call regional geography. John Wylie, who 

Chapter 2
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wrote an important overview of landscape studies in the English-speaking world (Wylie, 
2007), mentions three pioneers of the scientific studies of landscapes: the American 
geographers Carl O. Sauer and John Brinckerhoff Jackson, and the English historian 
William G. Hoskins.

Sauer, in his ‘Morphology of landscape’, defined landscape as “an area made up of distinct 
association of forms, both physical and cultural”. For him, a cultural landscape was “fashioned 
from both a natural landscape and a culture group. Culture is the agent, the natural area is the 
medium, the cultural landscape the result” (Sauer, 1925). In other words: a cultural landscape 
was a landscape that was modified by man, as was the case for almost all landscapes. To 
Sauer, both physical and cultural landscapes were real as these landscape forms can be 
observed and mapped. He saw landscape as a ‘cultural entity’, as land modified by man, rather 
than as a natural environment. According to Sauer, almost every landscape was a ‘cultural 
landscape’ (Wylie, 2007, p.20). Sauer’s morphological approach had an enormous influence, 
particularly in the United States, where it was widely adopted by generations of geographers 
but also formed a basis for the government activities in historic preservation in the 1970s 
(Riesenweber, 2008, p. 25).

In Europe, an important pioneer was Hoskins, whose best-known work, ‘The Making of 
the English Landscape’ (1985[1954]), made landscape history an important sub discipline 
in landscape studies. Trained as a historian, his approach to landscape was historical rather 
than geographical or aesthetic (Meinig, 1979, p. 203), although he always refers to concrete 
localities.

The other American pioneer of landscape studies was John Brinckerhoff Jackson. Compared 
to Sauer’s emphasis on scientific method and material aspects of cultural diversity and 
Hoskins’ thinking in vertical layers of local history, Jackson’s landscapes go beyond the 
materiality of landscape; his interest and focus also comprises the non-material or ‘social 
dimension’ (Jackson, 1976): “we study the landscape not as an artefact or work of art, but 
for what it tells us about the creator or artist” (quoted in Meinig, 1979, p. 228). His critical 
mind on reading and interpreting the symbolic qualities in everyday landscape and also his 
tolerance for change demonstrates his intellectuality and response towards landscape as a 
cultural construct. Reflecting these views, Jackson saw all landscapes as symbolic, a reflection 
of society in a changing landscape. Different from Sauer and Hoskins, Jackson was interested 
in the contemporary urban landscape rather than rural landscapes (Taylor, 2012, p. 27). 
With his interpretations of landscape, Jackson appealed also to design professions such as 
landscape architects, particularly in the United States (Riesenweber, 2008, p. 25).

Jackson’s legacy on symbolic landscape has been extended by several scholars who can be 
classified as humanistic geographers such as Tuan (1977), Meinig (1979; landscape is ‘in 
the eye of the beholder’), Lewis (1979; seven axioms about reading cultural landscape), and 
Samuels (1979). Samuels introduced the term landscape biography, urging for more interest 
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in agency, in the ‘authors’ of landscapes. The starting point in the humanistic approach to 
landscape was human society. In this respect, humanistic geographers paved the way for the 
new cultural geographers and their success in reintroducing the landscape theme in human 
geography.

Hoskins, Jackson, and Sauer shared a vision on landscape as an objective phenomenon 
that could be studied through observation (fieldwork) combined with archival and literary 
sources, place and field-names, and archaeological evidence (Wylie, 2007, p. 33). With this 
vision, they inspired cultural landscape studies, especially in the English speaking countries 
such as England, the United States, and Australia. This type of landscape study moved to the 
margins of geographical thinking during the quantitative revolution (the ‘New Geography’) 
of the 1960s, but survived within physical and historical geography; in the last case, thanks 
to a growing interest of planners and the general public in (historic) landscapes and their 
heritage (see Newcomb, 1967).

2.2.2 The constructivist vision

A very different, primarily visual, meaning of the word ‘landscape’ developed during 
the European Renaissance, when painters started to depict rural scenes and called these 
paintings ‘landscapes’. In due course, not just the paintings but also the object itself became 
known as landscape. Dutch painters re-introduced the word landscape into the English 
language, where the word took on a more visual meaning than on the Continent (in fact we 
see this visual meaning of landscape already to a certain degree in Hoskins’ work). These 
visual definitions convert landscape into a composite that is created within one’s mind. With 
these definitions, without observers there is no landscape. In these visions, landscape was a 
mental construction (hence the term ‘constructivist)’, making the term ‘cultural landscape’ a 
pleonasm (Jones, 2003).

The new cultural geography of the 1980s, following Denis Cosgrove (1998 [1984]) and 
others, was initially heavily inspired by art history and concentrated on the visual aspects 
and their hidden meanings. Typical concepts from Cosgrove’s work in the 1980s were 
‘landscape as a way of seeing’ and the ‘iconography of landscape’. Cosgrove saw landscape 
as a typically European way of seeing, referring to the development of landscape painting 
during the Renaissance. He also showed how landscapes were part of discussions on power 
and representation, by describing how large landowners in Northern Italy designed and 
reconstructed landscapes to enlarge their social status.

The new cultural geographers heavily criticized the earlier generations. In their view, the old 
landscape geographers were insufficiently aware of the role of power and representation and 
were also working with a rather unproblematic, not to say muddy, vision of culture (which 
Duncan, 1980, described as ‘superorganic’). Another new cultural geographer, Matless (1993), 
criticized Hoskins for his focus on individual features and for confusing the term landscape 
with other term such as ‘place’ and ‘location’.
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The ‘new’ cultural geographers, such as Cosgrove, Daniels and Duncan, seem to understand 
landscape not as an object but rather as a visual image of cultural meaning, not in the ‘seen’ 
but ‘way of seeing’ (Wylie, 2007, p. 91). Cosgrove suggested that the emergence of the idea of 
landscape was connected to the development of capitalistic economic and social formations. 
Cosgrove’s landscape concept was further developed by James and Nancy Duncan (1988) 
who regarded landscapes and their representations as texts, whereby the social processes 
involving ideology and power in the landscape can be read and interpreted. Following 
this line of thought, the Duncans defined landscape as “texts which are transformations of 
ideologies into a concrete form” (Riesenweber, 2008, p. 27). Daniels (1989) also stressed the 
political aspect of landscape, describing landscapes as instruments of cultural power which 
are subject to on-going socio-political processes of cultural reproduction and change.

In summary, the new cultural geographers have made an important contribution to 
landscape studies by shifting from landscape description to a more theoretical and critical 
approach and by conceptualizing landscape as mental construction, influenced by power 
relations and visions of authority and ownership.

Although the notion of landscape as ‘way of seeing’ remains significant today, it also received 
negative reactions from the second generation of new cultural geographers, who found 
their inspiration in the social sciences rather than in art history. During the 1990s and the 
early twenty-first century, researchers such as Matless (1998), Mitchell (1998), and Mitchell 
(2002), reconciled the ideas of traditional and new cultural geographers. They perceived 
landscape as both material and mental representations highlighting on movement, debates 
and landscape practices (Wylie, 2007, p. 95). In other words, they suggest landscape as image, 
symbol, signifier, and materialization of ideology. The shifting meaning of the term landscape 
from a ‘noun’ to a ‘verb’ (Mitchell, 1994) was significant, signifying landscape not as object to 
be seen, or text to be read, but as process. Landscape is constantly in production, exposed to 
change, modification and contestation (ibid).

2.2.3 The synthetic vision

In 1996, Kenneth Olwig proposed a partial return to the ‘substantive nature of landscape’. 
In this context, he relates landscape to polity, custom and law (Olwig, 2002, 2005ab). This 
can be seen as a synthetic vision, an amalgamation of the traditional and the constructivist 
visions. Currently, the majority of landscape researchers are aware of the subjectivity and the 
constructed character of our ways of looking at landscapes. There also seems to be a consensus 
that there is also a ‘substantive’ landscape. Even so, the two traditions are still inspiring 
distinct types of landscape research. On the one hand, much research focuses on the visual 
aspect of landscape and is usually more concerned with the perceiver than with the perceived 
landscape. On the other hand, there is still considerable research on what Olwig refers to as 
the ‘physical topography of an area’ (Olwig, 1993). Wylie (2007) distinguishes between three 
important landscape concepts: [1] landscape as object and material (referring to Sauer, 1925), 
[2] landscape as a way of seeing (referring to the early development of the New Cultural 
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Geography: Cosgrove & Jackson, 1987; Cosgrove and Daniels, 1988; Duncan, 1980, 1995), and 
[3] the synthesis of landscape as both amaterial and mental phenomenon (based on Jackson, 
1984; Horowitz (1997), and, particularly, Olwig, 1996, 2002, 2005a, and 2005b).

A recent and popular definition of landscape that covers most of the different traditions 
in landscape studies is used for the European Landscape Convention: “Landscape means 
an area, as perceived by people, whose character is the result of the action and interaction of 
natural and/or human factors” (Council of Europe, 2008). Rössler (2006) defined cultural 
landscapes as “the interface between nature and culture, tangible and intangible heritage, 
biological and cultural diversity” – they represent a closely woven net of relationships, the 
essence of culture and people’s identity.

2.3 Heritage and conservation

Comparable to the discussions on landscape, also in heritage studies a distinction can 
be made between traditional approaches, which define heritage as concrete objects from 
the past, and constructivist approaches, which look at heritage from the perspective of the 
beholder. However, in both cases, heritage is connected with the role of the past as well as 
with the meaning of place. The present study focuses on landscapes both as products and 
processes that shaped the landscape. Immaterial heritage (such as traditions, music, folktales) 
and mobile goods (such as paintings or pottery) are not an explicit part of this study. 
However, immaterial values are an aspect of the Malaysian historic rural landscapes, which 
will be discussed in later chapters.

Heritage can be defined as those (material or immaterial) traces from the past that are seen 
as relevant for the present. Slightly more elaborate, Graham et al. (2000) and Ashworth et al., 
(2007) define heritage as a “part of the past which we select in the present for contemporary 
purposes, be they economic, cultural, political or social”. Three aspects stand out in this 
definition. First, although referring to the past, heritage belongs to the present. In this 
respect, Hardy (1988) uses the term ‘presentness’. Second, heritage is subject to selection. 
Third, heritage is not static, but is subject to the dynamics of society.

Relevance for the present means that often heritage is connected with protection. Protection 
can be further divided into preservation and conservation. Preservation refers to the 
maintenance of the object, building or landscape in a condition defined by its historic 
context and in such a way that it can be studied with a view to revealing its original meaning 
(Graham et al., 2000, p. 16). Conservation may involve preservation, but also restoration of 
the physical fabric, meaning efforts to bring it back to its former or ‘original’ state.

Heritage is inherently a spatial phenomenon (Graham et al., 2000,p. 4; Edson, 2004, p. 
343) that deals with location, distribution, and scale. As argued by Lowenthal (2005), 
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although heritage differs from one place to another and also varies among peoples, people’s 
attachment to place is universal. Another significant point about heritage is that development 
and preservation and/or conservation are both a matter of choices made by a society and 
are, therefore, contested and political (see, for example: Livingstone, 1992). In response 
to this issue, Lowenthal (2005, p. 83-84), in his historical overview of the idea of heritage, 
shows how conservation and preservation of antiquity and nature since the 19th century 
have been associated with the rise of nationalism and related developments. The attachment 
to ancient monuments as symbols of collective identity arose after the French Revolution 
and the Napoleonic Wars. The comparable emergence of nature conservation in the 
nineteenth century is associated with the exploitation of natural resources, environmental 
degradation and societal changes connected to colonialism. By the late nineteenth century, 
industrialization and urbanisation threatened both the natural environment and the 
monuments.

In the course of the twentieth century, ever more – and ever more contemporary – 
buildings were recognised as heritage: tangible objects such as houses, factories, aqueducts 
and windmills. This is reflected in the definitions of heritage in UNESCO’s Operational 
Guidelines.

In the most present research, heritage is no longer seen as a collection of objects but as 
social process and social practice. Slowly, this approach has also started to permeate heritage 
policies: by international organizations (UNESCO, ICOMOS, IUCN), in treaties (ELC), 
and in the practice of heritage planning and management at national level. Since the 1990s, 
countries such as the United States (through USNPS), the United Kingdom (through English 
Heritage) and Australia (through ICOMOS-Australia) have been looking for new, more 

Box 2.1 The UNESCO definitions of cultural heritage as provided in the Operational Guidelines 

(UNESCO, 2013, p.13, web source5)

Article 1
• monuments: architectural works, works of monumental sculpture and painting, 

elements or structures of an archaeological nature, inscriptions, cave dwellings and 
combinations of features, which are of outstanding universal value from the point of 
view of history, art or science;

• groups of buildings: groups of separate or connected buildings which, because of their 
architecture, their homogeneity or their place in the landscape, are of outstanding 
universal value from the point of view of history, art or science; and

• sites: works of man or the combined works of nature and man, and areas including 
archaeological sites which are of outstanding universal value from the historical, 
aesthetic, ethnological or anthropological point of view.
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dynamic models for heritage management. Australia for example, has revolutionized the focus 
of heritage from ‘past, dead, and safe’ to ‘heritage from the past that can be protected from the 
present’ and ‘heritage for the future’ (Russell, 1997, p. 74). In the new millennium, heritage 
approaches cover a wide range of fields such as cultural landscape, archaeology, architecture 
and their link with methods of and approaches to cultural heritage management (see, for 
example: Fairclough et al., 2008). However, cultural landscapes are still a difficult category of 
heritage. This issue of categorising cultural landscapes is the theme of the following section.

2.4 (Cultural) landscape as heritage

The different visions of landscape discussed in section 2.2 have consequences for the relation 
of landscape and heritage. Traditional landscape definitions lead to visions of ‘concrete’ 
landscapes and landscape features that can be mapped and protected. The constructivist 
vision, on the other hand, is more interested in people’s observations of landscapes than in 
the landscape itself.

2.4.1 The discovery of landscape heritage

Landscapes, with the exception of designed landscapes, such as gardens and parks, have long 
been considered as a problematic category of (potential) heritage, which was better served by 
planning instruments than by legal protection. Until the 1990s, almost all protected cultural 
landscapes on the World Heritage List were gardens and parks (Plachter & Rössler, 1995, p. 
16; Lennon, 2012, p. 46). They reflect the ideas of art historians and show a concentration 
on single monuments instead of landscape as a whole. To a certain degree, the management 
of such landscapes (gardens and parks) was not very different from the management of 
protected buildings or even museums: the main aim was to protect what was there, to keep it 
as much as possible in the same state. That exactly was the main problem for ‘living’ cultural 
landscapes, which are always dynamic and continuously changing, and which, therefore, 
promise endless conflicts when brought under a preservation regime.

During the twentieth century, however, historical landscapes increasingly gained interest. 
In the United States, the historic preservation movement matured in the late 1960’s and 
early 1970’s; enthusiasm for cultural landscapes can be traces back to Sauer’s pioneering 
work (Tishler, 1982). In the European context, sentiments of nationhood and the ‘imagined 
community’ (Anderson, 1983) and the experience of rapid change due to industrialization 
and urbanisation were among the factors that led to increased interest in historic landscapes 
(Cosgrove, 1998). A clear example of this is the success of popular book series such as 
the Batsford series on the formation of English national identity in the 1930s and 1940s 
(Brace, 2001), the Verkade Albums on Dutch regions (with pictures that could be collected 
by buying chocolate and cookies from the Verkade factory), and the Blauen Bücher (blue 
books) on Germany. Many of these books had a nationalistic undercurrent, landscapes being 
described as related to national identity.
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Meanwhile the protection of landscapes had already been pioneered both in the United 
States and in many European countries. In the United States, the emphasis was on 
safeguarding ‘undisturbed’ nature, such as Yosemite and Yellowstone, the first areas that 
were designated as national parks in 1864 and 1872, respectively. In many other countries, 
extensively used agrarian landscapes gained some form of protection for their ecological 
values and were managed in traditional ways to protect those values. Probably the best-
known example of the protection of cultural landscapes as National Parks is the United 
Kingdom; this protection was prepared during the 1930s and implemented in the 
following decades. Nevertheless, the idea to establish national parks within intensively used 
agricultural regions in the United Kingdom were rather unsuccessful (Renes, 2011, p. 236)

More recently, in the 1980’s and 1990’s, the growing interest and development of the 
constructivist visions on landscape within the fields of cultural geography, anthropology 
and history stimulated the emergence of a global cultural landscape discourse (Taylor, 2012, 
p. 30). At the same time, the focus shifted from preserving unique monuments or areas to 
the protection of everyday landscapes. A landmark in the spread of the idea of cultural 
landscapes as heritage was the new definition of cultural landscape by UNESCO in 1992, 

Figure 2.1 UNESCO World Heritage Sites in Southeast Asia by (a) category and(b) sub-
category (Source: Author’s analysis from the UNESCO World Heritage List, [web source8])
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which improved possibilities for designating them as World Heritage (UNESCO, 1992, 
web source6; Droste et al., 1995; Rössler, 2006; Lowenthal, 2007). To the existing category of 
landscapes “designed and created internationally by man”, now two new categories were added:
i. “organically evolved landscapes” which could be “relict (or fossil) landscapes” or “continuing 

landscapes”; and
ii. “associative cultural landscapes” which may be valued because of the “religious, artistic or 

cultural associations of the natural element” (UNESCO, 1992).

Particularly for the ‘continuing landscapes’, protection raises many issues and challenges for 
everyday landscapes that reflect society’s ever-changing practices, skills, or ideologies, as 
previously mentioned.

This UNESCO programme became an almost instant success. Between 1992 and 2002, 30 
cultural landscapes have been added to the World Heritage Site list (Fowler, 2003, p. 14). In 
2013, the number of cultural landscapes on the list has risen to 82 (UNESCO, web source7) 
However, the list of ‘cultural landscapes’ on the World Heritage List shows the same bias 
toward on Europe as the list as a whole (around 45% in both cases). The focus in Southeast 
Asia (and also in Malaysia) is still on buildings, monuments, and archeological sites (see 
Figure 2.1). Cultural heritage contributes 64%, while 36% of Southeast Asia’s listed World 
Heritage is the natural heritage. So far, only two rural cultural landscapes have been listed: 
the rice paddy landscapes in Cordillera (Philippines) and Subak Bali (Indonesia). This 
demonstrates the beginning of interest in this category of heritage.

It is clear that (rural) cultural landscapes are not an easy category for protection and 
management as heritage. Some of the reasons for this are quite obvious: an extensive area 
that has historical-geographical and other heritage values may have many landowners 
and forms of land use, each with their own interest and dynamism. Furthermore, the 
large scale makes controlled development a challenging enterprise. Marion Shoard (1981) 
acknowledged these problems in her article “Why landscapes are harder to protect than 
buildings” (Shoard, 1981), in which she focused on the British countryside. But she also 
discussed other factors than agricultural modernization and the power of farmers. Shoard 
also pointed at the inherent complexity of landscape: both product and process, reflecting 
the interface between man and nature, multifaceted in historical development, functions, 
defining elements and relationships between those elements. Due to this complexity, even 
trained landscape experts may find it hard to interpret landscapes.

Consequently, according to Shoard (1981), landscapes are not only harder to protect, but 
they are also difficult to understand and evaluate, particularly within the circles of historic 
preservation (see also: Melnick, 1999, p. 2). Another complication in the identification 
and management of rural historic landscapes, according to Shoard, is the lack of clarity 
about boundaries. The multiple components that make up landscapes are often less 
visible and more difficult to delineate compared to the demarcation of buildings, resulting 
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in indeterminate boundary demarcation, which can cause problems for landscape 
conservationists. Finally, following Shoard (1981), protection is complicated by the inherent 
dynamic character of landscapes: subject to change and permanently evolving. She sees this 
as the most fundamental challenge for landscape conservationists (Shoard, 1981, p. 8). As a 
consequence of all these factors combined, rural landscapes are inherently more threatened 
and defenseless than buildings.

In response to Shoard’s concern about conservation of the countryside, Melnick (2008, p. 
201) highlighted three broad issues in cultural landscape conservation: the meaning of 
landscape, the meaning of place, and our ability to establish landscape preservation as an 
equal value on the table of planning, design, and maintenance decisions. In many parts of the 
world, the knowledge and understanding of places, landscapes, and the meanings attached to 
them has been growing rapidly thanks to formal research and the informal work of dedicated 
NGO’s and local or regional interest groups. The position of landscape preservation on the 
agenda of planning and design practice, though, is often problematic. This issue of links and 
gaps between knowledge and practice will be briefly explored in the following section.

2.4.2 Knowledge and practice: bridging the gap

“There is a creative tension between thinking about and doing cultural landscape 
preservation”. (Alanen and Melnick, 2000, p. 20)

The relationships and gaps between (academic) knowledge and practice, and also with 
regard to the protection, management, or development of landscapes, are a well-documented 
issue (see, for example: Beunen & Opdam, 2011; Conrad et al., 2011). The domains of 
knowledge and practice are often described as two distinct cultures each with their own 
aims and focus, shaped by their own specific expectations and values. Many authors plea for 
“building bridges”: researchers should take practice more into account and vice versa (Moats 
& McLean, 2009; Fazey et al., 2005). Meanwhile, societal trends such, as the shift from 
government to governance and an increasing criticism and sometimes-even distrust with 
regard to expert knowledge, create challenges for the building of such bridges (Schermer, 
2010). To reiterate, effective and productive landscape protection and landscape governance 
would demand intensive interdisciplinary and trans disciplinary co-operation between 
policy makers, politicians, and the public (Görg, 2007, p.964; Longstreth, 2008, p. 2).

Obviously, this is easier said than done. There are many promising examples, though, of 
new dynamic approaches in the management and development of heritage, including 
landscape heritage. One prominent example of integration of heritage into regional and 
spatial planning is the ‘Belvedere’ project in the Netherlands (Fairclough & Rippon, 2002; 
see also Bloemers et al., 2010). This ten-year project (1999-2009) of the Dutch government 
aimed at developing a new relation between heritage and planning. The central sound 
bite was ‘protection by development’, meaning that in order to survive, heritage objects 
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and landscapes should adapt to changing circumstances. Large numbers of (landscape) 
architects set themselves to work in hundreds of small and subsidized projects to integrate 
historic landscape features into new developments (Janssen et al., 2012). They believed that 
these activities would not only give a new future for heritage, but also that society would 
profit (also economically) from the integration of old buildings, archaeological traces, and 
landscape features in transformed environments (for the economic profit of heritage, see 
Ruijgrok, 2006). In terms of heritage practices, the Belvedere Project also demonstrates 
collaboration between planners, politicians, heritage experts, the wider public, and other 
groups in society (ibid, p. 10).

In their outlook on the post-Belvedere challenges, the four academic leaders of the project 
depict dynamic heritage management as a process that integrates knowledge and practice 
(Janssen et al., 2012). Dynamic heritage management will require, for example: attuning 
to economic and demographic changes and spatial transformations in the country; the 
creation of added economic value; public participation and private-public partnerships; and 
awareness and study of ‘new’ (younger) heritage.

My study cannot take into account all dimensions of the knowledge- to- practice interface 
with regard to Malaysian rural landscapes as heritage. One aspect, however, will be central in 
this study: the inclusion of diverse ‘voices’ with regard to thinking about heritage landscapes 
in Peninsular Malaysia. The ideas and perceptions of policy-makers and practitioners have a 
prominent role in this study.

2.4.3 Landscape and heritage in Asia

In 2005, UNESCO’s regional advisor for culture in Asia and the Pacific co-authored the 
so-called Hoi An Protocols for best conservation practice in Asia (Engelhardt & Rogers, 
2005; see also: Engelhardt, 2012). The Hoi An Protocols were the outcome of consultation 
of a large panel of experts from many Asian and Pacific countries, focusing on the question 
to what extent should specifically Asian/Pacific contexts and practices should be taken into 
account in the protection and management of Asian historic landscapes and other Asian 
heritage. It is a platitude that the Asia-Pacific region is immense and extremely diverse, but, 
nevertheless, some key points have emerged in the debate about how landscape and heritage 
identification and management in Asian context may be distinct and sometimes different 
from mainstream international practice.

According to Engelhardt, two factors give an extra sense of urgency and concern with regard 
to the Asian landscape and heritage agenda. Firstly, the process of rapid modernization and 
urbanisation in many Asian countries is leading to a decline or loss of many tangible and 
intangible cultural landscape features. Secondly, the education and training of conservation 
professionals and site managers is insufficient throughout Asia (Engelhardt, 2012).
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Various scholars have pointed out the Asian context does matter in landscape and 
heritage research, policy, and practice (see, for example: Jain & Clancy, 2008; Akagawa & 
Sirisrisak, 2008; Pollock-Ellwand et al., 2009; Taylor, 2009; Engelhardt, 2012). One factor is 
the importance of the intangible, notably in its role in the identification and nomination 
of tangible heritage such as historic landscapes. Due consideration of intangible values is 
closely related to ‘authenticity’, as exemplified by the following quotation from the Hoi An 
Protocols:

i.  “In Asia, the structuralist analytical approach towards assessing significance and 
maintaining authenticity that is characteristic of Western conservation practice 
needs to be nuanced by the metaphysical concepts which prefigure the construction 
of space throughout the Asia region. It should also be tempered by the region’s time-
honoured traditions of practice. (…)

ii.  Conservation practitioners should not over-emphasize the authenticity of the 
materials or physical substance of a resource to the extent that they overlook other 
equally or even more important dimensions of authenticity. Particularly within in 
the context of living cultures the absence of the tangible elements does not mean that 
the phenomenon did not, or has ceased to exist. (…)

iii.  The immaterial dimension of authenticity (e.g. artistic expression, values, spirit, 
creative process) and sources of information about them are particularly important 
in regard to maintaining authenticity of cultural heritage in Asia.

iv.  Tangible cultural expressions of cultural heritage have their origins in the expression 
of intangible culture. We need to look for the expressions of intangible cultural 
heritage to guide us towards preserving the tangible heritage. Considering this, the 
congruence between the material and immaterial dimensions of authenticity lies in 
their continuity.” (Engelhardt & Rogers, 2005, p. 11-12).

In most parts of Asia, there is a living continuum between the tangible and intangible 
dimensions of environment or landscape, based on deeply engrained beliefs, values, or 
practices such as Feng Shui, animism, tradition, and religion. The identification of landscape 
heritage in Asia cannot always start, therefore, from the material perspective, as is the case, 
for example, in older and European-based standards such as the Venice Charter for the 
Conservation and Restoration of Monuments and Sites (1964). The focus on intangible 
heritage and on the immaterial dimension of authenticity implies that integrity, another 
criterion for heritage selection, may also be seen in a different light in the Asian context. 
Integrity is about the completeness and intactness of natural and/or cultural heritage and 
its attributes; defining integrity relies on good information and documentation and expert 
judgment. The level of documentation, based on research, is often weaker in Asia than in 
the American or European context, which creates a challenge when applying mainstream 
material thinking about integrity. More importantly, living relationships between tangible 
and intangible aspects may be included as an important aspect of integrity in the Asian 
context.
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Jain & Clancy (2008) have made the additional observation, in their case for India, that 
successful nomination, selection and management of heritage in relatively poor areas 
requires local awareness, local support, bottom-up procedures, and opportunities for 
economic improvement of people’s livelihoods. Otherwise attempts will fail. This may not 
be a specifically Asian issue and it may not apply to all states and regions of Asia to the 
same extent. However, it is obviously a very important consideration when thinking about 
landscape and heritage management in the context of rapidly changing and developing 
countries characterized by strong social, economic and geographical polarization.

2.5 Peninsular Malaysia: landscape, planning, and heritage conservation

2.5.1 Malaysian landscapes: a brief historical overview

A very common periodization of Malaysian history is the division into three broad phases: 
the phase of pre-colonialism that ended in the sixteenth century; the phase of European 
colonialism (sixteenth century until 1957, including the post World War II transition phase) 
and the phase of state independence (1957 to present) (see, for example: Andaya & Andaya, 
1982; Nik Abdul Rahman, 1998; Cheah, 2001). These three broad phases are also useful 
for this brief overview of the history of migration and settlement and development of the 
landscapes of Peninsular Malaysia.

The pre-colonial period
When the peopling of the Malay Peninsula started is still unknown (Khoo, 1997). The first 
settlers arrived to a forested landscape. They settled along the coast, mainly in the estuaries 
of the peninsula’s many rivers or along those rivers, slightly more inland. Figure 2.2 shows 
the basic physical-geographical structure of Peninsular Malaysia: the rugged mountain spine 
Banjaran Titiwangsa that runs from the border with Thailand southward and that divides the 
peninsula into a western and eastern part (Sani, 1998); the undulating hills that cover a large 
part of the peninsula; the coastal plains; and the many relatively short rivers (Ahmad, 1998).

The Malaysian archaeologist, Nik Hassan Shuhaimi has divided the pre-colonial period into 
two sub-periods: the prehistoric period (3200 BCE – first century CE) and the proto-historic 
period (first century – sixteenth century CE) (Nik Abdul Rahman, 1998). Archaeological 
evidence suggests that in the prehistoric phase many of the inhabitants lived in caves. It 
is not entirely clear when and from where the various ethnic groups entered Peninsular 
Malaysia. The Negritos probably have the longest presence in the area; the Senoi came from 
Indochina from approximately 2000 BCE onwards; the so-called Proto Malays most likely 
from China after 1000 BCE.

In the proto-historic phase Peninsular Malaysia becomes part of documented history, 
initially mainly through its trade connections with India and China (from the first century 
CE onwards). Trade relations also brought religion to the peninsula. The Hindu-Buddhist 
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Kingdom in Bujang Valley in the north, in what is now the state of Kedah, became an 
important trade hub in the early centuries of the proto-historic phase. Over the centuries 
the Malay Peninsula saw the development of a number of Kingdoms, with their bases on the 
fringes of the peninsula (Shuib, 2008, p. 13). Th e trading activities between Bujang Valley 
and other port settlements on the one hand and China and the Arab world, on the other, 
brought Islam to Peninsular Malaysia. Th e inscribed Terengganu Stone, dated 1303, confi rms 
the presence of Islam; the acceptance of Islam by the Malacca Sultanate is documented in 
the early fi ft eenth century. During the sixteenth century, Islam became thoroughly embraced 
throughout the Malay World (Nik Abdul Rahman, 1998).

Chinese traders also settled in Malacca in the fourteenth and fi ft eenth centuries. Further 
inland, the Minangkabau who emigrated from Sumatra around 1500, colonized the valleys 

Figure 2.2 Peninsular Malaysia: elevation and rivers
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of Linggi and Upper Muar. Their economy was mainly based on rice cultivation, combined 
with riverine and coastal fisheries.

The Colonial Period
From the sixteenth century onwards, parts of the peninsula were colonized first by the 
Portuguese (1511-1641) and then by the Dutch (1641-1824). The Portuguese established 
Malacca as a port town, but neither the Portuguese nor the Dutch colonized the interior of 
the peninsula. This changed during the British period (1824-1941). The British introduced 
mining and plantations that not only changed the landscape directly, but also changed the 
ethnic composition of society by bringing Chinese and Indian labourers to the peninsula 
(Maliki, 2008, p. 27).

Generally, Malays lived in rural kampung (villages) either as farmers or fishermen, Chinese 
on smaller plantations and in the mining settlements and Indians on the British plantation 
estates (Bunnell, 2002, p. 1688). The ethnic division followed geographical lines, as river 
valleys were exploited for tin and forests were cleared for commercial plantations as well 
as for the establishment of tin towns. These tin towns, among which was Kuala Lumpur, 
also created an ethnic urban-rural divide, with Chinese mainly in towns and cities, as 
against Malay and Indian who mostly inhabited rural areas (Sioh, 1998). Before European 
colonization, most cities were ruled by nobles or warriors and were often short-lived; 
moreover, there was nothing closely resembling an ‘urban system’ (Cho, 1990, p.142).

Another British development was the establishment of the Cameron Highlands as a hill 
station and horticultural centre. As the British activities of commercial agriculture and 
mining, which aimed at world markets, were concentrated in the western part of the Malay 
Peninsula, most of the traditional Malay settlements were to be found in the East Coast 
regions (Pahang, Terengganu and Kelantan), part of the northern region (Kedah and Perlis), 
and in the interior. In these places, ‘traditional’ regional characteristics survived into modern 
times (Newbold, 1839).

Independence
After Malaysia gained independence from the British in 1957, the country struggled to 
develop a nation out of its multi-ethnic society that it had inherited from the British 
colonizers. The three major ethnic groups were Malays, Chinese and Indians. The Chinese 
economy was far more developed than that of either the Malays or Indians. The government 
aimed at diminishing these differences, with five-year economic development plans as an 
important instrument.

The current phase of national independence can be divided into two periods: the early 
post-independence years (1957 – late 1970’s) and the industrial age and new millennium 
(1980 – to date). During the early post-independence phase, the agrarian society, including 
‘traditional’ agriculture as well as commercial plantations, remained important. A good 
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example from the early years was the establishment in 1956 (in the late transition years just 
before full independence), the government authority that was responsible for the reclamation 
of large areas of virgin jungle (Bruton, 2007, p. 163) for rubber and oil palm plantations. 
This reclamation program did not only aim at increasing production but also at poverty 
alleviation for the rural deprived, particularly the Malays.

From the 1980s onwards, the policy focus shifted from agriculture to manufacturing. 
Industrialization, urbanisation, and modernization became key words in federal policy. 
The success of the new policy became most visible in the central western area of the Klang 
Valley, where Kuala Lumpur, Putrajaya and many other urban centres are located. From the 
early twenty first century onwards, the government has been focusing increasingly on the 
narrowing of regional economic disparities between the central-western core region and 
other parts of the peninsula, the North and the East Coast Regions in particular. Hence, the 
Ninth Five-Year Plan (2006-2010) established regional economic growth corridors, such 
as the Northern Corridor Economic Region (NCER) and the East Coast Economic Region 
(ECER); a policy that has continued in the current Tenth Five-Year Plan (2011-2015). The 
political and economic agenda of the industrial age and the new millennium has accelerated 
the changes of cultural landscapes in Peninsular Malaysia.

2.5.2 The planning system in Malaysia

Malaysia’s town and country planning system, when it was initially established, was based on 
the structure planning system of England and Wales. Planning was seen as a serious matter 
in Malaysia as indicated in the following statement:

It has often been said in international circles that development plans in Malaysia are 
meant to be followed. In other words, we take our plans very seriously. (Mohamed, 1997 
[1991], p.421).

Malaysia is a federal state, a parliamentary democracy with the federal Constitution as the 
supreme law of the country, and a constitutional monarchy. The Malaysian planning system 
distinguishes three levels of government: the federal government, the states, and the local 
government. Figure 2.3 shows the national planning framework. This figure indicates that 
national planning policy is inspired by the national development agenda formulated in the 
so-called National Vision 2020, which will be discussed in the next section. The Economic 
Planning Unit (EPU) that is part of the Prime Minister’s Department develops the Malaysia 
Five-Year Plans. The Office of the Prime Minister also has direct influence on the National 
Physical Plan through the National Physical Planning Council, chaired by the Prime 
Minister. Sectoral policies such as the National Urbanisation Policy (NUP), the Agricultural 
Policy, and the National Landscape Policy are coordinated with the National Physical 
Plan. The policies of the National Physical Plan are operationalized in more detail by state 
and local planning authorities. Under the federal constitution, land is a state matter, and, 
therefore, in town and country planning there is competition between the federal and state 
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governments (Syed Abdul Kader, 2008, p. 20). Local planning authorities are responsible for 
local plans that should be in accordance with the outlines and regulations of state planning.

To date, two National Physical Plans have been published: the first one in 2005 and the 
second in 2010 (FDTCP, 2005; FDTCP, 2010). Like the federal Town and Country Planning 
Department, the National Landscape Department is also part of the Ministry of Well Being, 
Housing and Local Government. The first National Landscape Policy was published in 2011 
(NLD, 2011). Both the National Physical Plan 2 and the National Landscape Policy will be 
discussed in more detail in Chapter 5. The National Physical Plan, which not only deals 
with urbanisation and infrastructure, but also with territorial matters such as determining 
granary areas and areas of nature protection, has clearly inspired the National Landscape 
Policy.

The framework for heritage conservation in Malaysia is the National Heritage Act, which 
will also be discussed in Chapter 5. The National Heritage Department, which is part of 
the federal Ministry of Culture and Tourism, is responsible for federal heritage policy. This 
means that the Department plays an important role in awareness raising about heritage, in 
documenting potential and listed national heritage (such as buildings or other objects) and 
in the implementation of the National Heritage Act (procedures, monitoring, control).

5-year
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Figure 2.3 National development framework (Source: FDTCP, 2010, p. 1-1)



28

Shuib (2008), had identified thirteen planning tools available in Malaysia (since then, in 
2011, the National Landscape Policy raised the total to fourteen). These fourteen planning 
tools are depicted in Table 2.1, with an indication of the level(s) of jurisdiction. As can be 
seen in this table, three planning tools fall under joint jurisdiction of both the federal and 
the state governments. These are policies on the so-called Concurrent List (list of policies for 
which the federal government and the state governments have joint and shared responsibility 
and jurisdiction). The National Heritage Act is on the Concurrent List; in fact, there is even 
triple jurisdiction for heritage matters (see Table 2.1).

This may, however, be problematic in practice. To illustrate this point, I chose two examples: 
the demolition of a 77 year old Bok House in 2006 (Archives, 2006, web source9) and the 
demolition of a 114 year old Pudu Jail in 2009 (Badan Warisan, 2010, web source10); both 
justified by state authorities as necessary to facilitate new developments. These events, deeply 
regretted by heritage organizations, have led to a broad debate about the supremacy of the 
National Heritage Act 2005.

Concerning planning and heritage management more broadly, jurisdiction issues can 
sometime become problematic. In the Malaysian planning system, the states have exclusive 
powers over land policy, water and extraction of resources (these domains are on the State 
List), while planning and managing resources are listed under the Concurrent List. Thus, the 
dissonance in landscape planning sometime occurs due to the implementation of national 
legislations and state’s intention in land development. For heritage matters, the states also 
play a major role in promoting and protecting their cultural and historical assets.

Table 2.1 Malaysian Planning Tools

Planning tool Jurisdiction

Federal State Local

Protection of Wildlife Act 1972 n

National Parks Act 1980 n

Town and Country Planning Act 1976 (Amendment 2001) n

National Physical Plan2 (2010) n

National Heritage Act 2005 n n n

National Landscape Policy 2011 n

State Enactments n

National Agricultural Policies n

Rural Development Policies n

Regional Development Authorities n n

River and Irrigation Policies n n

Malay Reserve Act n

Aboriginal Act 1954 n

Local Government Act 1976 n

Source: Shuib (2008, p.27)



29

2.5.3 The National Vision 2020

An important context for planning policy is Malaysia’s long-term Vision 2020, which was 
established in 1991 by the former Prime Minister, Tun Dr. Mahathir Mohamed (Mohamed, 
1997[1991]) and which has a scope of thirty years. Its main aim was the reconstruction 
of the Malaysian economy, society, and identity towards a fully developed state by the 
tear 2020. Furlow (2009, p. 198) has described this vision as a form of social engineering 
towards Malaysian modernity. The establishment of National Vision 2020 showed 
Malaysia’s aspiration to become competitive in the global capitalist arena by [1] becoming 
an industrialized country by the year 2020, and [2] developing cultural unity as part of the 
Malaysian nation building project. Hence, the aims of Vision 2020 are not purely economic 
but extend to social justice, quality of life, moral and ethical values, and work ethics. 
Mahathir formulated the vision as follows:

Malaysia should not be developed only in the economic sense. It must be a nation that 
is fully developed along all the dimensions: economically, politically, socially, spiritually, 
psychologically and culturally. We must be fully developed in terms of national unity 
and social cohesion, in terms of our economy, in terms of social justice, political stability 
and the system of government, quality of life, social and spiritual values, national pride 
and confidence (Mohamed, 1997[1991]).

Because of the authority of its author and the nature of its message, Vision 2020 could play 
a number of “visioning” roles: to inform strategic planning, to stimulate participation, to 
motivate the public for moving in a certain direction (Shipley, 2000, 2002). The vision focuses 
on an imagined community (Anderson, 1983) that retains moral and spiritual values and 
strong national identity in an envisaged society that is industrialized, scientific, progressive, 
and high-income. According to Saad (2012, p.122), although leadership has changed since 
the initial formulation of Vision 2020, the message still inspires social and other policies. 
In relation to physical planning and landscape policy, the National Vision 2020 has been 
clearly incorporated in the first and second National Physical Plans as well as in the National 
Landscape Policy (see Chapter 5).

2.5.4 Heritage conservation

In the development of the heritage movement in Peninsular Malaysia, three phases can be 
distinguished. In the first phase from the middle of the nineteenth century until the early 
1970s, the British colonizers dominated the movement with their interest in archaeology 
and antiquity. One of the results was the Treasure Trove Act (1957), which protects relics 
and other tangible object found in archaeological excavations. The British were very 
interested, for example, in shipwrecks of (British and other) colonial vessels that might 
contain ‘treasures’ of all sorts. The implementation of the Treasure Trove Act was under the 
jurisdiction of the State Government.
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The second phase took shape in the 1970s and the early 1980s, when two developments 
influenced heritage interpretation and awareness in Malaysia. The first development was a 
strongly increased interest in non-colonial local history and heritage, inspired by the local 
Malaysian archaeologists who had taken the place of their former British colleagues. The 
second development was an increased focus on built heritage (as opposed to archaeological 
heritage), partly due to the establishment of non-governmental heritage bodies such as 
the Malaysia Heritage Trust and the Penang Heritage Trust. This shift materialized in the 
Antiquities Act (Act 168, 1976) for the protection and preservation of heritage concerning 
antiquities, monuments, and cultural remains.

The third phase started in the early twenty-first century and witnessed a more integral 
government approach towards heritage conservation and preservation in Malaysia. In 2005, 
the government replaced the Treasure Trove Act of 1957 and the Antiquities Act of 1976 with 
the National Heritage Act (Government of Malaysia, 2005). The new Act provides for the 
conservation and preservation of National Heritage, natural heritage, tangible and intangible 
cultural heritage, underwater cultural heritage, and treasure troves and related matters. To 
date, archaeology and built heritage have remained the focus of heritage conservation and 
preservation in Malaysia (see Figure 2.4).

Figure 2.4 shows that buildings, monuments and fortresses dominate the national heritage 
list as they contribute 78% of the national heritage, followed by 12% for natural sites, and 
10% for archaeological sites. Meanwhile, the sub-category analysis demonstrates that almost 
50% of Malaysia’s national heritage consists of public buildings and monuments, followed by 
religious buildings (28%), institutions (10%), palaces (8%) and fortresses (4%).
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Obviously, the rural landscape as heritage remains undervalued and receives little attention 
from the government and from non-governmental agencies. The rural cultural landscapes 
with heritage values which have potential for the inclusion in the national listing form the 
central theme of the Chapter 3.
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Cultural landscapes and heritage  

in Peninsular Malaysia:  

typology, values and threats

3.1 Introduction

In this chapter, I intend to demonstrate that the present day rural landscapes of Peninsular 
Malaysia have areas of exceptional value that meet the criteria of potential rural heritage 
landscapes of national importance. Although the selection of six of such rural heritage 
landscapes will be subjective, it will be based on internationally accepted criteria for 
heritage selection and nomination. Section 3.2 is an exploration of broad categories of rural 
landscapes in Peninsular Malaysia. Four such categories will be identified: landscapes of 
large-scale rice cultivation, plantation landscapes, the unique coastal landscapes of the East 
Coast and those of the West Coast that have distinctive characteristics of habitat and land 
use, and, finally, landscapes of mixed farming.

The heart of the chapter is section 3.3. Here, I shall elaborate the selection criteria for 
potential rural heritage landscapes and make a choice for six such landscapes, distributed 
over the four broad rural landscape categories presented in section 3.2. Each of the six 
landscape will then be briefly presented: the rice cultivation landscapes in Kedah; the first 
FELDA plantation settlement of Lurah Bilut; the East Coast villages in Terengganu; the West 
Coast fishing village of Kuala Sepetang and its surroundings; the Minangkabau settlements 
in Rembau and Kuala Pilah; and, finally, the Cameron Highlands. Section 3.4 shows that all 
six selected rural heritage landscapes are under threat; the threats will be identified with the 
help of ICOMOS’ categorization of threats (ICOMOS, web source12) to heritage (landscapes). 
The chapter closes with some concluding remarks concerning the need for preservation and 
conservation of these landscapes in section 3.5.

3.2 Land use typology

Every landscape typology is dependent on its aim (Marušič, 1999, p. 271). This is also 
the case here: the aim at this point is to create a typology of broad categories of cultural 
landscapes in Peninsular Malaysia. The first step was to exclude areas that are either urban 
zones or ‘natural’ areas. By ‘urban’, I mean relatively large-scale and contingent zones of urban 
development. The category ‘natural’ coincides with the peninsula’s forest spine, which largely 
covers its mountain ranges. The detailed map of the National Spatial Framework 2020, 
included in the National Physical Plan 2 (FDTCP, 2010, p. 5.4), was a good starting point 
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for the exclusion of the large-scale urban areas and the forest spine. The remaining parts of 
the peninsula may be considered as rural. The map of the National Spatial Framework 2020 
has a classification of the countryside, understandably so from the perspective of physical 
planning, that is based on political and economic considerations:
i. “Paddy within Granary Areas” (the areas of rice cultivation are considered to be of 

national strategic importance);
ii. “Prime Agricultural Area (other than Paddy Granary Areas)” which are the zones where 

agriculture is the dominant economic activity; and
iii. “Other Agricultural Areas”, where agriculture may be more marginal and/or mixed with 

other economic activities.

This classification is not very useful for our purpose, since we are looking for broad 
categories of distinct land use. Therefore, with the help of Google Earth (2010) for a detailed 
analysis of the land surface, I identified the following four broad categories of rural land use:
i. Rice landscapes: large zones of contingent paddy fields, mainly to be found in the west of 

the peninsula, but also in the northeast;
ii. Plantation landscapes: large contingent zones of plantation monoculture, mainly for the 

production of palm oil, but also including rubber plantations;
iii. Coastal landscapes: narrow and very distinct zones along the West Coast and the East 

Coast of the peninsula, where people have created a livelihood which combines fishing 
with the use of resources from the immediate hinterland. For the West Coast, this means 
the combination of fishing with utilization of resources from the mangrove forest. On the 
East Coast, fishing is combined with cultivation of coconut palms and mixed hinterland 
farming; and

iv. Mixed farming landscape: the remaining rural area is labelled as ‘mixed farming’ 
although the composition of the farming mix varies widely from place to place.

The resulting map of rural land use types is depicted in Figure 3.1.

The face of the countryside in Malaysia has changed significantly during the last decades 
due to urbanisation and urban sprawl, industrialization, the development of tourist resorts, 
construction of infrastructure, and the like. The countryside of all four land use types as 
identified in Figure 3.1, has been affected by such changes. Nevertheless, many examples 
of rural historic landscapes can still be found in each of the four zones. McClelland et al., 
(1999) have defined rural historic landscape as follows in the National Register Bulletin of 
the United States National Park Service:

[…] a geographical area that historically has been used by people, or shaped or 
modified by human activity, occupancy, or intervention, and that possesses a significant 
concentration, linkage or continuity of areas of land use, vegetation, buildings and 
structures, roads and waterways, and natural features. (McClelland et al., 1999,  
pp. 1-2).
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McClelland et al. (1999) list eleven landscape characteristics that are used, in the US 
context, for the identification of rural historic landscapes: land uses and activities; patterns 
of spatial organization; response to the natural environment; cultural traditions; circulation 
networks; boundary demarcations; vegetation related to land use; buildings, structures, and 
objects; clusters; archeological sites; and small-scale elements (ibid. p. 3). In the analysis of 
specific rural historic landscapes, later in this chapter, I shall mainly focus on the first four 
of these characteristics: land use and related activities; patterns of spatial organization (such 
as settlement patterns or parcel patters); response to the natural environment; and cultural 
traditions (including tangible aspects such as in architecture or cottage industries as well as 
intangible aspects of such traditions). The reason for this is that my study is a baseline survey 
for the rural area of Peninsular Malaysia as a whole. Characteristics that refer to the micro-
level in landscapes such as boundary demarcations, concrete objects, or small-scale elements 

Figure 3.1 The four rural land use types of Peninsular Malaysia
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in the landscape are therefore difficult to include in the analysis. At some points, I shall refer 
to such elements, however, when available studies allow me to do so.

3.3 Rural landscapes as potential national heritage

3.3.1 Selection criteria

In this section, I shall propose specific landscapes in each of the four broadly defined 
rural land use zones (Figure 3.1) that deserve the status of national heritage. As argued by 
Graham et al., (2000, p: 29), heritage is always a matter of choice, whereby selection has to be 
made and, consequently, dissonance will occur. In this case the proposal will be strictly my 
personal choice, although justified with the help of expert criteria for landscape preservation 
and heritage selection used in various countries. The selection criteria that will be employed 
are based on the following sources:
i. The UNESCO selection criteria (UNESCO, web source13)
ii. The guidelines for evaluating and documenting rural historic landscapes used by the 

United States National Park Service (McClelland et al., 1999);
iii. The criteria identified by the Australian Heritage Council in their working document 

“Identifying Commonwealth heritage values and establishing a heritage register” 
(Australian Heritage Council, 2010);

iv. The guidelines of the Japanese committee on the preservation, development and 
utilization of cultural landscapes associated with agriculture, forestry and fisheries 
(Committee, 2003); and

v. The Malaysian National Heritage Act (Government of Malaysia, 2005) that will be 
discussed at length in Chapter 5. Although the Act does not specifically aim at the 
selection or conservation of cultural landscapes as heritage (but rather on buildings and 
monuments), its criteria may well be applied to landscapes.

It should be noted that not all sources explicitly address the identification of (potential) 
heritage. The Australian source and the Malaysian National Heritage Act deal specifically 
with heritage. The documents of the US National Parks Service and of the Japanese 
committee do not speak about heritage, but about selection and listing of cultural landscapes 
that qualify for preservation. The five documents are compared in Appendix 1. It is clear that 
the criteria for the identification of valuable rural landscapes (the American and Japanese 
documents) resemble (landscape as) heritage criteria. Another important observation about 
the five documents is that only two of them focus explicitly on cultural landscapes: again 
the documents of the US National Parks Service and the text by the Japanese committee for 
the preservation of cultural landscapes. The Australian document uses the term ‘place’, which 
may refer to rural areas and/or landscapes, but equally to specific objects such as buildings:

“For the purposes of identifying Commonwealth Heritage values a place is defined under 
the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act (EPBC, Act (s528) as:
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i.  A location, area or region or a number or locations, areas or regions;
ii.  A building or other structure, or group of buildings or other structures (which may 

include equipment, furniture, fittings and articles associated or connected with the 
building or structure, or group of buildings or structures); and

iii.  In relation to protection, maintenance, preservation or improvement of a place – the 
immediate surroundings of a thing in paragraph (a) or (b)” (Australian Heritage 
Council, 2010, p. 8).

As already mentioned, the Malaysian Heritage Act covers landscape – as potential heritage 
– only implicitly (see Chapter 5). In spite of this variation in scope and focus, the five 
documents show remarkable similarity in criteria for (landscape) preservation. In Appendix 
1, I have labelled all these criteria under five headings. This process of classification has 
resulted in the five criteria for the selection of rural landscapes as potential national heritage, 
which will be employed in the next section.

Criterion I – The cultural landscape has a close relationship with Malaysian history
The rural landscapes that will be selected have a clear relationship with the national history: 
the pre-colonial era with its history of settlement, its modes of production, and political 
organization, and/or colonial history and its effects in the countryside, and/or the early 
decades of independence and the political focus of that period on planned rural development. 
Rural landscapes may be linked to historically important persons, events, or processes.

Criterion II – The cultural landscape has a sufficient level of integrity and/or completeness
Integrity means that various historical landscape characteristics that are related to each other, 
still co-exist; taken together, they highlight society and man-land relationships of a particular 
period in the past. A rural historic landscape of rice cultivation, for example, has a high level 
of integrity when irrigation systems, settlement patters, parcel patterns and road systems of 
a certain period are all still traceable in the landscape. In that sense, the level of integrity is a 
synonym for the level of completeness.

Criterion III – The cultural landscape represents a wider class of cultural places and is a rare or 
unique example of that class
Among the rural landscapes that will be proposed as potential national heritage in the next 
section, there are no places that are absolutely singular. All proposed sites represent a group 
or class of rural landscapes. In this sense, the heritage landscapes that will be chosen may 
be seen as a window to the understanding and appreciation of many – similar – places and 
their histories. However, the chosen heritage landscapes may also be unique due to a specific 
combination of characteristics and stories attached to the place.

Criterion IV – The cultural landscape exhibits unique cultural traditions and values
It is interesting that only the Australian heritage guidelines give specific criteria that are 
related to the social, cultural and spiritual associations of places (see Appendix 1). This shows 
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sensitivity for Aboriginal culture. Malaysia’s rural landscapes have rich associations with 
various ethnic groups, such as Malay, Chinese, or colonial Europeans; therefore, this element 
of cultural traditions and values will be incorporated in the selection of rural heritage 
landscapes.

Criterion V – The cultural landscape has potential for education and research
Rural historic landscapes are important sources of information about natural or cultural 
history. This potential can be tapped in research (history, historical geography, archaeology) 
as well as in education.

3.3.2 Six rural heritage landscapes

I have selected six specific cultural landscapes as potential national heritage on the following 
bases:
i. Extensive study of literature about history, geography and landscape in Peninsular 

Malaysia complemented by local field work for observation;
ii. The five criteria for heritage selection as established in the previous section;
iii. Distribution over the four broad rural land use categories identified in section 3.2: rice 

landscape, plantation landscape, coastal landscape, and mixed farming landscape; and
iv. Diversity in terms of historical period of origin of the landscapes.

The six selected rural heritage landscapes shown in Figure 3.2: the rice cultivation landscapes 
of Kedah; the FELDA plantation settlement of Lurah Bilut; the traditional village landscape 
of the East Coast in the state of Terengganu; the area of Kuala Sepetang fishing village on 
the West Coast; the Minangkabau settlements in Rembau and Kuala Pilah; and the British 
colonial hill station of Cameron Highlands.

The legitimation of this selection will be given in the sections 3.3.3 to 3.3.8, in which each 
of the six rural cultural landscapes will be discussed in detail, with a focus on the four 
characteristics of land use and activity, settlement, response to natural environment, and 
cultural traditions. And a valid of the selection of the six landscapes will be presented in 
Chapter 6: Malaysian planning experts broadly make the same selection, unaware of the 
author’s selection criteria and personal selection.

At this point, it should be stressed that only three of the six selected rural cultural landscapes 
meet all five selection criteria: a relationship to Malaysian history; integrity/completeness; 
representativeness/uniqueness; a relationship to distinct cultural traditions; potential for 
education/research (see Figure 3.2). For two of the rural historic landscapes, the level of 
integrity is not convincing, although the case for inclusion the landscapes in the selections 
remains strong on the grounds. And in two cases, the embeddedness of the landscapes in 
cultural practices and traditions is weak, as will become clear in subsequent sections. 
It should also be noted that the six selected rural landscapes vary considerably in their 
historical ‘depth’ (see Table 3.1). The arrows in this table represent the period of genesis and 
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Figure 3.2 Spatial distributions of the proposed rural heritage landscapes

Proposed rural heritage landscapes Criteria

1. Rice cultivation landscape in Kedah I, III, V
2. First FELDA settlement of Lurah Bilut I, II, III, V
3. East Coast villages in Terengganu I, II, III, IV, V
4. West Coast fishing village: Kuala Sepetang I, III, IV, V
5. Minangkabau settlements: Rembau and Kuala Pilah I, II, III, IV, V
6. Cameron Highlands I, II, III, IV, V

Note: Heritage criteria
Criterion I The cultural landscape has a close relationship with Malaysian history
Criterion II The cultural landscape has a sufficient level of integrity and/or completeness
Criterion III The cultural landscape represents a wider class of cultural places and is a rare or unique example of  

that class
Criterion IV The cultural landscape exhibits unique cultural traditions and values
Criterion V The cultural landscape has potential for education and research
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existence for each of the six landscapes. Three out of these six heritage landscapes have an 
occupation history that goes back to the pre-colonial phase; two of the heritage landscapes 
find their origin in the period of British colonial rule; and one final heritage landscape was 
created in the early years of independence of the country. Each of them obviously changed 
and evolved during its lifespan. The largest contrast in terms of historical depth is between 
the rice paddy landscapes in Kedah, which have been under cultivation for about 1500 years, 
and the first FELDA settlement, a state resettlement and plantation project of the 1950’s.

3.3.3 Rice cultivation landscapes in Kedah

Rice paddy landscapes can be found in various parts of Peninsular Malaysia. However, for a 
number of reasons, rice landscapes in Kedah deserve national heritage nomination. Kedah 
is popularly known as the ‘rice bowl’ of Malaysia and rice cultivation in this region has been 
significant throughout Malaysian history. Rice cultivation in the basins of the rivers Merbok 
and Muda started as early as the fifth century when Kedah became a port city for the Hindu 
Buddhist Kingdom (Tate, 1971, p. 102).

The technology and skill related to rice cultivation inherited from the Hindu Buddhist 
Kingdom of the early period and the Thai people (Pattani) later on have enabled Kedah to 
become a main rice producer for local usage. Compared to the Merbok and Muda River 
basins, the Kedah plain around the city of Alor Setar (Figure 3.3) was less suited for rice 
cultivation due to its drainage characteristics. With the help of Kedah royalty, canalization 
works were carried out in the plain between the fifteenth century and the late nineteenth 
century; the most important canal of the Kedah plain was constructed in 1885 under the 
responsibility of the Chief Minister of Kedah, Wan Mat Saman (Mahmud, 2004, p. 111). 
Until today, the Kedah River remains important as a source for irrigation water for the paddy 
fields around the city of Alor Setar (Figure 3.4).

After the construction of the Wan Mat Saman Canal the swamp forests to the south of 
Alor Setar were converted into the largest uninterrupted landscape of flat paddy fields in 
the country (Dobby, 1951, p. 309). The reclamation history of the plain is reflected in the 
rectilinear pattern of habitations beside drains (canals) and roads, away from the edge of the 
plain. This stands in stark contrast to the curvilinear riverside and contour settlements of 
the earlier phase towards the foothills (Mahmud, 2004). This variation in settlement patterns 
was already observed by Dobby (1942). He showed that physical attributes such as rivers and 
hills have a strong influence on the settlement patterns of the rice cultivation areas of Kedah 
as he identified three common settlement patterns: ring form with irregular elliptical village, 
ribbon pattern along the road, and a dumbbell pattern (see Figure 3.5). Traditionally, rice 
production has been in the hands of Malays. But when colonial tin and rubber production 
declined in the 1920’s, Chinese miners from Kinta Valley also became engaged in rice 
farming in the Kedah plain, mainly in Yan (Dobby, 1951, p. 312).
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After independence, during the phase of the first Malaysia Plan (1966-1970), the government 
established the so-called Muda Agriculture Development Area (MADA) to improve the 
overall economic and social conditions in the area. Intensification of production and 
rationalization of farming practices were important MADA strategies. The introduction 
of double cropping resulted in an almost doubling of the rice production within twenty 
years (Tengku Ahmad & Tawang, 1999, p. 45; Terano et al., 2013). Through the years, 
mechanization, road construction and the construction of new types of farm houses have 
changed the appearance of the landscape, however, the patterns of canals, the structure of 
settlements and the overall scenery have largely remained intact.
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Figure 3.3 Rice cultivation areas of the Merbok and Muda River basins and the Kedah plain
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Rice production and its landscape also have many intangible qualities for Malaysians. Rice 
is not just a staple food, but, moreover, it had become part of the lifestyle of the traditional 
Malays already before the arrival of Islam (around 1400 CE). For example, Malay peasants 
used to relate the rice production cycle to annual blossoming cycles in trees such as the 
durian or the machang, and to cycles in bird behavior.

Th e Kedah plain and the river basins of the Merbok and the Muda, taken together, have rich 
historical value, cultural value, and iconic quality due to their distinct scenery. Th e pictures 
show the typical structures of parcels, canals and settlements, and the scenic qualities 

Figure 3.4 Th e Kedah River 
(Sungai Kedah) is important 
for irrigation in the vicinity 
of Alor Setar (Photograph by 
Jamaludin Mohaiadin)

Figure 3.5 (a) Ring form with irregular elliptical village, (b) ribbon settlement pattern along 
the road, and (c) dumbbell pattern where rivers always divide the north-south ridges 
(Source: Dobby, 1942, p. 224)
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of the landscape (Figure 3.6 and 3.7). Th e rice cultivation landscape of Kedah, in its plain 
and in the adjacent river basins, may have many characteristics in common with other rice 
production areas of Peninsular Malaysia, but it is singular in its historical richness and its 
symbolic importance as the ‘rice bowl’ of the country.

3.3.4 First FELDA settlement of Lurah Bilut

In 1958 the fi rst settlers started to arrive in Lurah Bilut, in the state of Pahang. Lurah Bilut 
was the fi rst settlement of FELDA, Malaysia’s Federal Land Development Authority. FELDA 
had been established in 1956 as the government agency responsible for state-sponsored 
schemes for the resettlement of the poor rural population of the country. During the 1980’s, 
FELDA attracted the attention from scholars as a very successful public land development 
agency (see, for example: Scudder, 1984; Oberai, 1986; Hulme, 1987; Sutton, 1989). More 
recently, Abdul Hamid & Henley commented that:

FELDA has a reputation for effi  ciency and professionalism, and for avoiding the 
ecological and political problems which have dogged other resettlement programmes – 
including neighbouring Indonesia’s notorious transmigrasi (transmigration) programme, 
which sometimes left  settlers in inadequately prepared sites, practicing inappropriate 
types of farming, and in places where confl ict with existing local populations was 
unavoidable. (Abdul Hamid & Henley, 2008, p. 1).

Lurah Bilut is located in the jungle of Pahang, not far from the Bilut River. Minangkabau 
had settled in the area in the sixteenth century, along the river, but they left  the region in the 
early twentieth century. Now and then, the Orang Asli would move into the area and then 
leave again; they had no fi xed settlement in the zone (Bentong News, 2012, web source14). In 
the early years of FELDA, Lurah Bilut had about 300 Malay families, 250 Chinese families 
and 50 Indian families, with each ethnic group each developing its own kampung within 

Figure 3.6 Many cluster settlements are 
shared property of members of one family 
(Photograph by Jamaludin Mohaiadin)

Figure 3.7 Small structures such as this 
traditionally rest place for peasants are now 
quite rare (Photograph by author)
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the settlement (ibid.). Figure 3.8 and 3.9 illustrate the lay out of the settlement and the early 
years of the establishment of FELDA. Th e settlers of Lurah Bilut, like all FELDA settlers, 
focused almost exclusively on the cultivation of cash crops for exports, in this case, mainly 
rubber (later on, in other FELDA settlements, palm oil became the dominant product (Abdul 
Hamid & Henley, 2008, p. 2). Services such as schools, health clinics, and shops were also 
provided by FELDA.

Since its beginning in 1958, the fi rst FELDA settlement of Lurah Bilut has obviously 
changed a lot. Whereas many family members of the original settlers have left , in search of 
employment elsewhere, Indonesian migrant workers do much of the rubber tapping today 
(Bentong News, 2012, web source9). Th e village still has some 700 families, but average 
family size is now smaller than in the 1960’s. Th e main characteristics of this fi rst FELDA 
settlement are still in place: the various settler kampung, the services delivered by FELDA, 
the processing plant for rubber, and obviously the wider setting of plantations in a cleared 
jungle site. Th e settlement is iconic for the aspirations of the government of what was then 
the Federation of Malaya, in the transition years just before independence and in the early 
years of independence.

Th e First Malayan Five-Year Plan of 1956-1960 (not to be confused with the First Malaysia 
Plan 1966-1970), formulated before full independence in 1957, had a very explicit focus on 
agricultural and rural improvement. Th e FELDA initiative was part of that concern. During 
the early decades of independence the national policies of promoting agricultural exports 
and of eradicating rural poverty, particularly of the Malays, came together in FELDA.

All in all, the reputation of FELDA has been locally and internationally recognized positively. 
For instance, MacAndrews (1977), concluded that the success of FELDA can be viewed from 
two perspectives. [1] it provides land and jobs for the settlers and also alleviates rural poverty, 
and [2] it assists in modernizing the way of life of the rural settlers through modern living 

Figure 3.8 Aerial view of Lurah Bilut 
(Source:  Bentong News, 2012, web source14)

Figure 3.9 Lurah Bilut in the late 1950’s 
(Source: ibid.)
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facilities and improved services as compared with traditional kampong life. Th e success of 
FELDA has also gained attention from the World Bank, which described FELDA as “one 
of the most successful land organizations in the world” (Sutton, 1989), while Kottak (1985) 
recognized FELDA as one of the most successful and experienced settlement agencies.

FELDA Bilut has become a trendsetter for resettlement program, with more than 300 
FELDA settlements created in all parts of the country [except Sarawak] between 1958 and 
1990. Today, the welcome sign of the village still commemorates its status as fi rst FELDA 
settlement (Figure 3.10). In 1990 the government decided to stop the expansion of the 
program and to focus on the consolidation of the existing settlements, a decision that may be 
seen as marking the transition to an industrial and service-based economy (Abdul Hamid & 
Henley, 2008).

3.3.5 East Coast villages in Terengganu

Whereas there are good reasons, in my opinion, to select the Kedah ‘rice bowl’ and the 
fi rst FELDA settlement as rural heritage landscapes, the site selection for the East Coastal 
landscape presents more diffi  culties. Pockets of traditional coastal landscapes that are rich in 
terms of typical landscape characteristics of the area are dispersed along the coasts of three 
adjacent states: from north to south these are Kelantan, Terengganu and Pahang. More to the 
south, there are further examples to be found of traditional East Coast landscapes, but more 
of it remains in the three states mentioned. Th is coastal zone has various large cities, areas 
that suff er from urban sprawl, and substantial zones of tourist resort development. I have 
decided to choose the relatively untouched zones of the coastal strip of Terengganu, both to 
the north and to the south of the city of Kuala Terengganu as proposed heritage landscape. 
Th e references and visual materials that will be used refer mainly to this specifi c state.

Ethnic Malay groups already inhabited the area in the fourteenth century, when these groups 
started to migrate from southern Th ailand and Cambodia into what is now Kelantan and 
Terengganu. Over the centuries, the Malays developed a habitat of dispersed villages and 
a livelihood based on fi shing, agriculture and handicraft  industries. During the period of 

Figure 3.10 Th e welcome sign at FELDA 
Bilut that highlights Lurah Bilut (Bilut 
Valley) as the fi rst FELDA settlement in the 
world (Source: ibid.)
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British colonial rule, these areas remained largely untouched and unexploited. As a result, the 
traditional coastal landscape has very distinct characteristics in terms of settlement patterns, 
vegetation, architecture, and cultural traditions.

Th e fi shing villages and other traditional villages typically consist of scattered houses 
between coconut trees. Th e famous nineteenth century scholar Munshi Abdullah travelled 
along the East Coast in the 1830’s and wrote in his travel report: “We walked for two hours 
traversing many homesteads, full of coconut and betel nut trees and fruit trees” (Abdullah, 
1967). More contemporary studies characterize the villages as “dispersed habitat” (Osman, 
1997) or having a “random lay out” (Lim Jee Yuan, 1987). Longuet (2007) has noticed, 
however, that there are unwritten rules underlying the spatial organization of the seemingly 
unstructured villages. She mentions factors such as orientation of the houses towards the 
morning sun, arrangement of houses and compounds that takes neighbors’ privacy into 
account, and inhabitants’ perception that clusters of some forty houses are ‘neighbourhoods’. 
Th e photograph of Figure 3.11 gives an impression of one of the Terengganu fi shing villages 
at Kuala Besut.

Th e sandy soils of the East Coast are a natural habitat for the coconut trees, in between which 
the villages are spread out. Traditionally the local population used all parts of the tree either 
as food or as construction materials. Today, however, the young coconuts are more valuable 
for making juice and desserts. Th e trees also function as windbreakers that protect villages 
from strong winds, particularly during the monsoon season (November until March).

New Zealand ethnologist Sir Raymond Firth conducted a study on Malay fi shermen in 
Kelantan and Terengganu in the 1930’s and revisited the area in 1947 and in 1963. Th e photo 
of Figure 3.13 is taken from his book “Malay fi shermen: their peasant economy” (Firth, 1966). 
I visited the same coastal area in 2011 in search of continuity and change in the landscape 

Figure 3.12 Part of the Tanjung area at Kuala 
Terengganu in 1963 (Source: Firth, 1966)

Figure 3.11 A typical architectural style of 
fi shermen houses in Kuala Besut painted 
white or silver (Photograph by Afh am Aziz)
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since the days of Firth’s visits (as shown in Figure 3.12). Because of coastal erosion, many 
of the traditional fi shermen houses, as can be seen in Firth’s photograph, have now been 
demolished and then rebuilt further inland. Although sights such as in Figure 3.13 are now 
more common, the villages that I visited in 2011 were still spread out under the coconut 
palms. Similarly, fi shing boats, despite the recent addition of small cabins still have traditional 
design and are used for small-scale coastal fi shing, as was the case in the 1960’s.

Th e construction of traditional fi shing boats is one of the craft s that are still practiced in 
the area (Figure 3.14), mainly by individual craft smen or small family industries. Cottage 
industries associated with fabric, such as batik, songket or silk weaving, or with fi sheries 
(production of fi sh crackers) are widespread along the coast of Terengganu. Fabric craft s 
probably originate from the Malay Cambodians and Malay Th ai who settled in the area 
centuries ago. Th e Kelantanese queen Cik Siti Wan Kembang, who ruled Kelantan between 
1610 and 1677 inspired women in the area to become involved in the fabric industry. 
Th rough marriage and trade, the knowledge and skills spread out to Terengganu and Pahang.

In spite of rapid economic and social change in the East Coast Region, many localities along 
the coast still have the characteristics of the historic landscape, with its distinct settlement 
patterns, vegetation, economic activities and cultural traditions. Places such as Kuala Besut 
and Kampung Raja (North East Terengganu), Pulau Duyong (Kuala Terengganu) and 
traditional villages around Kemaman exemplify this. Such localities, with their cultural, 
social, and economic traditions still intact, deserve selection as heritage landscape (see, for 
example: Hashim & Sidek,2001).

3.3.6 West Coast fi shing village: Kuala Sepetang and Kuala Sangga

Visually, Kuala Sepetang and the nearby small fi shing community of Kuala Sangga do not 
express any uniqueness among the many fi shing villages on the West Coast. Mangrove 

Figure 3.14 Artisanal construction of 
traditional fi shing boats at Pulau Duyong 
(Photograph by author)

Figure 3.13 Th e scenic view of a fi shing 
village near Kuala Besut, Terengganu
(Photograph by Zain Abdullah)
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forests dotted with fishing villages cover wide parts of the central West Coast as well as the 
southwestern coast. Nevertheless, the rich historical context makes Kuala Sepetang and its 
surrounding area a deserving candidate for selection as rural heritage landscape.

Kuala Sepetang, formerly known as Port Weld, developed as a small port town in the late 
nineteenth century. British surveyors had discovered tin in Larut and Matang, close to the 
nearby inland city of Taiping (see Figure 3.15). The British opened tin mines in the area of 
Taiping and the colonial government developed infrastructure for transporting the tin to a 
coastal harbor (see, for example: Khoo Kay Kim, 2003; Vincent & Mohamed Ali, 2005).

An important historical figure involved in the development of the area was Sir Frederick 
Weld, who had been Premier of New Zealand and Governor of various Australian territories, 
and who became Governor of the Straits Settlements in 1880, continuing in that role until 
1887. He took an active interest in the exploitation of the Taiping tin reserves and pressed 
the British government for investment in physical infrastructure and in the provision of 
labor forces. In 1887, the first railway track in Malaysia was constructed, connecting Taiping 
with what was then called Port Weld, some twenty kilometers to the west. Port Weld became 
the colonial shipping harbor for tin. Labor forces were imported from India and Ceylon, 

Figure 3.15 Kuala Sepetang and surrounding area
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but the vast majority of them came from Mainland China. Th ey worked in the mines, in the 
harbor, at the construction sites, but also as fi shermen (Lee & Tan, 2000).

During the late nineteenth century and early twentieth century Chinese immigrants from 
Teochow, Mainland China, developed a small fi shing settlement, Kuala Sangga, on an island 
to the west of Port Weld. In the early 1950’s, there were still over fi ft y households in the 
village (some 300 inhabitants), whereas today Kuala Sangga has around forty households, or 
approximately 200 inhabitants (Diocese of Penang, 2009, web source15).

Th ere are various reasons for proposing Kuala Sepetang and its surrounding area as a 
rural heritage landscape. Th e fi rst reason is the rich historical association with colonial tin 
mining, colonial infrastructure development, and immigration of mainly Chinese labour in 
the late nineteenth and early twentieth century. Th e railway line connecting Kuala Sepetang 
with Taiping has now been dismantled, although the former track is still discernable in the 
landscape. Th e only physical remnant of the rail history is the Port Weld railways signboard, 
shown in Figure 3.16. Furthermore, with its high proportion of Chinese inhabitants, the area 
still has an ethnic landscape that evokes memories of Malaysia’s colonial history.

Secondly, the settlement patterns of the Kuala Sepetang and Kuala Sangga have historical 
value, since they represent two of the coastal settlement types identifi ed by Hassan (2010) 
that already existed along the West Coast as port settlements in pre-colonial days: the 
outward water village of Kuala Sepetang and the parallel water village of Kuala Sangga 
(Figure 3.17 and 3.18). Although the two villages are relatively recent, originating from 
the colonial period, they match traditional settlement characteristics in terms of spatial 
organization, construction styles and materials, and way of adaptation to the physical 
environment. From this perspective, it would be a great loss if the fi shing village of Kuala 
Sepetang would be relocated further inland, as proposed in the Special Area Plan for 
Matang (MPT, 2010); such a drastic measure would damage the authenticity and integrity 
of this traditional village, in terms of its location, pattern, and relationship to the physical 
environment.

Figure 3.16 Th e only evidence left  in Kuala 
Sepetang of the fi rst Malaysian railway 
(Photograph: web source16)
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Th e third reason for the signifi cance of this landscape as heritage is the fact that the area 
of Kuala Sepetang is an excellent example of human activity in a mangrove environment. 
Kuala Sangga in particular, but also Kuala Sepetang, has all the characteristics of Chinese 
fi shing villages in the coastal mangrove forests (see Figure 3.19). In his study about human 
habitation of the mangrove ecosystem, Chan (1985) gave the following description:

A conspicuous characteristic of these villages is the dense conglomeration of the houses, 
built on wooden platforms raised on concrete or nibong-palm (Oncosperma fi lamentosa) 
piles. Adjoining the riverfront houses, extensions of the platforms serve as communal 
jetties, oft en thickly surrounded with scores of fi shing boats. Most of the houses are made 
from sawn timbers with zinc roofs. Communication within the village is by means of a 
network of wooden walkways raised on mangrove stilts. (Chan, 1985).

Th e mangrove forest in the area of Kuala Sepetang has been protected for over one hundred 
years as the Matang Forest Reserve (Timber Malaysia, 2009). Its potential for sustainable 

Figure 3.17 Two of the six common fi shing village settlement patterns found in the West 
Coast of Peninsular Malaysia as studied by Hassan (2010, p.100-101). (a) Th e outward water 
village; (b) the parallel water village

Figure 3.18 Th e aerial view of Kuala 
Sepetang (Photograph: web source17)
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utilization has been studied extensively (see, for example: Chong, 2006; Ahmad, 2009). 
Mangrove environments are utilized by local people in many ways: for the manufacturing 
of atap shingles (for roofs and walls) from nipah (Nypa fructicans) palm leafs; for making 
cigarette wrappers from young nipah leaf sheaths; for the felling of stems to make mangrove 
poles that are used in the construction sector for pilings; for the extraction of wood for 
charcoal production; and of course for fi shing for a wide variety of species and with an equally 
wide variety of fi shing techniques (Chan, 1985). Kuala Sepetang has a large charcoal factory 
(Figure 3.20) and the physical evidence of the fi shing economy is omnipresent in the villages 
(Figure 3.21). Th e mangrove area immediately adjacent to Kuala Sepetang is easily accessible 
for visitors thanks to the infrastructure created by the Matang Forest Reserve authorities.

Finally, the area has a specifi c cultural association (apart from the popular associations with 
sea food and fi shing life). Th e Chinese who came to Kuala Sangga were all Roman Catholics 
and therefore they created a Catholic church in their tiny settlement. Although nowadays all 
inhabitants adhere to Chinese religious traditions, but, nevertheless they have co-funded the 

Figure 3.19 Th e sawn timber and zinc roofs 
remain as main features of Kuala Sangga, 
but some old wooden walkways have 
been replaced by concrete (Photograph by 
author)

Figure 3.21 Fisherman at Kuala Sangga 
sorting blood clams according to size 
(Photograph by author)

Figure 3.20 Charcoal factory in Kuala 
Sepetang (Photograph: web source18)
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restoration of ‘their’ church, which is now used both for daily Chinese religious ceremonies 
and – once per year – for a Catholic mass attended by Roman Catholics from the wider 
Diocese of Penang (Diocese of Penang, 2009, web source10).

3.3.7 Minangkabau settlements: Rembau and Kuala Pilah

According to the Japanese anthropologist Kuwahara (1998, p. 29) the Minangkabau in the 
state of Negeri Sembilan, and their customary law, Adat Perpatih, had already attracted the 
interest of British colonial officers. But it was only after World War II that ethnographic 
research by Western anthropologists was conducted in Jelebu (Swift, 1965); later on, Japanese 
anthropologists studied the Minangkabau area of the state of Negeri Sembilan, particularly 
in the district of Rembau (Kato, 1988; 1994). There are also various studies by local 
anthropologists, such as Ibrahim (1988; 1995) and Kassim (1989), but it was the American 
anthropologist Michael Peletz who did the most extensive field research in Rembau (Peletz 
1981; 1988; 1994). The focus of academic interest in all these studies is on the matrilineal 
culture of the Minangkabau, with its specific traditions and unwritten rules for marriage, 
inheritance, land ownership, and other conventions and behaviors.

The focus in this section is not on matrilineality and Adat Perpatih as such, but rather on 
the cultural landscape of Minangkabau villages in Peninsular Malaysia and on how cultural 
traditions inherited from Sumatra were translated into the landscape. With these themes in 
mind, I have chosen the landscape of the villages of Rembau and Kuala Pilah as potential 
rural heritage landscapes of national importance (Figure 3.22).

Rembau may be considered as the cradle of the Minangkabau settlements in Peninsular 
Malaysia. The Minangkabau migrated from Sumatra to this area from the fourteenth century 
onwards, may be even earlier (Newbold, 1839, p. 77). They chose the small and narrow 
inter-montane valleys of the Upper Linggi River and the Muar River for their settlements, 
environments that resembled the physical setting of their homeland in Sumatra. Their 
locational choice was very different from the preferences of the traditional Malay elsewhere 
in the peninsula, who mainly occupied lower river valleys. The Minangkabau had the skill 
to lift irrigation water from the river with the use of water wheels, which enabled them to 
cultivate rice in the narrow valley floors. According to Mahmud (2004, p. 129) the farming 
practices of the Minangkabau were far more advanced than those of their contemporaries in 
the peninsula.

From the first settlements in Rembau, the Minangkabau spread out over adjacent areas, such 
as Kuala Pilah, in what is now the state of Negeri Sembilan. Already by the sixteenth century, 
they had created an independent state with their own specific form of administrative 
structure and political governance (in what is now the state of Negeri Sembilan), in 
accordance with the sultans of the peninsula. The many Minangkabau settlements in the area 
of Rembau and Kuala Pilah have houses and compounds of very distinct architecture and 
design: houses on stilts with peeked long roofs and fenced compounds to avoid cattle from 
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wandering into the house compounds. Th e compounds have large plain lawns, which are 
very diff erent from Malay compounds in other states, which typically have shrubs and potted 
plants (see Figure 3.23).

Th e settlement pattern in old villages is strongly infl uenced by Adat Perpatih with clans of 
the same lineage clustering together in distinct parts of the village. Th is was clearly shown by 
Michael Peletz in one of his publications, where he included the results of his mapping of the 
Bogang settlement in Rembau (Peletz, 1988, p. 220; see Figure 3.24).

Figure 3.22 Th e location of Rembau and Kuala Pilah
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author)
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Th e map shows the house clusters of the seven clans of the settlement and the paddy fi elds 
in the river valley. Since the late 1970’s many rice fi elds have been abandoned since rubber 
cash cropping became more profi table (Kato, 1991; Kuwahara, 1998, p. 31). Th is is visible 
in Peletz’ map of the mid 1980’s: the lower hillsides of the valley are cultivated with rubber 
trees. Th e many empty houses in the settlement of Bogang in the mid 1980’s also indicate 
change: young people had already started to leave the villages. Kuwahara (1998) has shown 
that inhabitants of traditional Minangkabau settlements rely heavily on remittances from 
family members who live elsewhere in Malaysia, mainly in the cities. Nevertheless there is 
still substantial rice production, particularly in Kuala Pilah. During my fi eldwork in April 
2011, I could observe that the inter-montane valley at Tanjung Ipoh (Kuala Pilah) was still 
dominated by rice cultivation (see Figure 3.25).

Figure 3.24 Spatial distribution of clans in Bogang, according to Peletz (1988, p. 220)

Figure 3.25 Tanjung Ipoh in the Kuala Pilah 
district in 2011, with homestead and rice 
cultivation (Photograph by author)
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A specifi c site of heritage interest in the district of Kuala Pilah is the small royal capital of 
Negeri Sembilan, named Seri Menanti. Tangible element such as the Minangkabau roofi ng 
style is used in the gateway to the Seri Menanti area (Figure 3.26). Th is is the residence of the 
Yamtuan Besar (this is the royal title of the ruler of the state). Th e current royal residence is 
in this small town, as is the old palace, which, together with nine other historical structures 
in the country, was listed by the federal government as a national heritage in 2009 (Figure 
3.27).

3.3.8 Cameron Highlands

During the era of colonialism and imperialism, in particular in the nineteenth and early 
twentieth centuries, the British created many so-called hill stations in their colonies, mainly 
– but not uniquely – in Asia. Th ese hill stations may be seen as places where the British 
colonial upper class could retreat from the tropical heat of the lowlands and away from 
colonial cities or plantations where they were always surrounded by a numerical majority 
of ‘natives’ (Crossette, 1999). Th ey were appreciated as places for leisure and recreation, 
as sort of utopian home away from home, a ‘little England’. Th e hill stations were not only 
places of leisure, though. Kennedy (1996) has shown that they also became the main places 
of colonial administration in India, particularly aft er the revolts of the 1850’s. In the case 
of the Cameron Highlands in Malaysia, the hill station also became a place of agricultural 
experimentation and production.

Th e British established four hill stations in what was then called Malaya: Penang Hill, 
Maxwell’s Hill, Fraser’s Hill, and the most recent hill station of Cameron Highlands (Aiken, 
1994). I propose Cameron Highlands as potential rural heritage landscape. Th e area is not 
only iconic with its tea plantations that are depicted in every travel guide about Malaysia, but 
it is, in fact, the only one of the four hill stations that qualifi es as a rural historic landscape: it 

Figure 3.27 Old Palace in Seri Menanti 
constructed in the early twentieth century 
and which has now been turned into a royal 
museum (Photograph by author)

Figure 3.26 Adoption of Minangkabau 
roofi ng style at the entrance of Seri Menanti 
(Photograph by author)
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was here that agriculture developed from the 1920’s onwards in an extensive zone of cleared 
forest. Seen in that perspective, it is a bit artificial to place Cameron Highlands in the broad 
land use category of mixed farming landscape, as was done in Table 3.1 and 3.2. Cameron 
Highlands is in the mountains of the peninsula’s forest spine, a hilly plateau at an altitude of 
between 1200 and 1500 meters. Today, however, it is a small zone of mixed farming, although 
about 70% of the administrative area of Cameron Highlands (which totals 712 km2) is still 
covered with forest.

The British surveyor William Cameron ‘discovered’ the site in 1885 while on trek through the 
forested interior mountains of Penang. In his report, he wrote “… there is in this place a sort 
of central hill country, a sort of vortex in the mountains, while for a wide area we have gentle 
slopes and plateau land” (quoted in: Freeman, 1999, p. 17). He suggested that the site would 
be ideal for the development of a hill station, but nothing actually happened for a while, 
although the path that Cameron and his company had cut through the jungle was widened 
between 1896 and 1902. Development took off in the 1920’s when William George Maxwell, 
a colonial administrator who then was Chief Secretary of the Federated Malay States, 
surveyed the area for nine days. He wanted to establish Cameron Highlands as the most 
prominent Malaysian hill station to rival Baguio Hill station in the Philippines and Nuwara 
Eliya Hill station in Ceylon (Freeman, 1999, p. 23). A proper road was constructed for 
opening up the area, at a high expense (three million dollars) and a committee was formed 
for the zoning of the Cameron Highlands, into agricultural, defense-oriented, administrative, 
housing, and recreational zones in the period between 1926 and 1931.

The experimental agricultural station, which still exists and is now operated by the 
Malaysian Agricultural Research and Development Institute (MARDI), was important for 
the development of farming and decorative gardening in the Cameron Highlands. There 
were experiments with many species: cinchona trees (for the extraction of the anti-malaria 
drug quinine), citrus fruits, coffee and tea, cardamom, vegetables, and ornamental trees and 
shrubs (Freeman, 1999, p. 27).

The resulting cultural landscape has large and very scenic zones of tea plantations, hotels 
and cottages in Tudor style, a golf course, a rose garden, a boarding school – elements that all 
originate from the 1930’s (see Figures 3.28 to 3.30) and an Anglican church, which was only 
completed in 1959, after Malaysian independence. From the 1960’s onwards, the Cameron 
Highlands have been strongly promoted as a destination for national and international 
tourism, but agriculture is still very important in the area. The administrative zone of the 
Cameron Highlands now has about 38.000 inhabitants and its towns have rapidly grown. 
Various studies show that expansion of agricultural land and the pressures of tourist 
development in this environmentally sensitive area are now threatening the integrity and 
sustainability of the Cameron Highlands landscape (see, for example: Barrow et al., 2005; 
Chan, 2006). Such threats to the six proposed rural heritage landscapes are the topic of the 
next section.
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Cameron Highlands

Figure 3.30 Th e Smokehouse Hotel in Tudor 
style, constructed in 1937 (Photograph: web 
source19)

Figure 3.29 Th e scenic view of the tea 
plantations (Photograph by Zain Abdullah)
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3.4 Threats to the rural heritage landscapes

The six rural landscapes that I have selected as potential national heritage obviously have 
no formal status as protected landscapes under today’s policies in Malaysia. All of them are 
threatened by diverse factors. In its study of the threats that world heritage sites were facing 
in the decade 1995-2004, ICOMOS identified eight categories of such threats (see Textbox 
3.1). On the basis of extensive on-site research, ICOMOS subdivided these eight categories 
into 79 sub-categories of potential threats (see Appendix 2).

In order to gain insight into the threats facing the six rural landscapes presented in the 
previous section, I used the ICOMOS criteria and confronted these with the following foci:
i. Broad patterns of current and future land use change, as identified in the two most recent 

national five year plans, the Ninth Malaysia Plan 2006-2010 and the Tenth Malaysia Plan 
2011-2016 (Economic Planning Unit, 2006 and 2010);

ii. A survey of landscape changes in the six areas through personal observation and a 
photographic survey as well as by analysis of news items in the local and national media 
about local issues (in the six areas) of deforestation, urbanisation, land conversion, tourist 
development, and the like.

The detailed results of this exercise can be found in Appendix 3. In this section I want to 
focus on the main trends. A summary of the results is depicted in Table 3.2.

In the Ninth and Tenth Malaysia Plan the government has shifted the focus of development 
from the congested Central Region to other, less developed, parts of the country, particularly 
the North Region and the East Coast, aiming at balancing the economic disparity between 
regions. To achieve this national agenda, the government has created three regional 
economic corridors outside the Central Region (which is the prime and fourth zone 
of economic and urban concentration): the East Coast Economic Region (ECER), the 

Box 3.1 ICOMOS’ categorization of threats

The identified threats were analysed according to the following 8 main categories:
A. Deterioration
B. Development
C. Extraction of resources
D. Large-scale development projects (e.g.energy-transport)
E. Tourism
F. Local on-site management deficiencies
G. Cultural changes or deficiencies
H. General context-national level
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Table 3.2 Summary of the types of threats in the six rural heritage landscapes
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Northern Corridor Economic Region (NCER), and the Iskandar Development Region 
(IDR) (see Figure 3.31). Compared with NCER and ECER, the role and aim of the Iskandar 
Development Region is slightly diff erent: it focuses on rebranding the southern gateway and 
on expanding international links with Singapore.

Th e Special Economic Zone (SEZ) of the East Coast, the focus of ECER, is now experiencing 
the construction of petrochemical complexes, port extensions, and development of tourism 
infrastructure. Th e SEZ covers the coastal areas of Pahang and of the southern half of 
Terengganu and obviously endangers the traditional landscape of East Coast villages (see 
Figure 3.32).

Th e corridor region of the North Region is also an area of intensive investment in 
petrochemical industry, technology parks, and related urbanisation. Th is expansion creates 
pressure on the paddy landscape of Kedah through increased demand for space for housing 
and commercial areas. Th e ‘rice bowl’ is offi  cially designated in physical and agricultural 
planning as an area of agricultural production. However, piecemeal land conversion for 
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Figure 3.31 Th e four regional economic corridor regions of the Ninth and Tenth Malaysia 
Plans
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housing development is taking place anyway, signifying loopholes in legislation and weak 
implementation at the local level of federal or state planning regulations (Figure 3.33).

Th e development and expansion of the other two economic motor regions, the Central 
Region and the Iskandar Region, may become a threat to the in-between cultural landscapes 
of Negeri Sembilan. Since the demand for land will increase for suburban development in 
these regions, more local inhabitants there, and also in the Minangkabau villages, will feel 
encouraged to give up farming and fi nd a living in the relatively nearby urban zones.

Th e ICOMOS categories of ‘development (B) and ‘large-scale development projects’ 
(D) clearly pose a threat to the traditional cultural landscapes of the north and the east 
and indirectly also to the landscape of the Minangkabau villages. ICOMOS category A 
(deterioration) also applies to some of the six rural heritage landscapes, particularly to 
the East Coastal landscape and Cameron Highlands. Deterioration may be man-made or 
natural: the East Coast, particularly the more northeastern section, is facing severe coastal 

Figure 3.33 Encroachment of housing 
development into the rice paddy landscape 
of Kedah in 2008 (Photograph by Jamaludin 
Mohaiadin)

Figure 3.32 Development along the East Coast: (a) ongoing construction at Kuantan Port; (b) 
tourist resort development in Setiu, Terengganu (Photograph by author)



63

erosion, which is generally attributed to changing climatic and weather conditions, in other 
words, to global climate change.

Figure 3.34 shows the eff ects: parts of the sandy coast suff er from heavy erosion and to 
mitigate this, the authorities have constructed a granite seawall in places where recreational 
areas and settlements are being threatened.

Th e deterioration of the fragile mountain landscape of the Cameron Highlands is more 
directly man-made: deforestation and the opening up of steep mountainsides for new 
farming land are increasingly causing landslides, severe soil erosion, and disturbance of the 
hydrology of the area (Figure 3.35 and 3.36).

All six rural heritage landscapes are exposed to threats produced by the processes of 
economic, social, and cultural change in the country, or with socio-cultural and political 
structures. Such factors are shared by ICOMOS under the categories F (local on-site 
management defi ciencies), G (cultural changes or defi ciencies) and H (general context – 

Figure 3.34 (a) Coastal erosion in Pantai Rhu, Terengganu; (b) Granite seawall to protect 
recreational area in Terengganu (Photograph: web source20&21)

Figure 3.35 Evidence of deforestation in 
the Cameron Highlands (Photograph by 
Jamaludin Mohaiadin)
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national level). Th e potential threats that come under these categories are wide-ranging and 
may include lack of interest in (landscape) heritage and preservation, weak implementation 
of policies, corruption, changing lifestyles, migration to the cities, or loss of function of 
specifi c land use activities due to economic change. Th e potential eff ects of these factors may 
be most pronounced for the Minangkabau settlements, the FELDA Lurah Bilut settlement, 
and fi shing village area at Kuala Sepetang on the West Coast. It has already been explained 
in the previous section that traditional houses in the rural Minangkabau landscape of Kuala 
Pilah are being increasingly abandoned and falling into disrepair (see Figure 3.37).

A similar process is taking place in the FELDA settlement of Lurah Bilut, which is remote 
and has limited job opportunities. Many people of the second and third generation have left  
or are leaving the settlement; consequently, Lurah Bilut is losing integrity (Figure 3.38). Th e 
Chinese population of Kuala Sangga, on the West Coast, also has been declining although the 
fi shing village is still well intact. Although tourism and fi sheries still provide a livelihood for 
many, particularly in Kuala Sepetang, it is reasonable to assume that pressures of economic, 
social, and cultural change will also have their eff ect in this area.

Figure 3.36 Th e most recent evidence of hydrological disturbance that caused mud fl ood at 
Bertam Valley in Cameron Highlands on 23rd October 2013 (Photograph: web source22&23)

Figure 3.37 Kuala Pilah: (a) vacant traditional house; (b) abandoned house in decline
(Photograph by author)
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3.5 Concluding remarks

In the opinion of the author, the six rural landscapes that were presented in this chapter as 
potential national landscape heritage all deserve preservation and even active conservation. 
Th ese measures would allow for ongoing dynamism with respect for the landscape elements 
and structures that have prominent historical importance. From the evidence presented in 
this chapter, it is clear that without any form of formal and legal protection, there will be 
a bona fi de risk of erosion or disappearance of the landscape features in the six areas; the 
threats to all of the rural heritage landscapes are considerable.

As stressed earlier in this chapter, the choices that were made in this chapter were personal 
and inherently subjective, although hopefully convincing thanks to the embedding of the 
choices in academic literature and empirical surveys. It is crucial to fi nd out to what extent 
the professional community of planners in Malaysia shares my view that various cultural 
landscapes are worthwhile for national protection, and that such protection is actually urgent 
because of the high level of threat to all valuable cultural landscapes in the country.

Th e next three chapters will move away from my personal appraisal of rural historic 
landscapes in Peninsular Malaysia and focus on the perceptions, views, appreciation, and 
ideas of the wider community of practitioners in physical, rural and heritage planning, of 
policy makers, and of Malaysian academics in relevant fi elds of study. Chapter 6 in particular 
will partially function as a validation by practitioners of the views expressed in this Chapter 
3. But fi rst, we will proceed to basic perceptions of practitioners, policy makers and academic 
about the notions of landscape, cultural landscape, and heritage (Chapter 4) and then to the 
discourse about landscape and heritage in key policy documents of the federal Malaysian 
government (Chapter 5).

Figure 3.38 FELDA Lurah Bilut settlement: (a) abandoned house of original design; (b) 
modern concrete house (Photograph by Mohd Shahir Salam)
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Cultural landscape and heritage 

conservation in Malaysia: perspectives 

from Malaysian experts

4.1 Introduction

In Chapter 3, I suggested a number of distinct rural cultural landscapes in Peninsular 
Malaysia that have the potential of being nominated as national cultural heritage, based 
on criteria that reflect the international discussion on landscape analysis and heritage 
identification. The analysis in Chapter 3 made clear that Peninsular Malaysia has a 
diversity of cultural landscapes of sufficient integrity and richness of embedded values 
for conservation and possibly for acquiring national heritage status. The following three 
Chapters, 4 to 6, will focus on the policy setting in regard to rural cultural landscapes. In 
this context, it is important to examine the position of those responsible for implementing 
policy. Is the professional community of planners and practitioners of the country willing to 
take steps forward towards the conservation of rural cultural landscapes? Are they interested 
in this topic? What is their knowledge and appreciation of the rural cultural landscape of 
Malaysia? What do they perceive current policies as efficient? This Chapter 4 will deal with 
these questions, on the basis of the results of a questionnaire filled in by 117 experts and six 
in-depth interviews with senior policy makers from relevant federal departments.

The following Chapters 5 and 6, also examine the policy setting and the perceptions 
and opinions of Malaysian landscape experts and practitioners. Chapter 5 discusses the 
Malaysian landscape discourse in key national policy documents, based on content analysis, 
and Chapter 6 highlights Malaysian expert perspectives on the potential for nominating 
cultural landscapes as heritage, based on workshops as the method of research.

This chapter is structured as follows. Section 4.2 discusses the selection of respondents and 
the design of the questionnaire and the interviews. Section 4.3 presents the results under the 
following three headings: experts’ familiarity with and awareness of rural cultural landscape 
(4.3.1), experts’ appreciation of the cultural landscape of Peninsular Malaysia (4.3.2), and 
experts’ opinions about current landscape planning. Section 4.4 offers some concluding 
remarks.

4.2 Questionnaire and interviews

As indicated in section 1.3, the questionnaire was divided into four parts:

Chapter 4
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i. Respondent’s profile;
ii. Respondent’s understanding, awareness and preferences with regard to rural cultural 

landscape and its heritage values;
iii. Respondent’s ideas about communication and links within and between relevant 

agencies; and
iv. Respondent’s opinion about the effectiveness of current planning tools and legal 

framework for heritage conservation.

The full questionnaire can be found in Appendix 4. It is important to note that the 
respondents did not adequately fill in the third section of the questionnaire, which consists of 
open questions concerning communication and links within and between agencies. As there 
was simply not enough feedback for qualitative analysis, this section will therefore be excluded 
from the analysis. The other parts of the questionnaire consist mostly of structured options 
such as yes/no, Likert scale, or multiple-choice types. The structured questions make use of 
some of the results of Chapter 3. For example, in the question about landscape preferences, 
the options to choose from were taken from landscape types identified in Chapter 3.

In this chapter, I shall only present frequency data, both for the group of all respondents as a 
whole and for subgroups with different backgrounds and domains of work. Since the survey 
is exploratory and some of the respondent subgroups are small in numbers, I shall refrain 
from statistical analysis.

The questionnaire was sent to a carefully designed list of 139 experts. In order to be included 
in the mailing list, experts were supposed to meet the following criteria:
i. Participants in the survey should be middle-range professionals;
ii. Participants should hold at least an undergraduate degree in a relevant field of study 

(such as landscape architecture, planning, architecture, ecology or heritage conservation); 
and

iii. Participants should have work experience – either in their current position or previously 
– related to their academic background.

The invitation list for the questionnaire was constructed by purposive sampling in the 
following way. Senior officers and head departments in three federal departments (the 
Town and Country Planning Department, National Landscape Department, and National 
Heritage Department) were asked to list members of their staff who meet the criteria 
mentioned above. As a result, these national departments suggested 40 experts. A second 
group of experts are those who work in planning at the state and/or local level. This is a 
relevant group for my survey: planners at both state and local level may not be involved in 
policy-making in the same way as planners working at the federal level, but they are very 
familiar with policy from the level of implementation. Since this is a very large potential 
group, I randomly selected three of the states (Negeri Sembilan, Selangor, and Perak) and 
followed the same procedure as with the national departments. The list of experts of this 
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second group also contained 40 names. A third group I wanted to include is the group of 
academics and landscape architects. Through snowball sampling, a list was compiled of 
34 experts in this group. Academics were selected from relevant fields such as landscape 
architecture, planning, architecture, ecology, and heritage conservation. Through the network 
of Institute of Landscape Architects Malaysia (ILAM), the national professional organization 
of landscape architects, it was possible to identify landscape architects familiar with national 
policies, through their work for government or NGO’s.

Finally, I wanted to include experts from the domain of rural and regional development, both 
at the federal level and state level. In order to compile a list of such experts, I approached 
senior officer of the Ministry of Rural and Regional Development and of two State Councils 
(Seremban and Penang). Together, they suggested 25 experts who could meet the criteria. 
Table 4.1 shows the high response rates for each of the four groups. In total, 117 experts 
completed and returned the questionnaire; the overall response rate was 84%.

The largest subgroup of respondents is a group of planning experts from the state (and 
local) level: 26% of all respondents. The second largest group is the group of the rural 
development experts (20%). The remaining 56% of the respondents are fairly well distributed 
over the other professional groups, although the subgroup working in the National Heritage 
Department is small, with only eight respondents. As may be expected for a group of middle 
range professionals, the main age groups represent those in mid career between 30 and 50 
(52%). In terms of educational background, over 90% of the respondents indicate that they 
hold an academic degree. Some respondents have indicated ‘certificate’ or ‘diploma’ as their 
educational background. This does not necessarily mean that they do not hold an academic 
degree; they may simply have indicated their additional or latest pre/post-university 
qualification.

The respondents to the questionnaire mainly work in the domains of policy implementation 
(those working for federal and state departments), teaching and research in relevant fields 

Table 4.1 Invited experts and actual response by group

Agency, Department, Group Invited Response 

Federal Departments
Town and Country Planning Department, National Landscape Department, 
and National Heritage Department

40 36

State Departments
Planning Departments of: Negeri Sembilan, Selangor, and Perak

40 30

Academics and landscape architects
Universiti Teknologi MARA and ILAM members

34 28

Rural and Regional Development (RRD)
Federal and members of two State Councils (Penang and Seremban)

25 23

Total 139 117
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(the academics), and concrete landscape projects (the landscape architects). To gain insights 
into the perceptions and ideas of more senior policy makers, I conducted six interviews with 
high-ranking officers from national departments:
i. Two from the National Heritage Department (one architect and one anthropologist);
ii. One landscape architect/planner from the National Landscape Department;
iii. Two planners from the Federal Town and Country Planning Department (one from the 

National Physical Unit and one from the Morphology Unit); and
iv. One planner from the Ministry of Rural and Regional Development.

The semi-structured interviews followed the sections of the questionnaire. There was time 
and space for elaborate answers. The transcribed interviews were analysed manually with the 
help of keyword labels.

The presentation of the results will combine survey outcomes with information from the 
interviews and will not strictly follow the sequence of items of the questionnaire. The results 
will be discussed under the following headings:

Figure 4.1 The profile of the group of respondents
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i. Expert’s familiarity with and awareness of key concepts (section 4.3.1 – Familiarity and 
awareness – landscape);

ii. Expert’s appreciation for the various types of landscapes and their feelings about 
nominating landscapes as heritage (section 4.3.2 – Appreciation of landscape); and

iii. Expert’s awareness of planning and heritage policies and their perception of the 
effectiveness of current landscape policy in the country (section 4.3.3 – Landscape policy).

Table 4.2 indicates how elements of the questionnaire were used in the presentation and 
discussion of results.

4.3 Expert’s understanding and opinions: results

4.3.1 Familiarity and awareness of rural cultural landscape

More than half of the respondents (57%) indicated that they were born in a rural area in 
Malaysia. It is common for many Malaysians to have first-hand experience of living in the 
countryside. Most of the respondents moved to the city in their later life. Not all experts are 
familiar, though, with the concept ‘cultural landscape’: only 79% report that they are familiar 
with the term. Figure 4.2 shows that experts from the National Landscape Department and 
the National Heritage Department, plus academics and landscape architects, generally know 
the term. Surprisingly, planners at the federal level and planners active in rural and regional 
development are less familiar with the concept: only a minority knows the term ‘cultural 
landscape’. Apparently, the concept is not much in use in the education and practice of urban 
and regional planning.

During one of the interviews, a planner of the Ministry of Rural and Regional Development 
explained that ‘cultural landscape’ receives little attention in the work of her Ministry:

Table 4.2 Result sections and questionnaire items

Result Section (this chapter) Questionnaire
Section

Questions

4.3.1 and 4.3.2 Familiarity and awareness – cultural landscape 2A
2B
2C
4A
4B

1-2, 4
1-3, 4
1,12
1-5
1-2

4.3.4 Appreciation of the cultural landscape 2A
2B
4A

6-8
7, 8, 10
7

4.3.5 Landscape policy 2A
2B
2C
4A
4B

5,9,10
9
1-4, 6-11, 13-15
6
3, 4, 5, 6, 7
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The role of the Ministry of Rural and Regional Development is more on economic 
advancement of the rural areas, and rural cultural landscape is certainly out of focus. 
There is some awareness, but not included in the implementation. By right, in every 
project, we should have one representative, which could advise on this subject. We have 
no department that concerns rural landscape conservation. (Officer 6, MoRRD/planner, 
female)

Although the Ministry of Rural and Regional Development is handling matters pertinent to 
rural landscape, economic development of the rural areas is its priority. Another interviewee 
(Officer 2) who had been involved in policy making for rural regions confirmed this. She 
admitted that the Ministry’s awareness of rural cultural landscape is marginal, as its focus 
is on human development. This state of affairs may be encountered more generally in 
developing countries (as well as in many ‘developed’ countries, by the way): conservation 
tends to be secondary on the political agenda. In the eyes of policy makers, economic 
development is more important for the enhancement of the economic conditions and quality 
of living of the rural communities.

Seven of the eight respondents from the National Heritage Department report that they 
know the term ‘cultural landscape’, but even in their department, cultural landscape is not 
considered the Department’s area of expertise, as explained by a senior officer:

Cultural landscape is very important, but it is not our field of expertise. In the built 
heritage, monuments can be considered as a small sector of cultural landscape. 
Landscape as a whole (that possess the intangible and tangible elements) is most 
important for the listing because it tells the whole story, that is to say, the setting. 
Cultural landscape serves as the playground of our history of the building. Regarding 
this matter, the National Heritage Department understands the circumstances, but we 
are not the experts, especially on cultural landscape. (Officer 4, NHD/architect, male)

Figure 4.2 Familiarity with the term ‘cultural landscape’ by subgroup

Federal TCP

State TCP

National Landscape Department

National Heritage Department

ILAM Member

Academic

Other

0 5 10 15 20 25 30

YES (%)

NO (%) 



73

An overall impression from the interviews is that awareness about the concept of cultural 
landscape is on the rise in policy circles and academia, but that it will take a long journey to 
attain a mature level of awareness as for example in Europe or North America. During the 
interview with Officer 5, she expressed the opinion that the National Landscape Department 
is becoming more aware of the importance of cultural landscape, and that most landscape 
architects working in the Department today have been exposed to cultural landscape 
thinking in their formal professional education. But her remarks also show that in practice 
the National Landscape Department mainly focuses on the specific landscape category of 
parks and gardens:

We have to look within our tasks and functions because the National Landscape 
Department was set up to look into park and garden developments and landscape 
development. One of our intentions is to get our gardens to be prepared under the 
UNESCO Awareness Charter. We try to put a title on the garden, but they need a lot of 
requirements (Officer 5, NLD/landscape architect/planner, female).

With gardens and parks as a main focus of attention, the National Landscape Department 
is still far removed from incorporating the ordinary landscape into its policies. Previous 
research by Maliki (2008) highlighted that landscape study in the Malaysian context has 
always been associated with gardening and landscape beautification. This tradition is deeply 
engrained in landscape perceptions of policy makers as well as the public at large.

In the survey, experts were asked about their familiarity with the four UNESCO categories of 
cultural landscape: designed landscape, relic landscape, ordinary landscape and associative 
landscape. As might be expected, the experts are most familiar with designed landscape 
(77%), a category that clearly refers to gardens and parks, and with ordinary landscape (66%), 
a term that resonates everyday language. They are less familiar with the more technical 
terms ‘associative landscape’ (49%) and ‘relic landscape’ (46%). As already indicated, one of 
the reasons for the establishment of the National Landscape Department was to maintain 
and develop parks and gardens. There is not yet a strong push from the policy level to raise 
awareness of the values of the ordinary landscape among landscape practitioners and the 
public at large. During the interview, Officer 5 suggested that raising awareness about diverse 
cultural landscapes would require a ‘cultural landscape model’: an organizing idea about 
cultural landscape as valuable and worthwhile for protection.

We need to start with a model. It took us twenty years to get Georgetown (UNESCO 
World Heritage Site) preserved, as initially they protested; they don’t really know what 
is the potential, but now everybody want to preserve the old city. It is a very long process 
and our community is the one that needs to be educated (Officer 5, NLD/landscape 
architect/planner, female).
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Although cultural landscape has not yet been integrated into the national agenda nor listed 
as national heritage, experts may have heard and learned about cultural landscape in their 
formal education and work experience. The survey shows that most experts know the 
concept through their education (73%) or additional reading (72%). Moreover, 57% of the 
respondents have encountered the term in their work experience, although over 60% of them 
have never been actively involved in a cultural landscape project. The results suggest that the 
term is becoming more common in the professional discourse, but that policy practice does 
not (yet) focus explicitly on cultural landscape.

4.3.2 Appreciation of the rural cultural landscape

Given the fact that rural cultural landscape is not in the focus of Malaysian planning 
policies and that most practitioners are much more engaged with development than with 
conservation, it will not come as a surprise that less than half (47%) of the respondents 
consider rural cultural landscapes as ‘fascinating’ or ‘interesting’. In the questionnaire, I tried 
to probe deeper into the experts’ appreciation of Malaysian landscapes and their opinions 
about ‘landscape as heritage’. For this purpose, the survey included items about experts’ 
personal preferences (for distinct types of landscapes, for types of heritage), about the types 
of landscapes they would prefer to be nominated as heritage, and about the values they see as 
most important in ‘landscape as heritage’.

As a first step, experts were asked to indicate their personal appreciation for the following 
eight types of landscape: rice landscape, (West Coast) fishing villages, mixed agriculture, 
former mining sites, (East Coast) coastal landscape and cottage industries, orchards, palm 
oil plantations, and rubber plantations (see Chapter 3). They could tick one of five categories 
for each landscape type, from ‘like very much’ to ‘not at all’. Figure 4.3 shows the results. 
The following landscapes rank highest for the most positive category of appreciation: rice 
landscapes (41%), followed by orchards (32%), coastal landscapes and cottage industries 
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(29%) and fishing villages (28%). The lowest scores in the high preference category are for 
former mining sites (9%) and for the rubber and palm oil plantation landscapes (both about 
4%).

The experts show little appreciation for the industrial heritage of former mining sites. Most 
of the mines in Peninsular Malaysia were closed in the 1980s and became abandoned; 
nowadays most of them lack integrity. In fact some conservation is taking place, as at 
the Sungai Lembing former mining site in Pahang; furthermore the National Heritage 
Department has been working closely with the Perak Heritage Society for conservation of 
Kinta Valley (where several former mining sites are located) and for nomination of the site 
as national heritage. The experts who participated in the survey may or may not be aware 
of these efforts; nevertheless, they express little appreciation for this type of rural cultural 
landscape.

Another item of the questionnaire confirms that most experts see the Northern and 
East Coast Regions of the peninsula as the most attractive and appealing rural cultural 
landscapes: of the four regions, experts agreed that the East Coast (38%) and the Northern 
Region (38%) were the most valuable regions in Peninsular Malaysia in terms of landscape 
(see Figure 4.4). The rice cultivation landscape as important characteristic of the Northern 
Region, particularly in Kedah, while the traditional landscape of coastal villages with cottage 
industries is iconic for the coastal areas of Pahang, Terengganu and Kelantan in the East 
Coast Region (see also Chapter 3).

The respondents were also asked what triggers them in their appreciation of rural cultural 
landscape, both in terms of landscape characteristics and with respect to values of landscape. 
With regard to landscape characteristics, the questionnaire presented six categories: scenery 
and settlement pattern, land use activities, clear historical elements, relationships with 
important (historical) persons and events, unique cultural activities, and architectural styles. 
For each of these characteristics, the respondents were asked how distinct they would prefer 
these to be in a cultural landscape that they appreciate strongly (five answer categories, from 
‘very distinct’ to ‘not at all’). Figure 4.5 shows the results.
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It can be observed in Figure 4.5 that many experts, approximately about one third, did not 
answer this question (a continuation from open ended question). When we only look at 
the highest category of distinction, we can observe that the experts prioritize scenery and 
settlement pattern (30%), architectural style (27%) and unique cultural activities (27%). 
When we include the two highest categories of distinction (‘very distinct’ and ‘distinct’) 
we can see that land use activities are almost equally valued as a characteristic of rural 
cultural landscapes. Appreciation is clearly lower for the two categories that explicitly refer 
to historical qualities: ‘clear historical elements’ (although the historical is implicit in various 
other categories as well) and ‘relationships with important persons and events’ (landscape as 
lieu de mémoire). The experts seem to appreciate the rural landscape most because of scenery 
(often related to land use activities such as in rice cultivation landscapes) and architecture, 
combined with the intangible component of (unique) cultural activities.

These results are somewhat contradicted, at first sight, by the outcomes of the question about 
appreciation for rural cultural landscape values. The respondents were asked to give their 
opinion about the importance of the following rural landscape values: historical (e.g. events), 
cultural (e.g. daily practices), aesthetic, ecological, [values for] tourism, [values for] education 
(live museum, teaching the younger generation) (see Figure 4.6).

In the highest value category, the respondents give equal importance to historical values 
and cultural values (56%), followed by ecological values (51%). When we include the two 
highest value categories (‘very much valuable’ and ‘valuable’) we may add aesthetic values 
to the preference list of the experts. It looks as if these findings are inconsistent with the 
results depicted in Figure 4.5 (landscape characteristics) with regard to appreciation for the 
‘historical’. This may be the result of a flaw in the phrasing of categories. The value category 
‘historical (e.g. events)’ may trigger the respondents to think of current cultural practices and 
events that have a long tradition, instead of historical values in the sense of traces of the 
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past in the geography of the landscape or lieu de mémoire. If such a misinterpretation has 
happened, the high appreciation for historical values would actually indicate appreciation for 
cultural values.

The results by subgroup indicate that such a misunderstanding indeed occurred. If the 
rural landscape value ‘historical’ had been understood as intended (historical traces and 
associations in the landscape), then the respondents of the National Heritage Department 
would almost certainly have given high importance to this category. This was not at all the 
case. In fact, the category ‘historical (e.g. events)’ received the highest ranking as landscape 
value from landscape architects, both ILAM members and experts in the National Landscape 
Department (see Figure 4.7)

The respondents were also asked the following question in the questionnaire: if it would be 
possible to nominate cultural landscapes as national heritage, then how much would you like 
to nominate each of the following landscapes?:
i. Rice landscapes;
ii. West Coast ethnic fishing village;
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iii. East Coast ethnic fishing village;
iv. Former mining sites (e.g. Kinta Valley);
v. Mixed agriculture; and
vi. First FELDA planned settlement

Please note that five of these landscape types were also included in the item about personal 
landscape preferences (Figure 4.5). The first FELDA planned settlement was added to find 
out to what extent the experts prioritize the rural heritage of the early days of national 
independence (see Chapter 3). The respondents could tick one of five categories for each 
landscape, from ‘very much’ to ‘not at all’.

The results are presented in Figure 4.8. Whether we look only at the category of highest 
preference or at the two high preference categories together, the picture remains the same: 
the rice landscape is most preferred for heritage nomination, followed by the East Coast 
and West Coast fishing villages. It is interesting that the first FELDA settlement ranks fourth 
(heritage of state-led rural development in the early independence phase). The landscapes 
of the North and of the East and West Coastal areas, each of them distinct in its own way 
(see Chapter 3), clearly rank highest in the appreciation of the experts. It is certain that most 
experts are aware of the fact that exactly these landscapes are under considerable threat of 
development; this may have played a role in their prioritizing of these areas.

These findings do not imply that rural cultural landscape is the first thing that comes to the 
respondents’ mind when they think about heritage. In another part of the questionnaire 
they express a high level of preference for (urban) built heritage (77%), followed by (rural) 
cultural landscapes (67%), natural heritage (61%), and archaeological heritage (29%). Built 
heritage has received the most publicity and exposure in Malaysia – like in most parts of the 
world – particularly the conservation of historic towns (built heritage) at the two UNESCO 
World Heritage Sites of Georgetown and Malacca. It is promising that (rural) cultural 
landscape rank second among experts’ preferences for heritage types. The almost equally 
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high level of interest in natural heritage may reflect the national agenda of conservation 
for biodiversity and of sustainable development (see Chapter 5). Archaeological heritage 
is the domain of archaeologists and there is little involvement of other professionals in its 
conservation. The recently listed UNESCO site of Lenggong Valley in Perak (2012, web 
source24) shows the government’s interest in protecting archaeological sites in Malaysia.

During the interviews, the senior policy makers from the three federal departments all 
expressed a positive appreciation of the country’s rural landscapes. Some stress the historical 
significance of rural cultural landscape, as for example, one town and country planner: 
“Rural landscape is what links us historically. Our country’s history began with the rural areas” 
(Officer 1, planner/TCP Federal, female). The comments of others mirror the Malaysian 
landscape planning focus on scenic value, landscape beautification and ecology, as in this 
comment of a landscape architect (although she points at cultural value as well):

The values of rural cultural landscapes are varied because it depends on what you are 
looking into. In some areas, the value can be appreciated for its ecological significance. 
Certain places are valuable for their scenic beauty and some because of their setting 
and environment. For instance, the scenic landscape and the cultural activities of Kuala 
Kemaman [in the State of Terengganu] make this place lively and unique (Officer 5, 
NLD/landscape architect/planner, female).

It is interesting to note that several interviewees, while talking about the Malaysian rural 
cultural landscape, point at historical elements that link back to the Malay heritage of 
sultanates and royalty. An architect from the National Heritage Department expressed 
appreciation for British colonial legacy in the landscape, but added that Malay landscape 
heritage should be studied as well:

In my opinion, the British colonial legacies such as plantation settlements and the 
mining towns are among the ones that have historical values and sentiment. Meanwhile, 
the villages in Negeri Sembilan and Melaka that belonged to the 1850’s period have a 
longer history, which also can be linked to the Malay Sultanate period. Thus, research 
within these types of heritage is vital because it reveals how the Malays think in creating 
the settlements for their people (Officer 4, NHD/architect, male).

A similar remark about Malay elements in the rural cultural landscape was made by one 
town and country planner while talking about the rice landscape of the north region:

I love the rice landscape of the Northern Region. When relating it to history, the 
construction of the waterways had a royal link to it, with the Wan Mat Saman aqueduct. 
To my knowledge, the NHD is conducting a study on it. (Officer 2, TCP Federal/
planner, female)
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The element of authenticity was spontaneously brought up in several interviews, as an 
important element in the assessment of the value of specific Malaysian rural landscapes. 
In respect to the rice cultivation landscape, one other policy maker commented with the 
following:

I would prefer paddy fields in Kuala Kangsar in Perak and Masjid Tanah in Malacca as 
they are more authentic compared to the ones in the Northern Region, such as in Kedah. 
Kuala Kangsar and Masjid Tanah still retain the old method in their farming practices 
and may therefore be considered as more authentic (Officer 4, NHD/architect, male).

This officer refers to paddy fields, in Kuala Kangsar and Masjid Tanah, which are 
characterized by small plots and where farmers only make very limited use of modern 
machinery. In his opinion these paddy fields are more ‘authentic’. Authenticity is a complex 
concept in the context of living landscapes as was discussed in Chapter 2. During the 
interviews, I have not probed deeper in the respondents’ understanding of the concept of 
authenticity. Another interviewee, an anthropologist who works in the National Heritage 
Department, also stressed authenticity as an important criterion in the landscape assessment 
of his department:

Besides Lenggong [the fourth UNESCO site in Malaysia, an archaeological site], 
other cultural landscapes such as in the rural areas of Negeri Sembilan with their 
Minangkabau settlements and the ethnic fishing village in the East Coast of Peninsular 
Malaysia are fascinating. Our department will gazette them if they are found to be 
authentic (Officer 3, NHD/anthropologist, male).

Both the middle-ranking experts who participated in the questionnaire and the senior policy 
makers who were interviewed have demonstrated awareness of, interest in, and appreciation 
for the rural cultural landscapes of Peninsular Malaysia and readiness to think about rural 
cultural landscape as a heritage category. The points that they have stressed most reflect, to 
a large extent, the national agenda in landscape and heritage policy, which will be explored 
more deeply in Chapter 5. On a personal level the experts may have positive attitudes 
towards landscape-as-heritage, but this does not mean that they see it as an easy task to move 
forward in the direction of cultural landscape conservation. Expert opinion on landscape 
policy and policy issues is the topic of section 4.3.3.

4.3.3 Landscape policy

As a first element of this section I want to discuss the results of a few questionnaire items that 
were intended to check the experts’ familiarity with Malaysian heritage policy. For the sake of 
comparison, I also included an item about familiarity with mainstream planning tools in the 
country. For example, 88% of the respondents indicate that they are very familiar with such 
planning tools in Malaysia; 90% of them report that they have obtained this knowledge from 
their daily tasks on the job, and 50% indicate that they (also) know the planning tools from 
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their formal education. In stark contrast to these data, only 31% of the experts report that 
they are familiar with the National Heritage Act of 2005. Although the majority does not 
know the Act, most respondents do self-report that they have a basic understanding of what 
heritage conservation is about: 19% highly aware; 40% aware; 27% moderately aware.

Figure 4.9 shows the overall low level of familiarity with the legal framework of heritage 
conservation in Malaysia (the National Heritage Act); the only rather obvious exception is 
the group of respondents from the National Heritage Department. This is in line with the 
personal observation of the author that in local universities in Malaysia courses related to 
planning and landscape are more established and mature than courses about conservation. 
Hence, planning policy and planning legislation are frequently discussed in planning 
education. In addition, conservation projects have only recently gained attention in Malaysia 
from policy makers. Therefore, most planning professionals only seldom encounter the 
National Heritage Act in their work or professional development.

Although most respondents have no active knowledge of the National Heritage Act, more 
than half of them (54%) is aware of the fact that every Malaysian citizen may nominate a 
site or object as national heritage (Clause 68 of the Act). This fact is common knowledge 
among experts who work in the National Heritage Department and also broadly known to 
academics. But for all other groups 40% or more of the respondents are unaware of this.

Most of the respondents are involved in practical projects and policy implementation, and 
not so much in policy making (see Figure 4.10). This may explain that most of them are well 
aware of planning tools and rules – the toolbox of their profession – but less aware of new 
themes at the conceptual and strategic level, such as the relatively new domain of heritage 
and its potential role in planning. Figure 4.10 also shows that three groups are relatively 
more engaged in policy making: respondents from the National Heritage Department (a 
new field in the midst of policy formulation), academics (who often act as consultants) and 
town and country planners at state level. Middle range experts in the other Departments 
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Figure 4.9 Familiarity with the National Heritage Act by subgroup
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are less involved in policy making, but rather in supervision and coordination of concrete 
implementation projects. The focus on practical projects is most extreme for the landscape 
architects (ILAM Member).

The respondents strongly agree that focus of Malaysian conservation policy is given to 
natural heritage (44%) and built heritage (42%), followed by archaeological heritage, both 
above ground (12%) and underground (15%). Forty-two percent of the experts think that the 
rural cultural landscape only receives moderate attention in the current heritage policy (see 
Figure 4.11).

To find out the experts’ sense of urgency with regard to landscape and heritage policy, I 
included both structured and open items in the questionnaire about current threats to the 
rural cultural landscape of Malaysia. The experts agree that rural cultural landscapes in 
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Peninsular Malaysia are threatened by the current rapid urban and economic development 
(see Figure 4.12). Among the experts, the planners of the federal Town and Country 
Planning Department seem the most concerned about threats to the rural cultural landscape. 
Many of them have been involved in the preparation of the National Physical Plan and may, 
therefore, be aware of the current speed of urbanisation and of the potential threats posed by 
the newly implemented regional economic corridors. More generally, all subgroups express a 
high sense of urgency about the threats of rapid development for rural cultural landscapes.

In the open questions the respondents give many examples of concrete threats to rural 
cultural landscapes in the four economic regions of the peninsula as illustrated in the 
followings:
i. The rice paddy landscape in the Northern Region, particularly around Alor Setar, will be 

affected by large-scale land conversion from agriculture into housing and manufacturing.
ii. For the rice paddy areas in Krian District (Perak State), the experts also see threats from 

the aquaculture activities, such as the breeding of arowana fish;
iii. Rapid development along the West Coast of the Central Region, particularly in Selangor 

and Malacca, will change the coastal landscape character dramatically. In this context, 
the reclamation of land in Malacca may cause risk for the fishing villages nestled within 
the coastal area. Land conversion from palm oil plantation into housing, infrastructure, 
services and manufacturing, which is rapidly taking place in Selangor, will diminish the 
integrity and authenticity of the Central Region’s rural cultural landscape;

iv. The Southern Region, particularly south Johor, is perceived as also facing threats similar 
to those of the Central Region. Rapid development in Iskandar Region, the gateway from 
the south, has caused an urban sprawl into the rural areas nearby. The conversion of 
farmland into commercial, housing and industrial complexes will affect the integrity as 
well as the authenticity of the rural cultural landscape in this region; and
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Figure 4.12 Experts’ opinion on threats to the rural cultural landscape in Malaysia
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v. For the East Coast Region, experts express their concern about landscape degradation 
due to inland tourism and due to large scales developments such as the establishment 
of petrochemical complexes and port extensions, as is now taking place in the coastal 
area of Terengganu (around Kuala Terengganu and Kemaman) and Pahang (for example, 
Kuantan).

Do the experts believe that the current legal framework in place in Malaysia is sufficient 
for counteracting these threats to the cultural landscape? The answers are not very positive. 
The respondents were asked to what extent, they believe, the rural cultural landscape is 
taken into account in planning and heritage legislations (see Figure 4.13). Only 26% of the 
respondents believe that the rural cultural landscape is properly considered in planning 
legislation (categories ‘much attention’ and ‘very much attention’ taken together). For heritage 
legislation, the figure is 30%.

The respondents’ appraisal of the efficiency of rural policies specifically in protecting the 
countryside and its landscapes is even more negative (see Figure 4.14). Only the planners 
who work at state level, a substantial minority among them at least, believe that rural policies 
are in this sense efficient.

During the interviews, the six senior policy officers gave many interesting insights about 
the issues of landscape planning and of integrating rural cultural landscape into planning. 
One issue that came up repeatedly the interviews was the tension between economic 
development and conservation. A planner from the Federal Town & Country Planning 
Department claimed that many policy makers in the country still, particularly opponents 
of conservation, still see heritage conservation as something that will freeze and frustrate 
economic development:
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Figure 4.13 Experts’ opinion on the extent to which rural cultural landscape has been 
considered in both planning acts and heritage acts
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Many younger generations as well as the public at large do not understand what 
conservation is all about, yet they were also unable to see that conservation is part of 
development and not against it as it has been perceived. Furthermore, some policy makers, 
politicians and professionals alike, have a school of thought that heritage development 
goes against economic development (Officer 1, TCP Federal/planner, female).

Public support for landscape conservation would require a cultural change, particularly 
in the current phase of rapid development with a focus on economic opportunity and 
material gain. As phrased by another interviewee: “The awareness in appreciating our 
rural cultural landscape should be nurtured in school. Our society is status driven. They see 
material possessions and economic gain as an indicator of success.” (Officer 2, TCP Federal, 
female). Several policy makers elaborated on this issue during the interviews and stressed 
that current conservation policies do not yet have mechanisms in place for reconciling the 
priority among the people to gain economically with the policy goals of conservation:

Local people like to see how much they can gain economically from the development, 
especially in a heavily subsidized society like ours. Things like these are causing the 
problems in retaining the areas with heritage values. In this context, the government 
should develop the area – not urbanize it! – in such a way that it can generate income for 
the local people and also give grants to maintain the area as it is. So far, this mechanism 
in Malaysia is still underdeveloped (Officer 2, TCP Federal/planner, female).

What she hints at is dynamic landscape and heritage management with smart win-win 
situations for local people and for conservation. This is not a line of current policy, as 
indicated by a planner from the National Landscape Department: “To my knowledge, 
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currently, the government is not pushing the budget for heritage as a priority. The money is 
limited unless conservation can generate income for the locals.” (Officer 5, NLD/landscape 
architect/planner, female).

Tourist development, in a way that sustains landscape qualities and provides opportunities 
for the population, is often seen as a solution. An anthropologist of the National Heritage 
Department sees this as a very difficult thing to realize in the current Malaysian context, with 
its focus on economic return:

Tourism can be anything, but heritage in line with its authenticity should be maintained. 
For instance, an authentic fishing village has potential as part of tourism. The value of 
the authenticity is important, but is challenging to sustain. This is because in the current 
trend, the materialization has to be in the economic return. Changing the old methods 
in certain daily practices will lessen the authenticity of the place (Officer 3, NHD/
anthropologist, male).

Tension between economy and conservation is not only a matter of local people versus 
conservationists, it may be equally relevant at the federal level where it is sometimes difficult 
to reconcile economic policy goals and landscape policy goals. An interesting example was 
given by one of the planners of the federal Town and Country Planning Department, with 
regard to the rice cultivation landscape of Kedah:

Rural cultural landscapes are certainly under threat because land is very scarce. Take 
the rice paddy as an example. Kedah is the rice bowl of Malaysia, but at the same 
time, the state needs the development to support its people, too. The challenge is there. 
Furthermore, there is the fact that importing rice is cheaper than cultivating it, so 
increasing the development area is justified. But we need to conserve the area for us 
to have a continuous supply of rice. If the yield is not much, probably we could change 
the technology, but the conservation is more on the memories, the notion. Tourists also 
prefer this kind of landscape. (Officer 2, TCP Federal/planner, female)

Another issue is very closely linked to the development versus conservation issue: the 
problems of landownership and of getting consent from landowners for conservation plans. 
The two interviewed officers of the National Heritage Department both elaborated on this, in 
the following statements:

Rural cultural landscape conservation involves a large area and not all lands belong 
to the federal government. We need to get consent from the individual owners for their 
land. In the case of rural cultural landscape, it might take two years just to get the 
consent of the landowners. Even to gazette one building it took us eighteen months to go 
through the process, and that is if there is no objection from the owners or the neighbors 
of the owner. (Officer 4, NHD/architect, male).
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In the case of Sungai Batu, we bought the land from the owner to protect the site. The 
site is currently a palm oil plantation. The owner wants to continue planting palm 
oil, but this will disturb the site that has a structure linked to the administrative 
centre of Lembah Bujang. We are taking the initiative to develop the area […]. It has 
historical importance as the place where our early civilization started (Officer 3, NHD/
anthropologist, male).

The six interviewed experts made many more comments about the landscape planning 
and about the potential for including heritage into landscape planning, in particular about 
the legal framework and regulations for planning and the coordination and collaboration 
between relevant federal Departments and between levels of governance. This information 
will be presented in Chapter 5 as background information for the analysis and interpretation 
of national policy documents.

4.4 Concluding remarks

The notion of ‘rural cultural landscape’ is not commonly used in Malaysian daily landscape 
policy and practice. More than one fifth of the respondents did not even know the term, 
although the majority is familiar with the concept, mainly on the basis of their professional 
training and further reading. The senior policy makers who were interviewed acknowledge 
that ‘rural cultural landscape’ is not a key concern in the work of their respective 
departments. For the National Heritage Department, the cultural landscape is at best ‘context’ 
where the focus is on buildings and monuments. Furthermore, in the National Landscape 
Department the landscape is largely an object for intervention: landscaping, beautification, 
creating clean, and green environments.

The types of rural landscapes appreciated most by the experts are the rice cultivation 
landscapes, the coastal landscapes of the East and West Coast (the two are very different 
from each other as we discussed in Chapter 3), and orchards. Geographically, this implies 
a preference for the landscape of the Northern Region (rice cultivation), the East Coast 
with its rather open landscapes of coconut palms, fishing villages, cottage industries and 
(remnants of) traditional Malay culture, and the West Coast with its fishing villages in a 
setting mainly of mangrove forest. Scenery, architecture and cultural activities are the most 
preferred qualities in rural cultural landscapes; there is considerably less appreciation for the 
broader historical layers in landscapes. Thus, it did not come as a surprise that the experts, if 
they would be allowed to nominate rural cultural landscape as heritage, would indicate the 
Northern Region and the coastal areas, followed, by the FELDA settlements of the days of 
early Malaysian independence.

The first association that the experts have with heritage is obviously urban built heritage. 
Built heritage is the focus of current heritage policy in the country, and it has received 
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national attention because of the two urban UNESCO Heritage Sites in Malaysia: Malacca 
and Georgetown. But there is also general acceptance of the idea that rural cultural 
landscapes can be considered as national heritage. Heritage legislation is remarkably 
unknown to most of the experts outside the National Heritage Department. This indicates 
that there is probably little coordination between physical or landscape planning on the one 
hand and heritage on the other hand in current planning practice.

The experts clearly see current threats to the various rural cultural landscapes of Peninsular 
Malaysia. Moreover, they agree that the legal frameworks and regulations in place are 
insufficient for protecting landscapes under threat from the pressures of urban and 
economic development. This issue of development versus conservation was also brought up 
many times by senior policy makers during the interviews; they see it as a major challenge. 
Another challenge is the reported lack of public awareness and interest with regard to 
landscape conservation and heritage.
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Landscape discourse in Malaysian  

government documents

5.1 Introduction

After having considered the perceptions, preferences, and opinions of professionals and 
practitioners about landscape and heritage in Chapter 4, we now turn to key government 
documents that may provide indications of the government’s approach to landscape, rural 
cultural landscape in particular, and landscape as a potential category of national heritage. 
Section 5.2 will give a brief introduction to the three documents that were selected for this 
purpose: the, the National Physical Plan of 2010, the National Landscape Policy of 2011, and 
National Heritage Act of 2005.

These three documents were submitted to content analysis with simple techniques such as 
word count and textual analysis in order to find answers to the following questions:
i. To what extent are the concepts of ‘landscape’ and ‘rural cultural landscape’ used in the 

three documents (section 5.3)?
ii. What is the dominant policy context within which landscape is being discussed (this is 

the context of sustainable development, section 5.4)?
iii. What are the values attributed to the (cultural) landscape across the three texts (section 

5.5)?
iv. What evidence do the documents provide with regard to linkages and functional 

relationships between the three policy domains of physical planning, landscape and 
heritage (section 5.6)?

The goal of content analysis is “to provide knowledge and understanding of the phenomenon 
under study” (Downe-Wamboldt, 1992, p. 314; Krippendorff, 2012). The phenomenon under 
study here is the Malaysian government’s approach to landscape, rural cultural landscape 
in particular, and landscape as a potential category of national heritage. There are many 
approaches in content analysis: the method can be quantitative as well as qualitative, or 
combined; the analysis may aim at finding evidence at the manifest level of documents, at 
finding meanings, ideologies, or values that are only latently present in the text, but that may 
be identified through textual analysis, or at a combination of analysis at the manifest and 
latent level (see, for example: Marshall & Rossman 1995; Kondracki & Wellman, 2002; Hsieh 
& Shannon, 2005). There is no ‘best method’ for content analysis; the approach is a function 
of the questions asked by the researcher. In my case, the four questions for the analysis can 
be answered by rather straightforward textual analysis and word counts, as will become 
evident in the following sections.

Chapter 5
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Section 5.7 is an intermezzo, in which we substantiate and elaborate the findings gathered so 
far through the interviews that were conducted with six senior policy makers from various 
federal departments. By way of conclusion, section 5.8 tries to identify the main lines of 
discourse about the rural cultural landscape in the Malaysian policy arena.

5.2 Selected documents: the National Physical Plan 2, National Landscape Policy, 
and National Heritage Act

For our analysis of the Malaysian policy discourse about the rural cultural landscape and 
about landscape as potential heritage, I have selected three documents that may have 
relevance to this topic. The first one is the current national plan for the spatial development 
of Peninsular Malaysia, the National Physical Plan 2, published in 2010, which will be 
referred to from now on as NPP-2. The second document is the Dasar Landskap Negara 
(DLN) or National Landscape Policy of 2011 (NLP). Both documents were prepared under 
the responsibility of the same Federal Ministry of Urban Wellbeing, Housing and Local 
Government (formerly known as the Ministry of Housing and Local Government), and 
carried out by the Federal Department of Town and Country Planning and the National 
Landscape Department, respectively. The third document for analysis is the National 
Heritage Act (NHA), published in 2005 and which has been in effect since March 2006. 
This Act was prepared by what was then called the Heritage Division under the Ministry 
of Culture, Arts, and Heritage. When the Act took effect, the Division was upgraded to a 
department, the Department of National Heritage, which is now under the Ministry of 
Tourism and Culture (formerly known as Ministry of Culture, Art, and Heritage). Since it 
is a legal document, the Act is a very different text compared to the NPP-2 and the NLP. 
However, it is the only formal document available on heritage policy, and therefore, it will be 
included in the analysis.

5.2.1 The National Physical Plan 2 (NPP-2)

As its name suggests, the NPP-2 is the successor of an earlier National Physical Plan, which 
was approved in 2005. It is the product of the review of that earlier plan, reflecting the fact 
that [T]he Malaysian government recognizes the importance of a quick and flexible response 
to changing circumstances in the continuous spatial planning process (FDTCP, 2010, p. 1-7). 
The NPP-2 is confined to Peninsular Malaysia, as Sabah and Sarawak are governed by 
different planning legislation. The goal of the NPP-2 is [T]he establishment of an efficient, 
equitable and sustainable national spatial framework to guide the overall development of the 
country towards achieving a developed and high-income nation status by 2020 (FDTCP, 2010, 
p. 2-1). Based on this overall goal, the NPP-2 has five central objectives (see Textbox 5.1). The 
document contains many background data and planning maps. It consists of six chapters:
1. National Physical Planning Framework (12 pages);
2. Goals, objectives and principles (15 pages);
3. Plan context (31 pages);
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4. Development strategy (44 pages);
5. Policies (97 pages);
6. Implementation mechanism (60 pages).

The goal of the NPP-2 shows that Vision 2020, as proclaimed by the former Prime Minister, 
Tun Dr. Mahathir Mohamad in 1991, inspires the plan (see Chapter 2). Objective number 
5 refers to the 1Malaysia policy, a government ambition launched in 2010, aiming at ethnic 
harmony, national unity, and efficient governance.

It is important to notice that the NPP’s are not only about urbanisation, infrastructure, 
and corridors of economic development, although this is the main focus. Six out of the 41 
policies formulated in the NPP-2 have a direct focus on rural areas or rural regions; these 
policies relate to the safeguarding of important agricultural production zones, protection 
of important natural landscapes, balanced development of settlement patterns, and the like. 
Over twenty NPP-2 policies also have in indirect bearing on rural areas, for example with 
regard to tourism, water quality, or infrastructure (see for example: FDTCP, 2010, p. 6.47 – 
6.52)

The National Physical Plans may be seen as a federal response to the fact that until the 1990’s 
much of the development policy in the country was actually pursued and implemented at 
the level of the states, without much territorial or sectoral coordination. The NPP’s serve 
as a framework for better coordination of economic and territorial development in the 
various states, as a context for structure and local plans at the level of local authorities, and as 
framework of reference for the various sectoral policies such as National Urban Policy (first 
published in 2006) and many other sector policies, including National Landscape Policy 
which will now be discussed.

Box 5.1 Objectives of the NPP-2 (FDTCP, 2010, p. 2-2)

i. To rationalise and consolidate the national spatial planning framework supported by 
key strategic infrastructure for economic efficiency and global competitiveness;

ii. To optimise utilisation of land and natural resources for sustainable development and 
biodiversity conservation;

iii. To promote more balanced regional development for national economic integration 
and social unity;

iv. To enhance spatial and environmental quality, diversity and safety for a high quality of 
life and liveability; and

v. To facilitate efficient integrated inter-state connectivity and public common users’ 
space provision for social interaction and sustainable communities in line with the 
1Malaysia concept.
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5.2.2 The National Landscape Policy (NLP)

The NLP is a 41 pages document that describes seven so-called ‘thrusts’ or directions for 
national landscape development, elaborated into strategies and concrete action plans that 
will require the participation of many agencies and ministries for actual implementation. 
The establishment of the NLP in 2011 may be seen as an attempt by the federal government 
to gain a stronger coordinating role and more control with regard to the development of the 
national landscape.

Before the establishment of the NLP, several Districts Landscape Master Plans were 
produced, such as Pelan Induk Landskap Majlis Perbandaran Muar 2005-2015 (PILMPM, 
2005); Pelan Induk Landskap Majlis Perbandaran Sungai Petani 2005-2015 (PILMPSP, 2005); 
Pelan Induk Landskap Majlis Perbandaran Alor Gajah 2005-2015 (PILMPAG, 2005); and 
Pelan Induk Landskap Majlis Daerah Cameron Highlands 2010-2020 (PILMDCH, 2010). As 
there was no clear guidance or framework on how to approach landscape matters, the first 
three of the plans just mentioned, remained limited to the established practice of planting 
and landscape beautification. But the Cameron Highlands Landscape Master Plan was 
innovative in the sense that its approach to landscape went beyond landscaping and took into 
account aspects such as landscape as heritage, as a potential resource for tourism, and the 
like. To some extent the NLP aimed at creating a common framework of reference although, 
as we will see, traditional landscaping is still an important aspect in National Landscape 
Policy. Furthermore, the new federal approach of framework planning through National 
Physical Plans actually required a federal sector policy for landscape, particularly for the 
establishment of structure plans and local plans by the local authorities.

The National Landscape Department that prepared the NLP was established in 1996 and “… 
has been mandated to lead the Nation’s efforts in achieving the aspiration of Beautiful Garden 
Nation, in line with Malaysia’s goal of being a developed nation by 2020” (NLD, 2011, p. 3). In 

Box 5.2 Thrust of the National Landscape Policy (NLD, 2011, p. 14)

THRUST 1 Inculcate the Appreciation Towards Landscape;
THRUST 2  Strengthen and Improve the Quality of Landscapes To Achieve the Most 

Beautiful Garden Nation Goal;
THRUST 3  Create Landscape Development Program To Provide Functional and 

Sustainable Green Infrastructure;
THRUST 4 Protect Natural Landscape as a National Treasure;
THRUST 5  Develop Competent Organizations and Human Resources For 

NationalLandscape Development;
THRUST 6  Formulate and Enforce Landscape Legislation and Rules; and
THRUST 7  Driving the National Landscape Industry.
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line with the National Vision 2020, the NLP “… is expected to boost the country towards a total 
quality living environment, as well as accentuate Malaysia’s unique landscape identity” (NLD, 
2011, p. 3). The NLP is also a response to challenges of climate change and loss of biodiversity. 
As stated in the NLP, “… the Department is committed to realize Malaysia’s commitment in 
the protection and conservation of natural resources as declared in the Langkawi Declaration 
(1989), the Rio de Janeiro Earth Summit (1992), and COP15 (U.N. Climate Change Conference 
2009)” (NLD, 2011, p. 3). The seven thrusts are depicted in the Textbox 5.2.

5.2.3 The National Heritage Act (NHA)

The National Heritage Act provides for the conservation and preservation of national 
heritage, including natural heritage, tangible and intangible cultural heritage, underwater 
cultural heritage, treasure trove and related matters (Government of Malaysia, 2005, p. 9). 
The NHA replaces the two previous acts: the Treasure Trove Act of 1957 (Akta Harta Karun) 
and the Relics and Antiquities Act of 1976 (Akta Benda Purba). Formulations in the NHA are 
in line with two UNESCO Heritage Conventions: the Convention concerning the Protection 
of the World Cultural and Natural Heritage of 1972 and the Convention for the Safeguarding 
of the Intangible Cultural Heritage of 2003 (UNESCO, 1972, web source25; UNESCO, 2003, 
web source26). Furthermore the NHA took inspiration from heritage policy and legislation 
in the United Kingdom and Australia. The act was gazetted under the so-called Concurrent 
List, which means that the federal government and state governments share authority and 
control to make laws over pertinent matters concerning the conservation and preservation 
of national heritage.

The NHA, also referred to as Act 645, is a document of 76 pages that has all the 
characteristics of a legal document: definition of terms, clarification of responsibilities and 
rights, appeal options, sanctions, and the like. The text has seventeen parts; its structure is 
depicted in the Textbox 5.3.

Box 5.3 Structure of the National Heritage Act (NHA, 2005)

1. Preliminary
2. Conservation and preservation of 

heritage
3. Administration of the Act
4. National Heritage Council
5. Heritage Fund
6. National Heritage Register
7. Heritage site
8. Heritage object
9. Underwater cultural heritage

10. National heritage
11. Treasure trove
12. Licensing
13. Appeal
14. Powers relating to enforcement et 

cetera
15. Offences
16. Miscellaneous
17. Repeal and saving provision
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5.3 The landscape concept

A simple word count in the three documents makes clear that the term ‘landscape’ is 
omnipresent in the NLP, as to be expected, but appears only rarely in the NPP-2 (seven 
times) and in the NHA (only twice). The NLP has a small section called ‘Landscape 
Definition’, which starts with general definitions followed by a specific NLP definition:

Landscape is the environment experienced by individuals. It carries a wide meaning 
compromising of the structure of geology and soil, flora and fauna, patterns of human 
activities such as plantations, forestry, housing, and industry. It is also the interaction 
between natural resources and human needs, which include efforts towards appreciating 
beauty and aesthetic values, architecture and the overall ecology and history of an area.
In the context of the National Landscape Policy, landscape refers to an ecosystem of 
natural and built environments. Natural landscape consists of the land forms, geology, 
waterbodies as well as flora and fauna. Built landscapes on the other hand include 
human settlements, plantation areas, open spaces, public parks, public areas, as well as 
heritage and tourism areas, which include beauty and aesthetic values, architecture and 
the overall ecology and history of the area. (NLD, 2011, p. 4)

The general descriptions in the first half of this quotation reflect some aspects of the 
academic landscape discourse: landscape as an inherently cultural category; natural and 
cultural components in the landscape as material objects; and a hint at the idea of ‘cultural 
landscape’ (although the concept is not used) as the interplay between a human community 
and a set of natural circumstances (see Chapter 2). The second part of the quotation is 
interesting because the NLP clearly separates natural landscapes (as material objects with 
only natural components) from built landscapes (in fact, a collection of built landscapes of 
different character, with reference to tangible and intangible qualities, but with no mention 
of the natural circumstances). This separation runs through the document as a whole, 
with natural landscapes to be protected or sustainably managed and built landscapes to 
be developed or landscaped; further implications of this will be discussed in the following 
sections of this chapter.

The NLP uses the term landscape only as a generic concept: referring to Malaysian 
(natural and built) landscape generally and never to any specific area, place, or landscape 
in the country. Specific places are shown and mentioned in the pictures and their subtitles 
throughout the document, but only as an illustration and never in an explicit relationship to 
the text of the document.

Landscape, landscape conservation, or landscape planning does not seem to be an area of 
concern in the NPP-2 (FDTCP, 2010). The word ‘landscape’ only appears seven times in the 
complete document, in fact only five times when we discard its appearance in the name of a 
book referred to in the text (p. 5-54 and 5-58) and in a sentence about a training institute for 
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staff of local authorities (p. 6-15). In four other instances ‘landscape’ is, in fact, only used as a 
synonym for ‘area’ or ‘space’:

i.  In particular, the people have expressed a strong desire for wanting distinctive 
identity in different parts of the physical landscape such as, creative high and low 
density development, open and enclosed concepts, convenient city living and spacious 
suburban living… (p. 2.8);

ii.  … pristine forests, hills and wetlands, habitats for the Malaysian wildlife and fauna, 
rural landscapes, particular sites and locations as well as individual buildings of 
architecture merits and historical interests (p. 2.12);

iii.  Pockets of natural and rural landscapes located close to urban areas should also 
be conserved for the supply of oxygen, recreation and enjoyment of the expanding 
urban population… (. 2.12); and

iv.  … require that development generally be focused on core centres rather than be 
spread thinly over a broad but relatively underdeveloped economic landscape  
(p. 4.11).

It may look as if in the cases (ii) and (iii), ‘rural landscapes’ refers to something more specific 
that just ‘rural area’, but there is no elaboration at all in the document that hints at specific 
characteristics, values, or importance of ‘rural landscape’. It is safe to assume therefore that 
the use of the term ‘rural landscape’ in the two quotations has no deeper meaning than ‘non-
urban’ areas or simply the countryside.

The final occurrence of the term is in a table that summarizes “States’ Tourism Attractions”, 
which includes reference to “Kedah’s landscape” (of rice paddy fields) and “Gateway Johor’s 
vast landscape” (“characterized by plantations and (…) punctuated by spectacular national 
parks and quaint fishing villages”) (p. 4.30). The focus is on the tourism potential of the 
scenic qualities of these areas. Clearly, landscape is not an explicit object of the NPP-2, which 
focuses on broad outlines of national spatial development.

The National Heritage Act does not include ‘landscape’ as a category of heritage protection, 
nor as a key concept specified in the law. The word ‘landscape’ appears twice in the act, in 
the definitions of ‘building’ and ‘zone,’ respectively. In the definition of building, landscape 
appears as the setting of buildings that may have heritage value. The definition of zone does 
in fact refer to landscape as heritage. Such zones may be natural or man-made, and in the 
latter case, urban or rural.

In this Act, unless the context otherwise requires – “building” means a building or 
groups of separate or connected buildings which, because of their architecture, their 
homogeneity or their place in the landscape, are of outstanding universal value from the 
point of view of history, art or science. (Government of Malaysia, 2005, p. 11).
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“Zone” means an area or part of an area for the purpose of preservation and restoration 
in respect of rural and urban landscapes whether natural or man-made, which 
embraces any cultural heritage significance. (Government of Malaysia, 2005, p. 17).

The term (rural) cultural landscape’ is not used in any of the three documents. Some of the 
quotations did make clear, though, that cultural landscapes or rural landscapes are probably 
implicit in the vision and goals of the policy makers. The lack of explicit attention for the 
rural cultural landscape indicates that rural cultural landscape preservation does not have a 
strong position under the current regulatory framework in Malaysia.

5.4 Context: sustainable development

The language of sustainable development permeates the NPP-2 and the NLP. This does 
not mean, however, that the documents offer a conceptualization or elaboration of the 
relationships between sustainability and landscape. Such conceptualizations are missing, 
both at the level of sustainable management of identified valuable landscapes (for a good 
practice, see United States National Park Service, 2012) and at the deeper level of looking 
at landscape from the perspectives of ecological, economic and social sustainability, in the 
context of societal change (see, for example: Vos & Meekes, 1999; Farina, 2000). But words 
such as ‘sustainable’ and ‘sustainable development’ abound in the texts. As an illustration of 
this, the Textbox 5.4 gives some examples of statements from the two documents. It is not 
surprising that the notion of sustainability is a very visible contextual factor in current spatial 
policy and sector policy (in our case: landscape policy). In the guiding National Vision 2020, 
which dates back to 1991, the necessity of a wise use of resources was already stressed:

… we must also ensure that our valuable natural resource are not wasted. Our land 
must remain productive and fertile, our atmosphere clear and clean, our water 
unpolluted, our forest resources capable of regeneration, able to yield the needs of our 
national development. The beauty of our land must not be desecrated – for its own sake 
and for our economic advancement. (Mohamed, 1997[1981]).

This challenge was taken up from the Malaysian Sixth Plan (1991-1995) onwards (see also 
Bruton, 2007). Sustainable development is a key concept in the current Tenth Plan (2011-
2015) and also in current spatial and sector plans.

The above quotations from the NPP-2 and the NLP indicate that the notion of sustainability 
is not only used in the ecological context, but also in the contexts of economic development 
(a sustainable planning framework for economic ambitions; sustainable tourism 
development) and of social and cultural development (sustainable communities; sustainable 
social facilities) as well as holistically (the balancing of physical, social and economic 
development). In the NPP-2 the ambition of sustainable development translates into policy 
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proposals such as compact urban development, concentration of economic development 
in corridors, safeguarding and prudent management of areas of high value in terms of 
biodiversity or natural resources, and the like. The NPP-2 promotes the application of green 
technologies, which are not yet widely adopted in the country, and aims at achieving “green 
neighbourhoods” (p. 5-43). The NPP-2 also identifies the so-called Environmentally Sensitive 

Box 5.4 Integration of sustainable development in the National Physical Plan 2 (NPP-2)  

and National Landscape Policy (NLP)

NPP-2
i.  To provide physical planning policies for ensuring sustainable development as 

well as mitigating and adapting the natural environment and human settlements 
to climate change (p. 1-8);

ii.  … the establishment of an efficient, equitable and sustainable national spatial 
framework to guide the overall development of the country towards achieving a 
developed and high-income nation status by 2020. (p. 2-1);

iii.  To optimize utilisation of land and natural resources for sustainable development 
and biodiversity conservation (p.2-2);

iv.  To facilitate efficient integrated inter-state connectivity and public common users’ 
space provision for social interaction and sustainable communities in line with the 
1Malaysia concept” (p. 2-2);

v.  Deliver sustainable land use planning and development (p. 2-10);
vi.  Sustainable tourism development (p. 5-1); and
vii.  The NPP shall serve as the national spatial planning framework in order to 

achieve an integrated and sustainable land use planning, coordinated with other 
sectoral policies” (p. 5-2).

NLP
i.  Ensuring holistic and sustainable development through effective landscape 

planning, development and management (p. 3);
ii.  The NLP was formulated as an operational guide based on the approach of 

sustainable ecosystem… (p. 5);
iii.  To create a national landscape development regulatory and enforcement body 

that provides well-planned and sustainable social and recreation facilities (p. 6);
iv.  The aim of NLP is to create holistic, quality…and sustainable landscape to realize 

the vision of Beautiful Garden… (p. 9);
v.  To create a functional and sustainable landscape based on Malaysia’s natural 

environment in realizing the Beautiful Garden Nation vision (p. 9);
vi.  To create holistic landscape development…that is sustainable by considering the 

balance of physical, social and economic environment… (p. 11).
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Areas, or ESA’s, which “shall be integrated in the planning and management of land use and 
natural resources” (p. 5-54).

The National Landscape Policy translates sustainable development mainly into two lines of 
action: the protection of natural landscapes and the creation of living environments that are 
“… well managed, green, beautiful and clean” (NLD, 2011, p. 4). “Natural landscape resources 
are national heritage that must be conserved and managed sustainably as an investment 
that benefits the nation” (p. 13). This is one of the seven thrusts of the NLP as presented 
in the previous section. It is interesting to note that the NLP, is in fact, legitimized as a 
contribution to economic, ecological, and social sustainable development, through landscape 
development. This is very clear in the following statement:

“Therefore the formulation of NLP will realize the Nation’s strategy towards Vision 2020, 
through”:
i.  Driving the nation towards a higher income economy – through the provision of 

conducive landscape environment with its own identity in order to attract local and 
foreign investments.

ii.  Ensuring holistic and sustainable development – through effective landscape 
planning, development and management.

iii.  Focusing on the well-being of the citizen – by providing adequate landscape spaces 
for recreation and social interaction among Malaysian multi-cultural society (NLD, 
2011, p. 3; bold in the original).

It became clear in the previous section that rural “cultural landscape” is absent in the 
documents. Sustainable management of the countryside with its rural landscapes is 
equally missing as a notion. The only clues that can be found in the documents hint in a 
direction of conservation through generation of economic benefits. According to the NPP-
2, conservation (of natural areas, rural landscapes, or heritage sites) “must be in tandem 
with the promotion of such areas, locations, sites and buildings as attractions for international 
and local tourism.” (FDTCP, 2010, p. 2.12). A similar approach shines through in the NLP, 
with action plans such as “Promote the agricultural landscape as part of agro-business assets” 
(NLD, 2011, p. 28), or “Promote landscape areas with tourism values as part of the national 
attraction” (p.30). The documents do not extend the principle of sustainability to sustainable 
management of cultural landscapes in order to safeguard inherent values of such landscapes. 
The next section will focus on landscape values in the three documents.

The National Heritage Act does not use the term “sustainable development” at all. This may 
be understandable in a legal text, which does not have the persuasive and other rhetorical 
functions that may be found in policy plans.
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5.5 Landscape values

In section 5.3, we saw that the term “landscape” is only rarely used in the NPP-2 and the 
NHA and that the notion of rural “cultural landscape” is completely absent in all three 
documents. This means that we cannot expect to find a discussion of landscape qualities or 
values in the NPP-2 or NHA. Nevertheless, the documents may refer to areas, sites, zones or 
places (without using the word landscape) in a specific way, stressing some characteristics or 
qualities more than others. As a very rough first indication, Table 5.1 shows the frequency of 
certain adjectives in the documents that may refer to landscape qualities or values: the visual 
quality (scenic, aesthetic, visual), the historical and cultural quality (historical, cultural) 
and the natural value or characteristics (natural). Of course these adjectives are not always 
coupled with landscape (or area, site, zone) in the texts. “Cultural” in the NPP-2 may appear 
as part of “socio-cultural” or “multi-cultural” (“agricultural” was excluded from the count, 
since it appeared very often, referring to farming as an economic sector) and “natural” as an 
adjective as in “natural gas”. Also “cultural” appears very often in the NHA as part of “cultural 
heritage”. Nevertheless, the count will show the extent to which the various dimensions are 
included in the texts, possibly in relationship to landscape.

One rather striking outcome is the fact that the word “historical” is almost completely 
missing in the National Landscape Policy. The NLP focuses strongly on natural values in 
the landscape; “cultural” and “visual” follow at a long distance. The natural dimension is 
also very dominant in the NPP-2 (protection of major natural areas). The document refers 
to historical/cultural (considerations, aspects) about sixty times, in diverse contexts such 
as qualities of the urban environment or socio-cultural aspects of its policy proposals. 
“Historical” or “cultural” is hardly used in the NPP-2 with regard to the values inherent in 
landscapes or rural areas. The dimension of visual/scenic/aesthetic quality or appreciation 
is rarely found in the NPP-2, or the National Heritage Act. As may be expected, the NHA 
has a high frequency of the adjective “cultural”, but a surprisingly low frequency of the 
word “historical”. One other adjective that is rather frequently used in the documents, as a 
qualification for a specific value of places, is “architectural”. The various adjectives are often 
used in combination, without further elaboration of any of the qualities. These are some 
examples:

i.  … ‘cultural heritage significance’ means cultural heritage having aesthetic, 
archaeological, architectural, cultural, historical, scientific, social, spiritual, 
linguistic or technological value (Government of Malaysia, 2005, p. 16);

ii.  … historical, heritage, cultural and architectural value villages should be selected as 
prospective Rural Growth Centres (FDTCP, 2010, p. 5-24); and

iii.  Identify and develop landscapes of high value in visual and cultural (NLD, p. 16).

My content analysis of the three policy documents, at the manifest level of the text, focuses 
on finding clues for the government’s position on conservation of the cultural landscape, in 
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particular rural cultural landscape, and on landscape as potential heritage. So far we have 
seen the following:
i. The concept “cultural landscape” is not used in any of the documents, although a basic 

understanding and appreciation of cultural landscapes is implicit in the text;
ii. The concept “landscape” is hardly mentioned in the NHA and in the NPP-2;
iii. The NPP-2 and the NLP are embedded in a national vision of sustainable development, 

but this vision does not translate into policies for sustainable management and 
development of cultural landscapes;

iv. Technically, the definition of “zone” in the NHA may be considered as a (rural) cultural 
landscape (as heritage), but the focus of the Act is on buildings and monuments;

v. The focus of the NPP-2, with regard to values inherent in the national territory, is mainly 
on the “natural” (areas, landscapes, resources) and this is also the case for the NLP; and

vi. A discourse on historical values in the landscape is largely missing in all three 
documents.

What has not yet been analysed is the network of linkages between physical planning policy, 
landscape policy and heritage policy as manifested in the three documents, with particular 
attention to the potential for cultural landscape conservation. This will be the focus of the 
next section.

5.6 Institutional links

The four politicians and senior officers who have written forewords to the National 
Landscape Policy all stress that the implementation of this sectoral policy will require 
commitment and collaboration of many actors. The following two quotations are from the 
forewords of the Deputy Prime Minister of Malaysia and the Minister of Housing and Local 
Government respectively:

The National Landscape Policy is a comprehensive guide for all groups in determining 
the direction of the Nation’s landscape development and conservation. The execution 
of the NLP requires the collaborative efforts of the Government, private sectors, and all 
Malaysian so that the outlined vision will be realized. (NLD, 2011, p. i)

Table 5.1 Adjectives in the documents that may refer to landscape qualities (word count)

Adjective in the text NPP-2 NLP NHA

Scenic 3 0 0
Aesthetic 2 3 3
Visual 0 7 0
Historical 21 1 7
Cultural 38 8 97
Natural 120 59 17



101

The aspiration to implement the NLP requires the involvement, contribution, and 
commitment from all levels of Government, department and agencies, the private 
sectors, NGOs, and the public. (ibid. p. ii)

Figure 5.1, taken from the NLP, shows the actors involved in the implementation and 
monitoring of the policy, with a specification of federal agencies, ministries, and departments 
involved. It is interesting to note that the Department of National Heritage has been omitted 
from this overview, as is the case for its ministry (Ministry of Culture, Art, and Heritage). 
In the section that describes the concrete “National Landscape Policy Action Plans” (p. 
20-35), the NLP does, however, refer to the Department of National Heritage at three of the 
74 Action Plans (the seven thrusts that were shown in section 5.2 are divided into sixteen 
strategies, which again are split up into 74 concrete action plans). These three Action Plans 
and the agencies and actors referred to under those plans, are depicted in Figure 5.2.

Figure 5.1 Actors involved in the implementation and monitoring of the National Landscape 
Policy (Source: NLD, 2011, p. 37)

National Landscape Department

• Formulation, coordination, 
 and monitoring of policy
• Catalyzer of Policy

Federal Agencies

• Ministry of Finance
• Economic Planning Unit
• Implementation and
 Coordination Unit

Federal Departments

• National Landscape Department
• Town and Country Planning 
 Department
• Local Government Department
• Public Works Department
• Department of Environment
• Drainage and Irrigation Department
• Tourism Action Council
• Forestry Department, Peninsular 
 Malaysia

Relevant Ministry

• Ministry of Housing and 
 Local Government
• Ministry of Natural Resources 
 and Environments
• Ministry of Works
• Ministry of Federal Territories 
 and Urban Wellbeing
• Ministry of Rural and Regional 
 Development
• Ministry of Tourism
• Ministry of Agriculture and 
 Agro-based Industry

International Arena

• UNESCO
• International Landscape Bodies

Industry Player

• Landscape Architects / 
 Landscape Consultants
• Contractors
• Developers
• Hardscape and Softscape
 Suppliers

Federal Government

State Government

State Authorities
State Departments

Local Governments

Local Authorities
Land and District Office
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The role assigned to the Department of National Heritage in the implementation of the 
NLP is clearly limited and confined, so it seems, to the mobilization of partnerships with 
private actors and to raising public awareness. The Department of National Heritage is not 
even mentioned as an implementing agency for the following Action Plan (4.4.1): “Identify 
and develop a Landscape Inventory System for areas with high landscape values in terms of 
heritage, culture, tourism and environmental sensitive” (NLD, 2011, p. 29). In this case, the 
National Landscape Department sees only itself as the implementing agency. In terms of 
institutional cooperation, the links between landscape and heritage are very weak in the 
document.

The links between the National Physical Plan 2 of 2010 and heritage policy are equally weak. 
We have already concluded that landscape is not an important category in the NPP-2. The 
same is true for heritage. When the term ‘heritage’ appears in the NPP-2, it mainly refers to 
the urban heritage of cities such as Georgetown and Malacca (UNESCO world heritage sites), 
or to cultural and architectural assets that may be of importance to the promotion of (local 
and international) tourism. This approach is clearly visible in the following quotation, where 
the argumentation moves from an observed popular desire for landscape diversity, to a broad 
range of examples of this diversity (both natural and cultural), and finally to the specific 
example of urban neighbourhood conservation of ethnically distinct areas in Kuala Lumpur.

In particular, the people have expressed a strong desire for wanting distinctive identity 
in different parts of the physical landscape such as, creative high and low density 
development, open and enclosed concepts, convenient city living and spacious suburban 

Number Action Plans Implementing Agencies

1.1.6 Outline and coordinate public awareness and participation 
in the preservation of natural landscape, heritage landscape 
and agricultural landscapes.

NRE, JLN, JWN

4.4.2 Encourage the involvement of private sectors and individuals 
in efforts to preserve and protect landscape as national 
heritage.

JLN, JWN, NGO

4.5.3 Encourage the involvement of private sector and individuals 
in efforts to preserve and protect heritage landscapes as 
tourism resources.

PBT, KPL, JWN, JLN, PERHILITAN

NRE: Ministry of Natural Resources and Environment
JLN: National Landscape Department
JWN: Department of National Heritage
NGO: (any) Non-Governmental Organization
PBT: (any) Local Authorities
KPL: Ministry of Tourism
PERHILITAN: Department of Wildlife and National Parks

Figure 5.2 NLP Action Plans that refer to involvement of the Department of National 
Heritage (NLD, 2011, p. 20, 29 & 30)
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living rather than, the current monotonous and uniform building designs and place 
layouts. Unique landmarks include natural features of outstanding beauty such as the 
rivers, mangrove swamps and trees, iconic buildings, activity nodes, focal points, heritage 
routes with rich memories and gathering places, which people can easily identify and 
be proud of. In this context, the Kampung Baru Malay Agriculture Settlement, the Old 
Chinatown and Little India [all three are urban neighbourhoods in Kuala Lumpur], 
should be retained selectively and integrated seamlessly into the new Plans of the area. 
(FDTCP, 2010, p. 2-8)

The document mainly mentions heritage in the context of tourism, most concretely in the 
following action plan: “Authentic multicultural and historical heritage tourism resources 
and products shall be sustainably developed, protected and promoted in heritage cities/towns, 
heritage zones and sites and rural districts” (ibid. p. 5-31). The NPP-2 does not specifically 
refer to the NHA or to the Department of National Heritage as an actor to be involved in 
the implementation of this action plan (see for example: FDTCP, 2010, p.6-37 - 6-39). 
Architecture and cultural traditions as heritage are seen as a resource: not only for tourism 
but also as attractors for local or international investors. The following three quotations from 
the NPP-2 may serve as illustrations of this.

Priority should also be placed on the following tourism activities, in line with the recent 
sustainable tourism approaches and emerging tourists’ preferences:

i.  Rural cultural tourism with an emphasis on the development and protection of 
tangible and intangible assets within traditional kampung, beaches and islands such 
as Alor Gajah, Kuala Pilah and Kuala Lipis;

ii.  Development and protection of national tangible and intangible heritage zones, 
routes and values such as World Heritage Cities, Perak heritage sites, Royal and 
Heritage towns, and Malaysian traditional and multicultural heritage lifestyles” 
(ibid. p. 4-31);

iii.  The NPP-2 corridor development approach focuses development initiatives in 
selected nodes. Its primary objective is to spur growth in the less developed regions 
in the East Coast states of Kelantan, Terengganu and Pahang. These states have 
abundant land and natural resources and a distinctive cultural heritage that should 
be optimally developed. (ibid. p. 5-6); and

iv.  Historical, heritage, cultural and architectural value villages should be selected 
as prospective RGCs (Regional Growth Centres). Where any such village is not 
selected, a special program shall be created for it to be conserved” (ibid. p. 5-24).

The National Heritage Act of 2005 has explicit links to the domain of physical planning 
(Town and Country Planning) at two levels. The first level is policy coordination. The Act 
includes the creation of a so-called Heritage Council: “(a) to advice the Minister and the 
Commissioner on all matters relating to heritage, and the due administration and enforcement 
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of laws relating to heritage; and (b) to advice the Minister and the Commissioner on any matter 
referred to it by the Minister or the Commissioner” (Government of Malaysia, 2005, p. 20). 
The Council includes representatives from various ministries, including “(…) the Director 
General of Town and Country Planning or his representative” (ibid. p. 20). In this way, physical 
planning considerations are taken into account with the further development of heritage 
policies. The second level is the operational level of proposing or listing concrete buildings, 
monuments, or sites as national heritage. At this level, the Department of National Heritage 
must inform and collaborate with planners at the local level:

The Commissioner shall notify th e local planning authority for the area of the local 
authority where the heritage site is situated of the designation of the heritage site so that 
the local planning authority shall take into consideration any matter, policy, strategy or 
plan of action pertaining to the interest of the heritage site in preparing any development 
plan in that local authority area under the Town and Country Planning Act 1976 in 
Peninsular Malaysia or the relevant State laws in Sabah and Sarawak. (ibid. p. 28-29).

Since town and country planners do not see conservation of rural cultural landscapes as 
one of their tasks, as exemplified by the NPP-2, it is doubtful that the formal links between 
heritage and physical planning, as described in the NHA, will lead to a more landscape-
sensitive heritage policy.

5.7 Intermezzo: evidence from the interviews

Our findings from the analysis of the three government documents were largely confirmed 
during the six interviews with senior policy makers from the federal Department of Town 
and Country Planning, the National Landscape Department and the Department of National 
Heritage. One of the interviewees from the latter department admitted that the focus of 
the Department of National Heritage is still predominantly on concrete tangible elements, 
such as buildings and monuments and on the urban environment, despite the fact that the 
definition of a ‘zone’ in the NHA may, in principle, also relate to rural landscapes:

In conservation, rural landscape is not the priority with NHD in the last five years. The 
focus is still on built heritage, monument and building conservation…The department 
was established in 2006, which is quite new, but the subject of conservation has been 
focused on built environment, building, monument and built city which were already 
at the focus of the government through the Museum Department.” (Officer 4, NHD/
architect, male)

The staff of the Department of National Heritage does recognize the potential of nominating 
rural landscapes, particularly in cases where there is still integrity and completeness in the 
set of traditional landscape elements. But they also point to the fact that this would require 
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collaboration of local actors, politicians and professionals alike. What shines through in their 
reactions is that such cooperation is not easily found. A further complication is the lack 
of hard protection orders in the NHA. The following three fragments from the interviews 
demonstrate this.

Malay villages have great potential to be preserved as heritage. Villages in Negeri 
Sembilan and Melaka have better potential because most of the structure, setting and 
components are well intact as compared to those villages in the Northern Region. 
(Officer 4, NHD/architect, male)

The potential is there, but the degree of potential for it to be gazetted is not clear. If there 
would be cooperation with the Pihak Berkuasa Tempatan (the local authority) or the 
planner of that particular site, there would be little problem in nominating the site. 
(Officer 3, NHD/anthropologist, male)

In the context of landscape conservation, I think that the Department of National 
Heritage needs to specify what conservation and preservation means. In the case of the 
Town Planning Act, there is a mention of the TPO (Tree Protection Order, in Clause 
35), while in the National Heritage Act no specific instruments for the protection of 
landscape elements are mentioned.” (Officer 5, NLD/landscape architect/planner, 
female)

In the daily practice of heritage conservation, the staff of the Department of National 
Heritage works closely with planning departments at the various levels of the national 
planning hierarchy and with many other relevant government departments and agents in 
civil society. One of the reasons for this relationship, according to one of the interviewees, 
is that the concentration of all matters related to conservation is under one Act, the NHA. 
But for actual protection and management of any heritage site, coordination is required 
with the planning system and with political actors at the relevant levels. Two interviewees 
(below) suggest that local political support is best found with the help of professionals in the 
planning system, who have a network of contacts with local politicians in place.

The government decided to put all matters pertaining to the conservation of the built 
environment, planning conservation et cetera under one single legal entity that is the 
National Heritage Act. Because of that we are working closely with the planning 
department and also other related agencies and NGO’s to prepare any management plan 
for any sites in Malaysia. (Officer 4, NHD/architect, male)

We have to have a proper legal system, to protect the site, and to have political support. 
For that particular reason, we are working closely with Jabatan Perancang Bandar dan 
Desa [the Federal Department of Town and Country Planning]. (Officer 3, NHD/
anthropologist, male)
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The Department of National Heritage does not have all the in-house expertise that is needed 
for identification, nomination and conservation for all potential types of heritage. According 
to one senior officer from the federal Department of Town and Country Planning, such a 
lack of expertise is certainly the case for landscape as heritage. She believes that this is caused 
by the focus of the department on buildings and monuments in the urban environment. The 
Department of National Heritage is aware of this issue, and, therefore, it has formed a multi-
disciplinary committee of external experts who can advise on specific types of potential 
heritage.

In the context of our Department of Town and Country Planning, only the Director is 
involved because he sits on the Board of the Heritage Council. To my knowledge, the 
Department of National Heritage has no technical personnel like planners, landscape 
architects, and the like. This may be because they concentrate on built heritage, and 
have shown little concern about the rural cultural landscape. (Officer 1, TCP Federal/
planner, female)

Yes, so far we don’t have technical personnel like landscape architects and planners. To 
overcome this problem, we have a staff list of a number of multi-disciplinary experts 
that we call the expert committee to advise us on specific subjects such as conservation, 
which may include rural landscape. For example, Professor […] who is a historian sits 
on the committee for the topic of manuscripts and literature, but he also gives comments 
on other types of heritage.” (Officer 4, NHD/architect, female)

The two interviewed senior officers from the Federal Department of Town and 
Country Planning shared many views on the potential for rural landscape conservation 
and for the listing of cultural landscapes as heritage; they see many obstacles in the 
compartmentalization of legislation, in political factors, and in the lack of overall awareness 
among planning professionals of the NHA. However, they also believe that the current trend 
in physical planning, with its focus on compact urban development, creates opportunities for 
safeguarding the countryside:

As you see in the NPP-2, the national planning policy suggests that urban development 
should go for brown field areas rather than green. In order not to encroach the green 
field, JPBD [the Federal Department of Town and Country Planning] is trying to go 
for compact city development. (Officer 1, Federal TCP/planner, female) 

The concentration of all matters of conservation and heritage in one single law, the NHA, 
also referred to in an earlier quotation of one of the senior officers of the Department of 
National Heritage, implies that there are no provisions for landscape preservation in physical 
planning guidelines and regulations. One of the physical planners gave an example of how 
this leaves planners empty-handed, even when the NPP-2 mentions protection of an area:
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In Kuala Pilah, the protection is not there, but it is mentioned in the National Physical 
Plan. Right now, our only instrument in safeguarding the area is the Local Plan. In fact, 
the guidelines provided in the NPP-2 made no mention of the special guidelines for the 
heritage preservation of Kuala Pilah. No guidelines on how sensitive areas are not to be 
disturbed by urbanisation. (Officer 2, TCP Federal/planner, female)

She also indicated that special zones or corridors of economic development, such as the 
East Coast Economic Region (ECER), have their own master plans that focus on economic 
development and that do not take conservation into account. This may create tension 
between the Department of Town and Country Planning and the Department of National 
Heritage in their approach to the development authority, because of distinct and often 
contradictory agendas. Moreover, she made clear that the Ministry of Agriculture, with 
its focus on farming production and farmers’ incomes, is not involved in integral rural 
development (including rural cultural landscape preservation) and that there might very 
well be – in the case of attempts to preserve rural cultural landscapes – a conflict of interests 
between the Ministry of Agriculture and the Department of National Heritage.

The focus of ECER (East Coast Economic Region- an economic development corridor 
launched in 2007) is only on economic development, but not on heritage preservation. 
In Kuantan, development of the Gebeng industrial area has disturbed many fishing 
villages. That is where they have gazetted a Special Economic Zone (SEZ). The ECER 
has its own master plan and that is why there is a mismatch between JPBD [the 
Federal Department of Town and Country Planning] and the Department of National 
Heritage in our relationship with the development authority. (Officer 2, TCP Federal/
planner, female)

Most rural areas are agricultural land. During the formulation of the National 
Physical Plan and the Rural Master Plan Development, DOA [Federal Department of 
Agriculture] was not involved. They are more concerned with agricultural land. Main 
agricultural areas can be retained, but not under cultural or landscape heritage because 
that would put the areas under the Department of National Heritage. It is just that 
the focus of the heritage department is still on the built environment. (Officer 2, TCP 
Federal/planner, female)

These remarks indicate that the current compartmentalization of policies and of interests 
may be major stumbling blocks for rural cultural landscape preservation. Another issue 
brought up by the same planner is the potential tension between federal level and state level, 
in cases when a national opposition party has a majority in the state. Obviously, this may 
create deadlocks in policy implementation in many sectors, and certainly also in heritage or 
conservation policy.
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Differences in political thinking are certainly a constraint. Some political masters do 
appreciate the heritage value of the area. In this context, if the federal level is interested 
in conserving an area in a state ruled by an opposition party, the federal cannot do 
anything as the property belongs to the state. (Officer 2, TCP Federal/planner, female)

All in all, this planner concludes that there is very little integrated rural development taking 
place in Peninsular Malaysia. The factors already mentioned play an important role, but 
she also believes that the NHA is simply not very well known in the various ministries and 
departments nor at the various levels of the policy hierarchy.

Not many people know of the Act. Only those who have worked with the Act know about 
it. The Act should be comprehensive. The exposure is not on all levels. There must be 
integration with the Tourism Ministry, Department of Environment, Department of 
Agriculture, National Heritage Department and National Planning Department as well 
as the Local Authority. Right now integrated development is still minimal in the rural 
areas. (Officer 2, TCP Federal/planner, female)

The senior policy officer from the National Landscape Department who was interviewed 
did not share such an aerial view on the issues of rural landscape preservation. In fact, her 
response to questions about policy coherence across departments was rather instrumental 
and procedural.

Dasar Landskap Negara (National Landscape Policy), under sections 4.3 to 4.5 is all 
about preservation: identifying landscapes that have visual and cultural values. […] 
Integration with other agencies happens at the local authority level. The landscape 
master plan we prepare for each local authority and what we have prepared is in line 
with National Landscape Policy. (Officer 5, NLD/landscape architect/planner, female)

This reaction overlooks the complexities of rural cultural landscape preservation that were 
put forward by the planners of the Federal Department of Town and Country Planning. One 
of the planners concluded that the conservation of cultural landscape, as heritage, will only 
take off and become successful when the NHA is supplemented by a proper national heritage 
policy that includes statements about the importance of the cultural landscape and concrete 
action plans.

If we want to direct the country towards conserving rural cultural landscape as heritage, 
then we must have a policy that states the importance of rural cultural landscape as 
heritage. When the policy is in existence, only then can there be guidelines for other 
agencies to use. (Officer 2, Federal TCP/planner, female)
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5.8 Landscape discourse in the documents

We have seen that both the National Physical Plan 2 and the National Landscape Policy 
are deeply embedded in the National Vision 2020. The goal statement of the NPP-2 makes 
this very clear: “The fundamental goal of the NPP-2 is the country’s aspiration of attaining 
a developed and high-income nation status as encapsulated in Vision 2020 and the New 
Economic Model” (FDTCP, 2010, p. 2.1). As a contribution to this overall aspiration the 
NPP-2 strives for “The establishment of an efficient, equitable and sustainable national spatial 
framework to guide the overall development of the country towards achieving a developed and 
high-income nation status by 2020” (ibid. p. 2.1). Although the focus of the NPP-2 is on the 
spatial facilitation of urban and economic development, the plan also expresses concerns 
about safeguarding non-urban areas. The following long quotation from the NPP-2, part of 
which was already referred to earlier on in this chapter, reflects this concern.

Sustainable development is also the bottom line underlying spatial planning. There 
should be greater resolve from all quarters to conserve the fast depleting natural 
resources and biodiversity of the country, such as the environmentally sensitive areas 
and marine ecosystems, and manage them in a sustainable manner. In particular, a 
sense of value and national pride for areas of natural beauty and ecological richness, 
historical sites, and areas of cultural association should be fostered. Such areas and sites 
may include pristine forests, hills and wetlands, habitats for the Malaysian wildlife and 
fauna, rural landscapes, particular sites and locations, as well as individual buildings of 
architecture merits and historical interests. Conservation must be in tandem with the 
promotion of such areas, locations, sites and buildings as attractions for international 
and local tourism. (ibid. p. 2-12).

Although the notion of landscape is very unspecific in this text, ranging from natural to 
cultural, from large zones to specific places and even from rural to more urban settings, 
the predominant perception of landscape in the NPP-2 is clearly landscape as resource: 
the natural landscapes, sustainably managed, as a resource of biodiversity, energy and raw 
materials; and sites of cultural importance as a resource for generating income, through 
tourism and other forms of investment.

The National Landscape Policy translates the National Vision 2020 into landscape as 
ideology: the Beautiful Garden Nation as a visual component of the status of a developed 
and high-income nation. In his foreword to the NLP, the Deputy Prime Minister wrote:

In our efforts to chart the development towards a high income nation, quality landscape 
development and landscape natural resources protection are among important criteria 
in making Malaysia an internationally recognized vibrant and livable country. […]. 
The Beautiful Garden Nation concept is capable of making Malaysia having physical 
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development that is balanced by green, well-managed, clean, and beautiful environments 
through the creation of unique physical spaces. (NLD, 2011, p. i).

In the NLP, landscape is also clearly a project: the creation, throughout the country, of green, 
clean and well-managed living environments, mainly in and around cities and villages, as 
a signpost of modernization. Landscaping plays an important part in the NLP, a document 
largely prepared by specialists in landscape architecture. Rural landscapes are not discussed 
as a separate category in the NLP; in fact, they are included under Thrust 4: “Protect Natural 
Landscapes as a National Treasure” as places of “high value – visual and cultural” (ibid. p. 28).

The approach of cultural landscape as heritage cannot be found in the three documents 
that we have analysed in this chapter. The National Landscape Policy does not present 
a vision on characteristics, layers, or values that are important in Malaysian landscapes. 
Moreover, the implicit focus is on natural qualities and on visual/aesthetic qualities, as the 
count of adjectives showed (Table 5.1). There is no discussion about historical importance, 
layers, or value of Malaysian landscapes. In that sense, the heritage potential of Malaysian 
landscapes has simply not been considered in the NLP. We saw that the definition of ‘zone’ in 
the National Heritage Act can be applied to rural landscapes, but this is largely a theoretical 
opening since the Act focuses on landscape elements such as buildings rather than on 
landscapes as wholes. The NHA obviously employs compact, technical, and precise language, 
as may be expected in a law text. As yet, there is no Heritage Policy, as a sectoral policy 
comparable to Landscape Policy that would elaborate deeper meanings and intentions with 
regard to heritage, including landscape as heritage.
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Workshops with Malaysian experts

6.1 Introduction

This chapter reports the outcomes of three workshops that were held in April, May, and June 
2012 with groups of Malaysian experts in the domains of landscape, heritage, and planning. 
The first two workshops aimed at validating of my research findings of Chapter 3, where I 
have identified six potential national heritage landscapes: the rice paddy landscapes of Kedah, 
the village landscapes of the East Coast in Terengganu with its cottage industries, the first 
FELDA plantation settlement of Lurah Bilut, the area of West Coast fishing village Kuala 
Sepetang in its setting of mangrove forest, the landscape of Minangkabau villages in the area 
of Rembau and Kuala Pilah, and finally the resort and farming landscape of the Cameron 
Highlands. The third workshop moved beyond the validation of my findings and focused 
on the identification of potential selling points for landscapes that have national heritage 
potential.

Section 6.2 explains the design of the workshops and the selection process of participants. 
The results of the first two workshops are elaborated, step-by-step, in the sections 6.3 to 
6.6. These four sections discuss the views of the workshop participants with regard to four 
questions:
i. What rural cultural landscapes of Peninsular Malaysia are particularly valuable?
ii. What are the threats to these rural cultural landscapes?
iii. What are the criteria for selecting rural cultural landscapes as national heritage?
iv. Which landscapes can be selected as national heritage landscapes?

Section 6.7 will present a brief account of the results of the third workshop. The chapter will 
be closed with some concluding comments in section 6.8.

6.2 Design of the workshops

The potential participants for the three workshops were identified in the same way as the 
identification of respondents for the questionnaire (Chapter 4): by asking gatekeepers, in this 
case, heads of department, to suggest experts from their agencies or institutions who have 
the relevant knowledge and experience in the area of landscape, heritage, and planning. Once 
the potential participants were identified, invitation letters were sent that also referred to the 
website that I had created containing information about aims and objectives of the workshop 

Chapter 6
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series and details about each workshop (see Figure 6.1). Diff erent groups of participants were 
invited for the three workshops, as will be explained further down, and some participants 
took part in more than one workshop. Th e idea was to have workshops for a minimum of ten 
and a maximum of twenty experts. Th e actual numbers of participants are shown in Table 
6.1. During the workshops, I acted as facilitator, helped by two technical assistants for note 
taking. Th e three workshops were hosted by the National Landscape Department in their 
offi  ce in Kuala Lumpur.

In terms of overall design, the three workshops had a similar format, as can be seen in the 
programme of the three workshop days (Appendix 5). Each workshop had two brief lectures 
of fi ft een minutes by external speakers, one in the morning and one in the aft ernoon, mainly 
as a “teaser” to attract experts to participate in the event. Th ese lectures were chosen in such a 
way that they would not create an unwanted direction or coloring of the workshop activities. 
Each day had two workshop assignments for group work in subgroups of three to four 
experts. Th e groups performed twenty-minute presentations about their fi ndings; aft er the 
presentations, half an hour was always reserved for plenary discussion. Th e workshops had 

Figure 6.1 Title slide from the website about the workshops (Photograph: web source27)

Table 6.1 Overview of the three workshops: dates, number of participants, and titles

Workshop (date) Number of
participants

Title

April 25, 2012 16 Mapping rural cultural landscape types and threats
May 23, 2012 15 Nomination of rural cultural landscape as national heritage
June 20, 2012 12 Selling points of rural cultural landscape conservation
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many concrete outcomes as will be presented in this chapter. The workshops were very lively 
events, with active and focused participation of all experts.

For all their workshop activities, the participating experts were given input in the form 
of handouts which were always confined to essential and brief information, to avoid losing 
valuable time on reading in silence. In only one case, the morning of the third workshop, the 
brief lecture by an external guest, about the Cameron Highlands Landscape Master Plan, 
served as factual input for the subsequent workshop. The results of Workshop 1 were also used 
as input in Workshop 2, and the results of the first two workshops as input in Workshop 3.

The first workshop, “Mapping rural cultural landscape types and threats” had a twofold 
purpose: firstly, it aimed at identifying and mapping rural cultural landscapes that the 
experts perceived as valuable and worthy of protection, and, secondly, it aimed at identifying 
different types of threats to these landscapes. During these workshop activities, 16 
participants worked in four subgroups, each focusing on different regions of the peninsula 
(north, east, central, and south). As much as possible the participants were allocated to the 
group of their ‘own’ region: the region in which they grew up or where they were working. 
The input consisted of the following documents: a typology of broad landscape types in the 
country (similar to the typology presented in Chapter 3, but with a somewhat higher level 
of specification); the ICOMOS list of types of threats to cultural landscape worldwide; the 
map of the national physical framework from the National Policy Plan 2; and an overview 
map of the regional economic corridor regions of the Tenth Malaysia Plan 2011-2015. The 
16 participants in the first workshop were officers from the National Landscape Department 
and academics from five higher education institutions with a background in landscape 
architecture, planning, or ecology and with teaching and research experience in the domain 
of cultural landscape.

The second workshop, “Nomination of rural cultural landscape as national heritage”, 
aimed at the identification and selection of criteria for the nomination of cultural 
landscapes as national heritage and at the actual selection and nomination of specific 
rural cultural landscapes in Peninsular Malaysia that would deserve heritage status. Again, 
the 15 participants worked in four subgroups, all with the same workshop assignments 
(not by region, as in Workshop 1). As input, the experts received five lists of established 
‘heritage’ criteria (the UNESCO, the US National Park Service, the Japanese example, 
and the Malaysian National Heritage Act) plus the output of Workshop 1 (inventory of 
valuable landscapes and the threats that they face, for the four regions of the peninsula). 
The invitation policy for the second workshop was consciously broader than for the first 
workshop since it was assumed that the topic of heritage nomination would require broader 
views than just landscape expertise. The participants were from the following categories: 
academics, tourism officers, agriculture officers, heritage officers from federal and state 
level and from an NGO, local authority representatives, and landscape architects from the 
National Landscape Department.
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The third workshop, “Selling points of rural cultural landscape conservation”, aimed at 
reflection on the value of the Cameron Highlands Landscape Master Plan as a model for 
landscape conservation elsewhere in the country, and at the identification of potential ‘selling 
points’ for the promotion of protection of the cultural landscapes that had been chosen as 
potential national heritage in Workshop 2. Four subgroups of three experts each worked 
on the same two workshop assignments. In this case, the brief morning lecture about the 
Cameron Highlands Landscape Master Plan provided factual input for the discussion. The 
outcomes of Workshop 2 (selected national heritage landscapes) also served as input. The 
composition of the group was similar to the second workshop, with academics from relevant 
fields, policy officers from the domains of heritage (federal, state, NGO), tourist development, 
agriculture officers, and landscape planning, and a few representatives of local authorities.

Figure 6.2 gives a schematic impression of the input, tasks, and output of the three 
workshops as well as the links between the subsequent events. Figure 6.3 gives some visual 
impressions of activities during the workshops: group work, presentations, and briefings.

14 threatened rural
cultural landscapes

identified in
Workshop 1

Expert panel selected
four of the 6 potential

national heritage
(from Workshop 2)

Identification of
14 rural land-
scapes with

heritage value

Identification of
external and internal
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Figure 6.2 Schematic overview of inputs, tasks, and outputs of the workshops
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6.3 Identifi cation of valuable rural cultural landscapes

Th e fi rst workshop activity actually combined two steps. First, the experts were asked to 
identify rural cultural landscapes in the region that their subgroup was focusing on (north, 
east, central, or south). Th ey were presented a number of categories they could use: rice 
cultivation, mixed farming, (palm oil or rubber) plantation landscape, coastal landscape, but 
also the more specifi c categories of orchard and former mining sites. Th ey were free to use 
alternative labels of their own choosing if the presented categories were not appropriate for 
them. Th is identifi cation exercise was, in fact, a warm up for the second task that directly 

Figure 6.3 Activities during the workshops
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followed the first: to identify specific landscapes in the region that according to the group, are 
historically, culturally, or otherwise important and would deserve a form of protection. The 
experts were not pushed to make a very strict selection or to think in terms of protection of 
‘national heritage’; what I wanted to find out was which of the landscapes in the regions are 
most valuable in the perception of the expert groups. The results will now be presented per 
region- the North Region, East Coast Region, Central Region and South Region.

6.3.1 North Region

The group that worked on the North Region identified three broad types of land use 
types: rice paddy landscapes, coastal landscapes, and a broad and mixed category that they 
decided to label as ‘agricultural landscapes’, including mixed farming, orchards, and oil palm 
and rubber plantations (see Figure 6.4). The group admitted that forest is best classified as 
natural landscape, but they included forest zones anyway in their map as visual demarcation 
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Figure 6.4 Workshop mapping of rural cultural landscapes in the North Region
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of rural landscape zones. On the other hand, the coastal zone of Penang, which is much 
more urbanized than the coasts of Kedah and Perak, was not given the label of coastal rural 
landscape. The group reported that they see three specific landscapes as very valuable:
i. A collection of three fishing villages: Kuala Gula and Kuala Sepetang (both in Perak) and 

Kuala Sungai Merbok (in Kedah);
ii. The rice paddy landscapes of the districts Kota Setar and Kuala Muda, in Kedah; and
iii. The archaeological sites in the Lenggong Valley, in the hinterland of Perak.

The expert group believes that the fishing villages located within or directly next to 
mangrove forest, portray a unique combination of cultural and natural values and offer a 
sense of continuity in the landscape. They stressed the ecological and historical significance 
of the sites: Kuala Sungai Merbok has always been associated with the fourth century 
archaeological sites of Bujang Valley; Kuala Sepetang, formerly known as Port Weld (see 
Chapter 3) has a reputation because of the first railway in the peninsula that was established 
here in the nineteenth century and because of the associations with colonial tin mining; 
and the mangrove of Kuala Gula is not only important for fishing, but is also a well-known 
bird sanctuary. The group was clearly well aware of the archaeological importance of the 
Lenggong Valley, which was listed as the fourth UNESCO world heritage site in Malaysia in 
June 2012. Also, the group’s choice for the Kedah “rice bowl”(see Chapter 3) was motivated 
by historical arguments: its long history as a rice production area; the early development of 
aqueducts and canals in the area; and its symbolic importance as the national ‘rice bowl’.

6.3.2 East Coast Region

Almost four times bigger than the north region, the east region covers the states of Kelantan, 
Terengganu and Pahang. The expert panel identified five categories of rural cultural 
landscapes: rice paddy landscapes, coastal landscapes, ‘agriculture’ (like the previous group, 
they used this label for the collection of mixed farming, orchards, and palm oil and rubber 
plantations), the category of highland mixed farming and hill resorts, and finally the Orang 
Asli (aboriginal people) settlements in the hinterland of these states (see Figure 6.5). In their 
presentation, the members of this group listed five specific landscapes as especially valuable:
i. A range of traditional fishing villages along the East Coast, not specifically defined, but 

with examples such as Tumpat and Tok Bali in Kelantan, Kuala Besut, Marang and Pulau 
Duyong in Terengganu, and Tanjung Lumpur and Beserah in the state of Pahang;

ii. The rice paddy landscapes in Kemubu and Semerak-Kemasin in the state of Kelantan;
iii. The Cameron Highlands;
iv. The first FELDA settlement of Lurah Bilut; and
v. The orchard landscape of Dungun and Raub.

In their explanation, the group members stressed the importance of cultural and social 
values reflected in local daily activities in the coastal villages. They also mentioned the scenic 
qualities and rustic settlements of the East Coast vernacular landscapes, and the presence of 
cottage industries related to arts and crafts such as batik, forging of silver, traditional boat 
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Figure 6.5 Workshop mapping of rural cultural landscapes in the East Coast Region
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making, weaving and wood carving. The experts believe that the rice cultivation landscape of 
Kelantan is significant, with irrigation systems of the 1960’s that were only surpassed in size 
by the irrigation network of Kedah.

Moreover they mentioned that East Coast rice cultivation signifies the national Green 
Revolution of the 1960’s. For the Cameron Highlands, the group mentioned colonial history, 
tea plantations and mixed farming under temperate climate conditions as aspects of special 
value. They saw the FELDA settlement of Lurah Bilut as standing for the government’s 
development agenda of the decade of early independence, involving the relocation of poor 
peasants into organized and planned settlements and plantations. It is interesting that the 
group also stressed the value of the orchard landscapes in the hinterland of Pahang and 
Terengganu. The trees of these landscapes produce seasonal fruits, such as durian, duku and 
duku langsat, fruits that supply for the huge demand from the Klang Valley (Central Region), 
and are thus seen as special and valuable.

6.3.3 Central Region

The Central Region, including South Perak, Selangor, Negeri Sembilan, and Melaka, is the 
most urbanized and industrialized of the four regions. The expert panel identified four 
cultural landscapes in this region: coastal landscapes, rice paddy landscapes, the landscape 
of former mining in Kinta Valley, and the landscape of Minangkabau settlements in Negeri 
Sembilan. Figure 6.6 shows that the group actually identified four distinct zones of rice 
cultivation in the region. They chose the following rural landscapes as landscapes of high 
value:
i. The rice paddy landscapes in Sungai Manik (Perak) and Sabak Bernam (Selangor);
ii. The fishing villages of Pulau Ketam;
iii. The landscape of Minangkabau villages in the upper valleys of inland Negeri Sembilan; 

and
iv. The landscape of former mining sites in the Kinta Valley, specifically of small mining 

towns Batu Gajah, Kampar, and Gopeng.

The group stated that the rice paddy landscapes in Sungai Perak and Sabak Bernam, like 
some of the East Coast rice cultivation areas, have historical value: they remind people of the 
big national irrigation scheme and green revolution phase of the 1960’s. Both regions have 
been gazetted as important granary areas in National Physical Plan (NPP-2) and agricultural 
planning. The experts also mentioned the fact that in comparison with the East Coast rice 
paddy areas, these granary areas on the West Coast have a different ethnic mix of farming 
population (both Malay and Chinese, with a small group of Indian farmers, whereas the East 
Coast granary area of Kemubu mainly has Malay farmers). They also stressed the ethnic 
characteristics of the fishing villages of Pulau Ketam, which they see as significant because 
they reflect the social and cultural values of the Chinese fishing communities. Moreover, the 
group mentioned the specific architecture of these fishing villages and their relationship with 
the mangrove environment.
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For the Minangkabau villages (see Chapter 3), the expert group also focused on their 
cultural distinctness, as expressed in the architecture of houses and layout of settlements 
and compounds, and cultural practices related to the unique customary law of matrilineal 
Minangkabau culture. With regard to the Kinta Valley, the group explained that although 
most of the mines were closed in the 1980’s and much of the typical infrastructure has now 
disappeared, former small mining towns such as Batu Gajah, Kampar and Gopeng still 
express a reasonable level of integrity that evokes memories of the economic and social 
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conditions of the era of colonial mining and industrialization, dating back to the end of the 
nineteenth century.

6.3.4 South Region

The group that worked on the South Region of the state of Johor presented a rather loose set 
of five landscapes: the coastal landscape of the far southwest, the extensive mixed farming 
landscape (comprising rubber and palm oil plantations, orchards and pineapple fields), zones 
of ‘rural settlement’ landscape (actually two strips with a high concentration of farming 
villages that are increasingly also suburban particularly to the south), rice paddy landscape, 
and ‘historic cultural landscape’ (referring to a specific site of historical importance) (see 
Figure 6.7).

The group identified three specific landscapes that are particularly valuable:
i. The rice paddy landscape in Muar;
ii. The historic landscape of Johor Lama in Kota Tinggi district; and
iii. The Bugis settlement in Batu Pahat.

The group made clear that although the rice fields in Muar do not have the official planning 
status of granary areas; they are the last remaining paddy areas in the state and therefore 
represent special value. The second ‘landscape’ proposed by the expert group as valuable is 
actually a site rather than a zone. Johor Lama, the old royal town of Johor that has historical 
links with the Melaka Malay Sultanate and that was destroyed by the Portuguese in the 
1580’s, now with only the earthen walls of the fort now remaining, is a site that exemplifies 
much of the history of Johor. In addition, the group included the settlement of the Bugis 
(who migrated from South Sulawesi to this area around the mid seventeenth century) in 
Batu Pahat as a landscape that signifies ethnical richness and diversity, although the physical 
landscape of Bugis settlements is much less distinct than the Minangkabau landscape.

The first workshop activity shows that the landscape categories of rice paddy landscapes 
and distinct coastal landscapes rank high in the experts’ mental image of the landscape of 
Peninsular Malaysia: all four groups identify these in their mapping exercise. Three groups 
use the broad and rather loose category of the mixed farming landscape (labelled ‘agriculture’ 
landscape by two groups), comprising rubber or palm oil plantations, orchards, and diverse 
forms of mixed farming. None of the groups sets extensive plantation zones apart as a 
landscape category. One of the groups identifies areas with a relatively high concentration of 
Orang Asli (aboriginal) settlements, located in the forest spine of the peninsula, as a distinct 
type of landscape (in this study, I excluded the forest zone from my classification of rural 
cultural landscapes). It is important to stress that the four groups were not asked to present 
a complete landscape-zoning map of their respective regions; the warm up assignment was 
just to identify a number of landscapes for the region. The openness of the assignment also 
may explain why categories such as ‘rural settlement landscape’ (South Region) and more 
site-related landscapes, a Bugis settlement, and a historical fort, found their way into the 
maps.
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The participants of the workshop did not receive any information about the researcher’s 
personal choice for potential rural heritage landscapes, as presented in Chapter 3. It is all 
the more remarkable that they included all the six rural heritage landscapes of Chapter 3 in 
their listings of valuable landscapes: the rice paddy landscapes of Kedah; the East Coastal 
village landscape with its cottage industries; the West Coastal landscape of fishing villages 
in a setting of mangrove forest; the first FELDA settlement of Lurah Bilut; the landscape of 
Minangkabau settlements in Negeri Sembilan; and the resort and farming landscape of the 
Cameron Highlands. The workshop activity did not aim at identification and selection of 
rural cultural landscapes that would deserve national heritage status as this was the topic of 
the second workshop day (see sections 6.5 and 6.6). The afternoon of the first workshop day 
focused on the identification of threats to traditional rural cultural landscapes. The outcomes 
of this workshop session will be discussed in the next section.

6.4 Identification of threats

The workshop activity that focused on the identification of threats again proceeded in two 
steps: the first step was identification of the main threats to the rural cultural landscape 
overall in the four regions and the second step aimed at the identification of threats to the 
landscapes that the four groups had chosen as particularly valuable during the morning 

Figure 6.7 Workshop mapping of rural cultural landscapes in the South Region
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session (see previous section). As input, the four groups received the list of eight threat 
categories that was published by ICOMOS in 2005 (see the text box in Chapter 3, section 
3.4): (A) Deterioration, (B) Development, (C) Extraction of resources, (D) Large-scale 
development project, (E) Tourism, (F) Local on-site management deficiencies, (G) Cultural 
changes or deficiencies, and (H) General context-National level. As an extra aid in the 
analysis, the participants were asked to differentiate between external and internal threats. 
The distinction between the two categories may be blurred; however, I expected that with 
this distinction the participants would have wider perspective on types of threats to the 
heritage landscapes. The participants also received some maps, as memory aids, that outlined 
the main conurbations of the peninsula and the broad zoning patterns of the Ninth and 
Tenth Malaysia Plan (see section 3.4).

Table 6.2 summarizes what the expert groups see as the main sources of threat to the rural 
cultural landscapes overall in the North, East, Central and South Regions. ‘Development’, 
principally, demand for space for urban and industrial development (category B) is seen as 
an important source of threat, mainly external but also internal. The groups for the North 
and East regions also mention natural ‘deterioration’ (category A) as a threat. It should be 
pointed out that the Northwestern coast suffered from the 2004 tsunami, and that part of the 
East Coast is regularly confronted with flooding and strong erosion due to extreme weather 
conditions that reflect broader patterns of climate change. The winning of oil and gas and 
industrial development (under categories C and D) threatens parts of the East Coastal 
region. For all four regions, the experts see the weak legal frameworks for rural protection as 
an important threat (under category H – general context, national level).

With regard to internal sources of threat to the cultural landscape, all groups express 
concern about the lack of awareness and interest – among the population and also among 
local politicians and planners – with regard to landscapes that are perceived as ordinary and 
everyday, and not in any sense spectacular. This may result in loss of integrity, abandonment 
of rural areas, and few impediments for landowners to sell property to developers. These 
concerns may be placed under ICOMOS category G (cultural changes or deficiencies).

The four groups also identified the threats that they see as particularly important for those 
landscapes that they had identified as valuable (see previous section). The results are shown 
in Figure 6.8. It is not surprising that the groups perceive lack of awareness and interest 
(category G), weakness of the national legal framework for rural protection (category H), and 
the overall forces of urban and industrial development (category B) as threats to virtually 
all valuable landscapes. Eight of the thirteen valuable landscapes suffer from all these three 
sources of threat (in five cases) or from one or two of them (three cases), according to the 
expert panels. At the other extreme we find the landscape of East Coast villages, where the 
experts see seven sources of threat, although they do not all apply to the exact same localities 
along the coast: (natural) deterioration, development, extraction of resources, large-scale 
development projects, tourism, cultural deficiencies, and weaknesses in the national legal 
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context. They clearly perceive the integrity of the East Coastal zone as being very heavily 
threatened. The Cameron Highlands and the Kedah ‘rice bowl’ landscape are also seen as 
threatened by five factors. Tourist development and deterioration due to deforestation pose 
extra threats to the Cameron Highlands, whereas natural deterioration and flaws in local 
management are seen as extra threats to the Kedah rice paddy landscape. Finally, tourism is 
mentioned as an extra threat to the coastal villages of the Central area (strong pressure from 
nearby Kuala Lumpur’s urban zone) and natural deterioration (extreme weather conditions) 

Table 6.2 The source and category of threats in each region

REGION THREATS

External Category
of threats

Internal Category
of threats

NCER Urban Conurbation & Industry B Demographic growth B
Land use practices-massive scale G Change of land use/Land conversion G
Lack and weak legal framework (eg: 
policy)

H Management system F

Force of nature A Loss of qualities (authenticity and 
integrity)

G

ECER Political pressure for development B Urbanizing the rural/Encroachment B
Inadequate legal framework H Methods of farming and decreases of 

size of land
G

Natural deterioration A Land use changes and farming practices 
(private properties-difficult to control)

G

Heavy industry/Industrial complex D Leakage inland tourism E
Extraction of oil and gas (Kerteh 
Terengganu)

C

CENTRAL 
REGION

Development pressure/
demographic growth

B Urbanizing the rural/Encroachment B

Commercial activities B Low population in rural areas/
Abandonment of the site

G

Weak legislation/failure to apply 
laws

H Low awareness and appreciation G

Leakage inland tourism E

SOUTHERN 
REGION

Economic demand and rebranding 
Johor as South Gateway to 
Singapore

B Lack of awareness and appreciation 
from the local community of cultural 
landscape values

G

Urban Sprawl from Iskandar 
Development and South Melaka

B Practice of monocrops/Change of land 
use

G

Heritage is least important aspect in 
development and political agenda

H Lack of tangible features of cultural-
historical landscape (eg: Johor Lama)

G

Category of threats

A. Deterioration E. Tourism

B. Development F. Local on-site management deficiencies

C. Extraction of resources G. Cultural changes of deficiencies

D. Large-scale development projects (eg: transport, energy) H. General context-national level
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are an extra challenge for the East Coastal rice fields. The outcomes of this workshop session 
largely validate the author’s analysis of threats as presented in section 3.4 (see also Appendix 
3).

6.5 Identification and selection criteria for national heritage landscapes

The second workshop day, in May 2012, focused on two related tasks: (a) the identification 
and selection of criteria by the experts for rural cultural landscapes as national heritage, 
and (b) a simulation of actually nominating national heritage landscapes, using the criteria 
as defined in (a) and the list of thirteen valuable landscapes that were the outcome of the 
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Figure 6.8 Category of threats to significant rural cultural landscapes in Peninsular Malaysia, 
according to the four expert groups
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previous workshop day in April 2012 (see section 6.3). This section 6.5 will focus on 
the selection of criteria, and section 6.6 will show the outcomes of the actual nomination 
simulation. The fifteen experts who participated in the workshop again worked in four 
independent subgroups, reported to the larger group, and joined in plenary discussion 
about the findings of the subgroups. The activity of identification of selection criteria, which 
covered the morning program, was structured as follows. As a first step, the groups were 
given four listings of heritage selection criteria:
i. The ten-point UNESCO list of criteria for “… property as having Outstanding Universal 

Value”, as indicated in article 77 in the “Operational guidelines for the implementation of 
the World Heritage Convention” (UNESCO 2013, pp. 20-21, web source5);

ii. The guidelines for evaluating and documenting rural historic landscapes used by the 
United States National Park Service (McClelland et al., 1999);

iii. The guidelines of the Japanese committee on the preservation, development and 
utilization of cultural landscapes associated with agriculture, forestry and fisheries 
(Committee, 2003); and

iv. The Malaysian National Heritage Act (Government of Malaysia, 2005), (as explained in 
Chapter 3), although not specifically aimed at the selection or conservation of cultural 
landscapes as heritage (but rather on buildings and monuments), its criteria may well be 
applied to landscapes.

To sensitize the participants to the ideas and language used in such guidelines, they were 
asked first to write down what they see as key words in the four documents. The groups 
presented their findings, resulting in a lively exchange of views about the key components of 
the four documents. After that, the participants were asked – in a plenary brainstorm session 
– to identify selection criteria that would be relevant for the selection of cultural landscapes 
in Malaysia as national heritage. They agreed on five such criteria.

The identification of key words made the participants aware of various dimensions that are 
common in the documents (which all have slightly different focus):
i. The aspect of cultural traditions embedded in landscapes, reflecting man-environment 

relations and giving a sense of continuity in the landscape;
ii. The importance of ecological values and biodiversity in the appreciation of rural cultural 

landscapes;
iii. Relationships embedded in landscape with historical events, persons, or processes;
iv. The aesthetic component; and
v. The idea of singularity, uniqueness, or rarity; and also the attention paid to landscape 

elements (and their relationships) such as architecture, settlement, field patterns, 
infrastructure, and the like.

Enlightened by the perspectives offered by these documents, the workshop participants 
started to discuss which criteria might be relevant in the Malaysian context for identification 
of landscapes as national heritage. The results are summarized in Table 6.3.
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The five criteria that the participants in the workshop agreed upon, after ample discussion, 
do not require much clarification. It is interesting to note that cultural value is significant 
for the experts since they present this as a criterion per se (cultural traditions, criterion II) 
as well as under ‘Environmental settings and land use’ (criterion IV, as underlying man-land 
relationships) and under criterion V (the aspect of vernacular knowledge). Historical value is 
also seen as important: both as a criterion in itself (criterion III) and with regard to heritage 
that reflects technological advancement or innovations from the past (criterion V). The first 
criterion, ‘Rare or unique or distinct’, is an obvious first requirement for heritage selection; 
landscapes that are abundant, ubiquitous, or unthreatened will not easily qualify as heritage.

6.6 Selection of national heritage landscapes

Once the selection criteria had been established during the morning session, the workshop 
participants engaged in actual selection of national heritage landscapes during the afternoon. 
The first step took place in subgroups. These groups were given the overview of fourteen 
valuable rural landscapes, which had been the outcome of the first workshop day (see 
Figure 6.8). They were asked to match these fourteen valuable rural landscapes with the five 
criteria established during the morning session and to decide which of them qualify best as 
national heritage landscapes. Three groups listed four landscapes and one group (group 3) 
listed five candidate landscapes. The results are depicted in Table 6.4. All groups presented 
their nomination, followed by discussion. The rankings of all groups were listed and a final 
nomination of six landscapes was reached through plenary deliberation. The overview of 
these six landscapes and their significance (based on the five criteria) was then elaborated on 
poster format (see Figure 6.9 and 6.10).

Table 6.3 Five criteria for selecting cultural landscapes as national heritage, as established by 
the expert panels

CRITERIA DESCRIPTION

I -Rare or unique or distinct Landscapes that embody distinctive characteristics of the components of 
structures and elements, or that represent distinguishable entities.

II – Cultural tradition Landscapes that exhibit the cultural traditions (belief, philosophy and 
ideology) in daily practices, illustrated in tangible forms such as land use or 
traditional settlement pattern.

III – Historical importance Landscapes that are associated with historical elements, historical national/
local events or related to important persons/group of people that have made 
significant contributions to history. 

IV – Environmental setting and 
land use

Landscapes that express human-nature relations and landscape 
modification based on the philosophy and ideology of communities. 

V – Vernacular knowledge/
technological advancement or 
innovation

Landscapes that demonstrate vernacular knowledge and technological 
advancement or innovation in landscape structures and elements.
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Table 6.4 shows that all four groups nominated the landscape of the East Coast villages with 
their cottage industries. Most or all groups agreed that this landscape is unique and distinct, 
reflects rich cultural traditions, and is interesting because of its environmental setting and 
land use. Three of the four groups also nominated the rice paddy landscape of Kedah. 
The three groups see it as distinct; two groups agree that this landscape is also significant 
because of cultural traditions, environmental setting and land use, and as an illustration 
of technological advancement and innovation of the past. Only one group mentioned the 
historical importance of the area and its rice paddy landscape.

Four landscapes were nominated by two groups each: the Cameron Highlands, the first 
FELDA settlement of Lurah Bilut, the landscape of former mining in the Kinta Valley, and 
the landscape of Minangkabau villages in Negeri Sembilan. For the first three of these 
landscapes, one of the nominating expert groups is very clear: they see these regions as 
meeting all criteria. Group 3 also nominated all three. This group had interpreted the 
assignment slightly differently and had ticked only the one most prominent criterion for 
each of their five nominated landscapes. Group 4 had a rather singular approach: this group 
was the only one of the four that nominated the landscape of Bugis settlements in the South 
and the specific coastal landscape of the Merbok fishing village in Kedah.

After the presentation of the group nominations, followed by some discussion, all the 
selection rankings were written down and after some deliberation agreement was reached on 
the joint nomination of the following six landscapes as national heritage landscapes:
i. The rice landscape of Kedah;
ii. The coastal landscape of the East Coast;
iii. The landscape of tea plantations and highland mixed farming of Cameron Highlands;
iv. The landscape of Minangkabau villages in Negeri Sembilan;
v. The landscape of the mining sites in Kinta Valley; and
vi. The first FELDA settlement of Lurah Bilut (see Figure 6.10).

As the author of this study, I see the joint outcomes of the first and second workshops as a 
crucial validation for my proposal of six national heritage landscapes, which I presented in 
Chapter 3. More than 25 different experts participated in the two workshops, all of them 
experienced in the domains of landscape and/or heritage and with thorough knowledge of 
national or regional landscape characteristics. The final outcome of the second workshop, 
the simulated nomination of six national heritage landscapes by the experts, shows a very 
close correlation with my own selection. The only difference is that the experts included the 
landscape of the former mining sites in the Kinta Valley (which I had discarded due to a 
lack of integrity of those sites) and that they did not include the landscape of West Coast 
villages in their setting of mangrove forest (which I included based on the argument that 
this landscape meets many of my criteria, which were derived from internationally accepted 
heritage criteria).
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Table 6.4 Nomination of rural cultural landscapes as national heritage – outcomes of the 
expert panels

Nominated cultural landscape for 
national heritage

Frequency of 
nomination

Group Criteria 

I II III IV V

Coastal landscape/cottage industries of 
East Coast Region

4 1 • •
•

•
•

2 •
•

•
•

•
•

•
•

•
•

3 •
•

4 •
•

•
•

•
•

•
•

Rice paddy landscape in Kedah 3 1 •
•

•
•

•
•

•
•

2 •
•

•
•

•
•

•
•

•
•

3 •
•

Tea plantation and highland farming in 
Cameron Highlands

2 1 •
•

•
•

•
•

•
•

•
•

3 •
•

FELDA Lurah Bilut 2 1 •
•

•
•

•
•

•
•

•
•

3 •
•

Former mining of Kinta Valley 2 2 •
•

•
•

•
•

•
•

•
•

3 •
•

Minangkabau settlements 2 2 •
•

•
•

•
•

•
•

4 •
•

•
•

•
•

Bugis settlement 1 4 •
•

•
•

•
•

Coastal landscape of Merbok Kedah 1 4 •
•

•
•

•
•

•
•
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Figure 6.9 Workshop mapping of rural heritage landscapes that meet five heritage criteria

RICE LANDSCAPE (KEDAH)

I Unique / original / rare / distinct
• Scenic view / country’s rice bowl

II Cultural Tradition
• Daily practices in paddy cultivation

III Historical importances
• Early rice cultivation
• Wan Mat Saman Aqueduct

IV Environmental settings & land uses
• Exploitation of Kedah’s fertile soil

V Vernacular knowledge / technical advancement
• Aqueduct-exhibit Royal Malay engineering

TEA PLANTATIONS / HIGHLAND MIXED FARMING  
(CAMERON HIGHLANDS, PAHANG)

I Unique / original / rare / distinct
• Example of early highland development (combination of colonial hill 

resort & horticulture)

II Cultural Tradition
• Expression of British lifestyle

III Historical importances
• Landscape and personality (Cameron, Maxwell)

IV Environmental settings & land uses
• Express human-nature relations & exhibit good spatial & environmental 

planning

V Vernacular knowledge / technical advancement
• Farming techniques for temperate vegetables
• Slope management

MINANGKABAU SETTLEMENTS (NEGERI SEMBILAN)

I Unique / original / rare / distinct
• Translated in settlement patterns, structures & elements

II Cultural Tradition
• Customary system of Adat Perpaith (eg: buffalo and fencing system)

III Historical importances
• Establishment of the Negeri Sembilan by the Minangkabau’s society

IV Environmental settings & land uses
• Express the link between society (Minangkabau’ community) and 

nature

V Vernacular knowledge / technical advancement
• Minangkabau’s architecture
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Figure 6.10 Workshop mapping of rural heritage landscapes that meet two to four heritage 
criteria

COASTAL LANDSCAPE (EAST COAST)

I Unique / original / rare / distinct
• Translated in settlement pattern, structures and elements

II Cultural Tradition
• Arts & Crafts
• Cottage industries

IV Environmental settings & land uses
• Vegetation
• Fishing villages

V Vernacular knowledge / technical advancement
• East Coast Malay architecture
• Traditional boat making

FORMER MINING SITES OF KINTA VALLEY (PERAK)

III Historical importances
• Establishment of mining towns & its settlements

IV Environmental settings & land uses
• Express human-nature relations / spatial planning
• Sustainable land management

V Vernacular knowledge / technical advancement
• Mining techniques

FIRST FELDA PLANNED SETTLEMENT (LURAH BILUT)

III Historical importances
• National Vision of 1st rural planned settlement

IV Environmental settings & land uses
• Sustainable community
• Sustainable land management
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6.7 Building a case for national heritage landscapes

The third workshop moved beyond validation of my research findings. It was the aim of this 
workshop to identify potential ‘selling points’ for the promotion of cultural landscapes as 
national heritage. The exercises of the first two workshops were theoretical in the sense that 
they were not embedded in actual planning and policy practice. There is no legal framework 
in place in Malaysia for the protection of rural cultural landscapes, heritage act is basically 
confined to the listing of buildings and monuments as national heritage (see Chapter 5). 
The rationale for this third workshop, therefore, was to collect the views of policy experts 
with regard to a possible promotion of the case for protecting or listing valuable heritage 
landscapes. They would have to focus on the question of how to phrase the importance of 
such landscapes for an audience of politicians, decision-makers, or the general public. The 
workshop with only twelve participating experts (see Table 6.1) was organized as follows.

The first step was to analyse, in subgroups, the Cameron Highlands Landscape Master Plan. 
This plan was chosen because it has a rich analysis of the values of the Cameron Highlands 
landscape. An external speaker, who is one of the experts responsible for the plan, presented 
the plan to the participants in a short briefing lecture. The participants also received a 
summary of the plan in hard copy. The workshop activity was to identify the main assets 
of the landscape, as presented in the Cameron Highlands plan. An additional activity was 
to translate these assets into “selling points” for various kinds of tourism: ecotourism, agro 
tourism, educational tourism, and cultural heritage tourism. The idea behind these activities 
was to sensitize the participants to thinking about landscape not in expert terms, but in 
terms of assets or selling points – which is essential in the Malaysian development-driven 
context.

The plan was that the workshop participants would then apply this way of thinking, during 
the afternoon session, to a number of the landscapes that had been nominated as national 
heritage in the second workshop.

However, first there was a second intermediary step in the workshop design that did not 
work out as planned. The participants were asked, in subgroups, to identify elements of the 
Cameron Highlands Landscape Master Plan that might be useful as (part of) a model for 
cultural landscape analysis in Malaysia, in general, and when applied to different landscapes 
in the country. The subgroups did deliver output in response to this assignment, but this 
output was disappointing and confusing. This outcome was probably a consequence of overly 
ambitious from my end, given the time constraints and provided input. Thus, the results of 
this task will be omitted from this section.

The third activity was the application of landscape assets and selling points to four of the 
landscapes that had been identified during the second workshop as potential national 
heritage landscapes: the rice paddy landscape of Kedah, the landscape of the East Coast 
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villages, the landscape of the FELDA Lurah Bilut settlement, and the landscape of former 
mining sites in the Kinta Valley.

Table 6.5 summarizes the key words that the four groups presented as potential selling 
points for the landscape of the Cameron Highlands, as presented in the Master Plan. The 
participants recognize four distinct categories of selling points: architectural heritage 
(coupled by some with intangible elements such as the story of Jim Thompson who 
disappeared in the area and was never found), the natural environment including the 
moderate climate, agriculture/horticulture, and settlements (sense of place, ethnic diversity, 
Orang Asli (aboriginal) settlements in the direct vicinity). One group mentions the sport 
and recreation infrastructure as an asset (the golf course that was designed by the British), 
and agro tourism infrastructure. Another group mentions the night market (for agricultural 
products) as a selling point that is obviously related to agriculture and horticulture in the 

Table 6.5 The selling points of the CHLMP identified by the four expert panels

Group Selling Point Justification

1 Architectural heritage The English Tudor architecture remains visible
Natural heritage Tropical forest for recreational and educational activities

Preservation of forest supports Environmental Policy
Settlement heritage Strengthen the cultural-ethnic authenticity and sense of place
Agricultural heritage Support agro tourism and Malaysia’s Agricultural Policy

2 Architectural The English colonial architectural style demonstrates response to 
tropical climate

Natural environment Topography and its geographical location in the remote area 
suitable for recreational activities

Settlements Settlement patterns illustrate human-nature interactions
Horticulture Activities related to horticulture reflected and influence daily 

practices and lifestyles
Legendary heritage/
Historical values

Legend of Jim Thompson and other historical events/structure 
such as Sultan Abu Bakar Dam, Slim Camp and Chefoo School

3 Tea plantation The tea plantation as symbol of early highland development 
associated with British colonial period

Eco tourism Natural resources such as forest and cool climate become 
attraction for eco tourism 

Aboriginal settlements Earliest residence preserved since the British era that exhibit the 
aboriginal lifestyles

Night market Night market as place for selling agricultural products

4 Cool climate Cool climate suitable for recreational activities
Natural environment Tropical forest for recreational and educational activities
Architectural heritage/historical 
events

The exotic look of British colonial architecture and the mystery of 
the disappearance of Jim Thompson

Horticultural products Highland temperate mixed farming supplies local and regional 
vegetables/flowers products

Highland sports and recreational Highland golf course and agro tourism generates economy and 
recreational activities
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area. ‘Eco-tourism’ is a final selling point mentioned by one group; this is not strictly an asset 
of the landscape, of course, but rather a way of using those assets.

The participants were also asked to translate these assets into selling points for tourism; the 
collage shown in Figure 6.11 shows some of the results.

During the afternoon session, the participants were asked to apply the way of thinking that 
was practiced in the morning session to four landscapes that had been identified as national 
heritage landscapes during the second workshop. The results are shown in Tables 6.6 and 
6.7. Table 6.6 shows that – according to the experts – the East Coast landscape allows for 
the richest story of interpretation: its assets are natural, architectural, cultural (daily 
practices), embedded in its settlement patterns and forms of land use, as well as in historical 
connotations. They consider the rice paddy landscape as almost equally rich in assets or 
selling points for interpretation; only the cultural values are seen as missing. The experts 

Cameron Highlands Selling point

Eco tourism
•  highland forest with rich 

biodiversity-mossy forest

Agor tourism
•  temperate farming-vegetables 

and flowers
• tea plantations-scenic view

Educational tourism
• highland forest
• temperate farming
• British colonial built heritage

Cultural heritage tourism
• British colonial resorts
• Orang Asli settlement
• tea plantation settlements
• historic missionary schools
• Sultan Abu Bakar Dam

Figure 6.11 Summary of the selling points which have links to the tourism industry as 
identified by the four expert panels
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perceive the assets of the first FELDA settlement of Lurah Bilut and of the former mining 
landscape of the Kinta Valley as more tenuous, depending on only two or three selling points.

This variation in level of richness in landscape assets translates into the potential for various 
kinds of tourism, according to the workshop participants (see Table 6.7). Both the East 
Coast landscape and the rice paddy landscape of Kedah are considered to have potential for 
three types of tourism (apart from the dominant sun-sea tourism of the East Coast). The 
two landscapes that are probably more difficult to read and appreciate for the layperson, the 
FELDA settlement and the mining landscape, are seen as having potential only for cultural 
heritage tourism (but outside the mainstream of cultural tourism) and educational tourism 
that relates to the historical significance of the sites.

Table 6.6 Potential selling points for nominated national heritage

Group Nominated National 
Heritage

Selling Point

Natural 
Heritage

Cultural heritage

Architecture Daily
practices

Settlement 
pattern and 

land use

Historical 
events and 
elements

1 Rice paddy landscape, 
Kedah

n n n n

2 East Coast village 
landscape

n n n n n

3 FELDA settlement of 
Lurah Bilut

n n

4 Former mining landscape, 
Kinta Valley

n n n

Table 6.7 Potential for integration of nominated national heritage landscapes into tourism 
assets

Group Nominated National 
Heritage

Sub-Category of Tourism

Agro-tourism Eco-tourism Cultural heritage 
tourism

Educational 
tourism

1 Rice paddy landscape, 
Kedah

n n n

2 East Coast village 
landscape

n n n

3 FELDA settlement Lurah 
Bilut

n n

4 Former mining landscape, 
Kinta Valley

n n
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6.8 Concluding remarks

The results of the first two workshop sessions clearly underline, support, and validate the 
argumentation that was put forward in Chapter 3.
i. The broad cultural landscape categories (rice cultivation, plantation, coastal, and mixed 

farming) have proven to be workable categories. Although the experts had the freedom 
to use different labels, most of them worked well with these categories;

ii. The experts recognize the threats to the cultural landscapes of Malaysia and particularly 
to rural historic landscapes of great value. Their examples match my own analysis 
(Appendix 2);

iii. The experts attach considerable weight to historical and cultural factors in their 
formulation of selection criteria for (landscapes as) national heritage. They value tangible 
as well as intangible elements. Although my selection criteria (Chapter 3) were phrased 
differently, their standards matches my interpretation of relevant selection criteria; and

iv. The experts make a final selection of six national heritage landscapes, five of which were 
also in my selection in Chapter 3. This shows remarkably similarity of judgment. I had 
not included the former mining sites of the Kinta Valley (after having considered them) 
because of lack of integrity of most of the sites.

Furthermore, I did include the West Coast fishing settlement of Kuala Sepetang and its area, 
a landscape that matches several of my criteria (the experts did not choose this landscape).

The third workshop did not have the intention of validating my own research findings 
with expert opinion. It focused on considering heritage landscapes in terms of assets and 
selling points. In hindsight, this third workshop was a bit extrinsic to the larger design of 
my thesis. Moreover, not all elements of the workshop were successful. The results show, 
nevertheless, that landscape and heritage practitioners and experts are able and willing to 
think about rural cultural landscapes as heritage not only in expert terms, but also in terms 
of interpretation and ‘selling’ to the outside world of politics or general audience. I have given 
a brief account, therefore, of the main findings of this last workshop.
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Conclusion and discussion

7.1 Introduction

In this chapter, I discuss the main findings from this research. The introduction provides a 
brief review of the research aim and research question. This is followed by a summary of the 
main findings from the preceding chapters (section 7.2). The discussion section (7.3) will 
reflect on the research process, implications for practice, and ideas for further research.

As mentioned in Chapter 1, rural cultural landscape in Malaysia is relatively under-
researched. Moreover, the policy focus on built heritage as national heritage implies that 
the rural cultural landscape has not yet been given adequate attention by politicians or 
policy makers. Hence, two goals have been set up in this present study: [1] to identify and 
select cultural landscapes in Peninsular Malaysia that have heritage value and that may be 
considered worthwhile for protection; and [2] to analyse the level of awareness and readiness 
among Malaysian policy makers and practitioners from relevant fields with regard to cultural 
landscape conservation and protection. To achieve the two goals, the following overarching 
question and two sub-research questions have been addressed.

What is the potential for protection of rural cultural landscapes as national heritage in 
Malaysia?
i. Which are the rural cultural landscapes that can be identified and selected as potential 

national heritage, taking into account internationally accepted heritage criteria and 
expert opinion?

ii. What is the level of awareness and readiness in Malaysian policy and practice, with 
regard to protection of rural cultural landscapes as national heritage?

The four chapters in this thesis (Chapter 3, 4, 5, and 6) have responded to the topics in the 
above sub-questions. Section 7.2 provides the summary of main findings from the preceding 
chapters.

7.2 Summary of main findings

On the basis of five criteria derived from various international sources, combined with a 
survey of the rural landscapes of the peninsula, I suggested six cultural landscapes that have 
the potential to be nominated as national heritage (Chapter 3). These six cultural landscapes 

Chapter 7
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are the following: the rice paddy landscapes in Kedah; the first Felda settlement of Lurah 
Bilut; the traditional villages in Terengganu on the East Coast; the Kuala Sepetang and 
Kuala Sangga fishing villages on the West Coast; the Minangkabau settlements in Rembau 
and Kuala Pilah in Negeri Sembilan; and the hill resort and area of mixed farming in the 
Cameron Highlands. Based on the five heritage criteria established in this study, these 
heritage landscapes were considered as both historically and culturally significant at national 
level. The threats analysis conducted in Chapter 3 also suggested that these landscapes are at 
risk, yet at the same time they are not legally protected.

The expert panels positively validated the author’s selection of rural cultural landscapes 
with heritage value during the workshops (Chapter 6). It is interesting that the expert panels 
have selected and nominated similar types of landscape as the author, although they had no 
information whatsoever about my research at the time and were allowed to develop their 
own criteria. The only differences were the inclusion, by the experts, of the former mining 
sites of Kinta Valley (which I personally have chosen to exclude due to lack of integrity of the 
sites) and the exclusion, in their final selection, of the fishing villages of Kuala Sepetang and 
Kuala Sangga.

It is not surprising that the six chosen heritage landscapes are located in less developed 
and/or more peripheral parts of the Peninsula. These areas have seen far less consumption 
of space for urban and industrial development than the Central Western Region, and more 
traits of historic landscapes have therefore remained intact, including the intangible aspects 
such as values attached to these places by the local people and cultural practices related to 
these areas.

Nevertheless, the current government policy to shift development from the Central Region 
to less developed regions in the north and along the East Coast of Peninsular Malaysia, 
will have a major impact on the rural landscapes in both regions. The intensity of land 
conversion and encroachment on the rural landscapes by urban and industrial forms of 
land use is already growing. In addition to this, the East Coast is threatened by intensified 
coastal erosion, which is probably an effect of changing climatic conditions. Another specific 
threat that we identified is the threat of land degradation and erosion in the Cameron 
Highlands due to deforestation in the surrounding mountains. Finally, two generic threats 
were identified, related to site management and cultural change. As for the former, conflict 
between development needs and conservation was seen as a prominent threat to the valuable 
rural landscapes, particularly in the north and along the East Coast. Lack of awareness, and 
loss of authenticity and integrity are important aspects of the latter.

Chapters 4 and 5 focused on experts’ opinion about the notion and values of rural (cultural) 
landscapes and on the extent to which rural cultural landscape is taken into consideration 
in relevant government documents. We found that the notion of rural cultural landscape 
is not commonly used in Malaysian daily landscape policy and practice. One fifth of the 
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experts who participated in the survey did not know the term; the majority is familiar with 
the concept, but it is clearly not a notion that they use in their daily professional activities. It 
was confirmed during the interviews with senior policy makers that the “cultural landscape” 
is peripheral on the agenda of governmental agencies, such as the federal Town and 
Country Planning Department, the National Landscape Department, the National Heritage 
Department, and the Ministry of Rural and Regional Development. The National Landscape 
Department is the leading federal department for all matters of landscape policy; its focus is 
on landscape beautification through landscaping in mainly urban environments.

The rice paddy landscapes of Kedah and the East Coast with its traditional fishing villages and 
open sandy landscape with coconut trees are the most preferred rural cultural landscapes of 
the respondents to the questionnaire. The preferences of the experts reflect their appreciation 
for scenery, architectural styles, and cultural activities, much more than for historical context 
and historical associations. In spite of the fact that the policy focus in Malaysia is on (urban) 
built heritage and natural heritage, the experts do value rural cultural landscapes and see 
their potential as national heritage. The questionnaire and the interviews also confirmed that 
rural cultural landscapes across Peninsular Malaysia face multiple threats; awareness of this 
is widespread among the experts. They believe that a better balance between development 
and preservation will require more intense collaboration between federal and state parties, 
a stricter landscape policy, and a heritage policy (which is now still missing – the only 
document now is the National Heritage Act) that explicitly addresses historic landscapes.

The content analysis conducted in Chapter 5 showed that ‘sustainable development’ is 
now a very visible organizing idea in Malaysian spatial and sector planning. However, its 
operationalization mainly remains restricted to the protection of natural landscapes, in 
particular, forest zones (as resource and for biodiversity) and to notions such as a green and 
clean environment, particularly in urban settings (Beautiful Garden Nation). There is no 
explicit vision on how sustainable development might relate to the future of rural cultural 
landscapes. In the National Physical Plan 2, landscape is mainly understood as a resource 
that should be utilized and managed in a “sustainable” manner. In the National Landscape 
Policy, the landscape concept has more ideological weight: landscape as platform for the 
realization and materialization of the Beautiful Garden Nation. None of the documents 
discuss rural cultural landscape as heritage. The National Landscape Policy has a view on 
landscape that prioritizes the natural and the visual; (the importance of) historical layers 
in landscapes as well as historical values of rural landscapes are not at all addressed in the 
NLP. The National Heritage Act may – theoretically – be applied to cultural landscapes since 
terms such as “zone” and “site” could refer to rural landscapes. In practice, though, the NHA 
is almost exclusively applied to buildings and monuments, mainly in urban settings.

The overall impression, based on the research findings in chapters 4, 5, and 6, is that 
Malaysian experts who work in the fields of planning, landscape, and heritage, have more 
awareness of the potential of rural cultural landscapes as national heritage, more readiness 
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to be involved in this domain, a higher sense of urgency with regard to the threats to rural 
historic landscapes, and more willingness to work together on the issue across the borders of 
departments, than the key documents of the government about physical planning, landscape 
policy, and heritage would suggest.

7.3 Discussion

The rural cultural landscape of Malaysia is an under-researched object of study. 
Furthermore, there are no systematic studies about rural landscapes in the country from 
a heritage perspective. This is why my study had a survey character: exploring the idea of 
rural landscapes as potential heritage on the scale of the Peninsula as a whole, to gain a first 
impression of the types of rural historic landscapes that might have heritage values at the 
national scale; testing the ground among experts and practitioners in the fields of planning, 
landscape, and heritage with regard to their perceptions and opinions about everyday rural 
landscapes as a potential object of protection and preservation; and exploring what starting 
points for steps towards the protection of rural landscapes with heritage value can be found 
in the most relevant national policy documents. The mixed methods approach that was 
employed reflects the survey character of the study as a whole: literature study, questionnaire, 
interviews, and workshops with expert panels. The list of rural cultural landscapes that were 
identified as having convincing heritage values is a good starting point for further discussion 
and study, both academically and in policy circles. After all, the list was built upon criteria 
that reflect international thinking about preservation and heritage criteria that take both 
traditional and constructivist notions of landscape into account, and, furthermore, the list 
was validated through workshops with expert panels.

The collection of six rural cultural landscapes discussed in Chapter 3 is also interesting 
because of its diversity; a point that perhaps was not stressed explicitly enough in the 
previous chapters. The six selected rural landscapes are diverse and regionally distinctive 
both in terms of physical environments and with regard to the history of human occupation 
and activity. The photographs and maps presented in Chapter 3 may give the impression 
that the rural landscapes were mainly approached as a product, but the text has shown that 
the six landscapes also represent (outcomes of) very diverse processes in terms of historical 
duration of human occupation and other aspects of their historical development. Product 
and process are both important dimensions in studying landscapes (Melnick, 1984, 1987; 
Taylor & Tallents, 1996); in terms of historical “depth”, the selected rural landscapes with 
heritage potential range from an occupation history of 1500 years for the rice cultivation 
areas of Kedah, to a history of just over fifty years for the first FELDA settlement of Lurah 
Bilut.

Cultural landscapes may also be seen as the interface between humans and nature (Droste 
et al., 1995; Rössler, 2006); moreover, the six landscapes are equally diverse in their physical 
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geographical setting. As described in Chapter 3, the six selected landscapes range from 
mountain basin (Cameron Highlands) to river valley (Minangkabau settlements) and from 
sandy coastal areas (Terengganu) to mangrove coast (Kuala Sepetang and Kuala Sangga). 
These layers of diversity represent an extra strength of the set of proposed rural heritage 
landscapes.

My study showed that the idea of a “typically Asian” component in (rural) heritage 
landscapes, as discussed in Chapter 2, with specific ideas about the intangible and 
authenticity, should be put into perspective. In fact the earlier work by Shuib (2008) and 
Maliki (2008) already made clear that the local rural communities in the Kampung in 
Malaysia see their habitats mainly as places of many inconveniences and relative poverty 
(compared to urban areas) and that they are not aware of “values” of their everyday 
landscapes. Assumptions of continuity from the past into the present or of intangible values 
of rural landscapes embedded in the practices, beliefs, and values of local people have the 
risk of being over-generalized and exaggerated.

Different people experience landscape in different ways, and this is the case also in Malaysia. 
We saw that planners tend to appreciate material aspects of cultural landscapes foremost: 
their visual appearance and architectural styles. They may also appreciate cultural traditions 
related to specific landscapes, but this is mainly in their material outcomes such as arts 
and crafts. A similar focus on form (rather than function) is evident in the approach of the 
National Heritage Department. However, we also found that the experts who answered the 
questionnaire and who were interviewed see the rice production area of Kedah as extremely 
valuable and worthwhile of preservation, not only because of material characteristics, such as 
its openness and scenic quality, but also because of its symbolic value as the traditional rice 
bowl of the country.

How local people value and experience the landscape in which they live was not the objective 
of this study. In Chapter 3, I briefly discussed some studies about the East Coast villages 
that indicate that the organization of space is related to cultural traditions and beliefs of the 
Malay society, which in this area is less influenced by modernization than in the Central or 
Southern regions. In some of the other selected rural landscapes, cultural continuity from 
the past and importance of intangible values may be less evident. When we look back, 
from this perspective, at the Hoi An Protocols and their interpretation of authenticity in 
the Asian context (Chapter 2), we may conclude that notions such as “living culture” and 
the “immaterial dimension” are relevant for some of the rural cultural landscapes that we 
selected (see, for example: Figure 3.25, in Chapter 3), whereas this is less or not at all the case 
for other selected landscapes.

The notion of integrity is inseparable from and interdependent with the idea of authenticity, 
particularly in dynamic living cultural landscapes, as was stressed by Rössler (2008) and 
in the Hoi An Protocols for the Asian context (2005). In Chapter 3, we saw that the level 
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of integrity is actually low for two of the selected rural landscapes: the rice cultivation 
landscapes of Kedah and the area of the West Coast fishing village of Kuala Sepetang. The 
inclusion of these two rural landscapes in the selection was mainly justified on other grounds 
such as historical importance, symbolic value or representativeness of a particular habitat 
(for example: mangrove coastal settlement). Although the other four selected landscapes 
scored better for integrity, in terms of the four key characteristics of settlement pattern, land 
use activities, response to the natural environment, and relations with cultural traditions, 
they are equally threatened by multiple factors such as intrusion, encroachment, or neglect. 
As suggested by Melnick (1983, p. 86), the concept of integrity can always be associated with 
such threats.

In my study, the analysis of the integrity of the rural landscapes was consciously restricted 
to the four characteristics just mentioned, given the fact that it is a peninsula-wide baseline 
study. I believe, though, that the heritage potential of all six proposed rural landscapes 
is convincing from the combined integrity/authenticity perspective, taking into account 
material as well as nonmaterial values and associations. More detailed study of the levels 
of integrity/authenticity for each of the six landscapes would be a welcome next step in 
the line of my research. After all, integrity includes more material factors than the four key 
characteristics included in this study (think of circulation networks, small-scale elements, 
specific types of buildings and vegetation, boundary demarcations – see McClelland et al., 
1999). Furthermore, a deeper study of authenticity should include the embedding of the 
landscape in local people’s values, perceptions, and associations.

It was very interesting to notice in my project that the experts from diverse lines of work 
– landscape policy, physical planning, heritage, rural development, relevant domains of 
academia – showed enthusiasm and respect for and interest in each other’s expertise while 
working together across the borders of their domains in joint thinking about the cultural 
landscapes of Peninsular Malaysia and their potential as national heritage. This indicates that 
the professional community is ready for more integral approaches to ‘landscape as heritage’ 
policies as pioneered in the Netherlands (Belvedere, see Chapter 2) and in other parts of the 
world. This potential could be tapped when political actors decide to improve policies for the 
protection and managed development of valuable rural landscapes.

The landscape architects and planners who participated in interviews and in the workshops, 
showed considerable interest in integrating rural landscapes and the heritage perspective in 
their work. It is probably safe to say, although further research would be needed to confirm 
this, that landscape architects and planners have a stronger interest in heritage than heritage 
specialists have for rural landscapes. This may be explained by the fact that Malaysia has 
no National Heritage Policy (only a National Heritage Act) and therefore actors in the field 
have neither guidelines nor a leading vision about the scope of application of the Heritage 
Act or about policy choices and priorities. Planners do provide such a policy in the National 
Physical Plan 2 (NPP-2). The NPP-2 does not include a vision about the protection of 
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historic rural landscapes, as we saw, but it does sensitize the professional community to ideas 
such as the promotion of sustainable tourism in attractive rural areas; in other words, using 
the inherent potential of rural landscapes for their ‘sustainable’ further development.

It may be seen as a shortcoming that the ‘proposal’ of potential rural heritage landscapes 
excludes East Malaysia (Sabah and Sarawak) and the habitats of the indigenous population, 
the Orang Asli. As explained in the Chapter 1, the decision to exclude these was largely 
practical. I had to limit the object of study in order to make the work feasible. Moreover, 
I gave other and more substantial reasons why the study of rural landscapes as shaped 
and experienced by the Orang Asli peoples would require a different approach. A study 
of East Malaysia along the same lines as the current study, with a criteria-based selection 
of potential heritage landscapes and validation through expert involvement, could and 
should be produced. For a study of the rural cultural landscapes as shaped and experienced 
by the Orang Asli peoples in Malaysia, the works on associative landscapes (in relation to 
Aboriginals and Maori peoples) in Australia (see, for example: Rolfe & Windle, 2003) and 
New Zealand (see, for example: McIntosh, 2004) could be an important source of inspiration.

Both the academic and the professional communities have a duty to inform, educate 
and mobilize the population and actors in the political arena with regard to the value and 
significance of the various historic rural landscapes in the country. Moreover, they should 
formulate and promote ways to protect and manage such areas as heritage in such a way 
that it creates opportunities for local people. This will require further research for the 
documentation of the characteristics and values of rural historic landscapes and translation 
of research findings for larger non-expert audiences. It will also require joint applied research 
of academics and policy experts for the documentation of pilot projects and their outcomes, 
plus a discussion of international experiences and good practices and their relevance for 
the Malaysian context. Because of the rapid physical, economic and social changes in the 
country and the high level of threat to the rich diversity of Malaysia’s cultural landscapes, 
this agenda has a high level of urgency.

If the national government of Malaysia decides to include rural cultural landscapes as 
national heritage, a dynamic approach to management of such heritage would be needed, 
precisely because of the rapid economic and physical changes in the country. I believe 
that a strategy of ‘management of change’ would be required, combining protection and 
preservation of essential components with openness to ongoing change and an eye for 
the needs of the local population. This is not an easy strategy for rural landscapes, given 
the issues of scale, delimitation, and multiple interests. But it is probably more productive, 
feasible and realistic than the fossilization of rural landscapes into heritage ‘museums’. For 
this issue, Malaysia could learn from Asian experiences (see, for example: Amin, 2012; 
Butland, 2012; Villalón, 2012) as well as more broadly from international experiences 
(Fairclough et al., 2008; Taylor & Lennon, 2012; Mitchell & Melnick, 2012).



144



145

References

Abdul Hamid, A. S. (2012, 20th July, [accessed on October 20, 2012]). Not just by laws, but by us all. The 
New Straits Times.

Abdul Hamid, H., & Henley, D. (2008). A question of priorities: Land settlement and rural development 
in kenya and malaysia. Paper Prepared for the First Plenary Meeting of Tracking Development, Leiden, 
25-28 June.

Abdullah, M. (1967). The voyage of Abdullah (Pelayaran Abdullah): Being an account of his experiences 
on a voyage from Singapore to Kelantan in A.D. 1838. translated by A.E. Coope. (A. A. Coope Trans.). 
Kuala Lumpur: Oxford University Press.

Abdullah, S. A., & Nakagoshi, N. (2006). Changes in landscape spatial pattern in the highly developing 
state of Selangor, Peninsular Malaysia. Landscape and Urban Planning, 77(3), 263-275.  
doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2005.03.003.

Abdullah, S. (2011). The characteristics of the cultural landscape in Malaysia: Concept and perspective. 
In S. Hong, J. Kim, J. Wu & N. Nakagoshi (Eds.), (pp. 41-53) Springer Japan. doi:10.1007/978-4-431-
87799-8_4.

Abdullah, S., & Hezri, A. (2008). From forest landscape to agricultural landscape in the developing 
tropical country of Malaysia: Pattern, process, and their significance on policy. Environmental 
Management, 42(5), 907-917. doi:10.1007/s00267-008-9178-3.

Ahmad, A. (1998). Malaysia’s location. In S. Sani (Ed.), The environment: The encyclopedia of Malaysia. 
Singapore: Archipelago Press.

Ahmad, H. (2012). Parit Bugis traditional rural village homestay program: Its success in tourism planning, 
coordination, and implementation through local villagers’ participation. IFLA Asia Pacific Regional, 
Cultural Landscape Symposium, 3-5 December. Haji Dorani Homestay, Selangor.

Ahmad, S. (2009). Recreational values of mangrove forest in Larut Matang, Perak. Journal of Tropical 
Forest Science, 21(2), 81-87.

Aiken, S. R. (1994). Imperial belvederes: The hill stations of Malaysia. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Akagawa, N., & Sirisrisak, T. (2008). Cultural landscapes in Asia and the Pacific: implications of the World 

Heritage Convention. International Journal of Heritage Studies, 14(2), 176-191. 
Alanen A.R., & Melnick, R.Z (Ed.). (2000). Preserving cultural landscapes in America. Baltimore: The Johns 

Hopkins University Press.
Amin, J. M. (2012). Cultural landscapes of java. In Taylor, K., & Lennon, J.L (Ed.), Managing cultural 

landscapes (pp. 73-89). New York: Routledge.
Andaya, B.W., & Andaya, L.Y. (1982). A history of Malaysia. London and Basingstoke: MacMillan Press.
Andaya, L. Y. (2002). Orang asli and the Melayu in the history of the Malay peninsula. Journal of the 

Malaysian Branch of the Royal Asiatic Society, 75(1 (282), 23-48.
Anderson, B. (1983). Imagined communities. London: Verso.



146

Ashworth, G.J., Graham, B., & Turnbridge, J.E. (2007). Pluralising pasts: Heritage, identitiy, and place in 
multicultural societies. London: Pluto Press.

Australian Heritage Council. (2010). Identifying commonwealth heritage values and establishing a heritage 
register. (Working document). Australian government.

Aziz, S. A., Clements, G. R., Rayan, D., & Sankar, P. (2013). Why conservationists should be concerned 
about natural resource legislation affecting indigenous peoples’ rights: Lessons from Peninsular 
Malaysia. Biodiversity and Conservation, 22(3), 639-656.

Barrow, C.J., Clifton, J., Chan, N.W., & Tan, Y.L. (2005). Sustainable development in the Cameron 
Highlands, Malaysia. Journal of Environmental Management, 6, 41-57.

Beunen, R., & Opdam, P. (2011). When landscape planning becomes landscape governance, 
what happens to the science? Landscape and Urban Planning, 100(4), 324-326. doi:10.1016/j.
landurbplan.2011.01.018.

Bloemers, J.H.F., Kars, H., van der Valk, A., & Wijnen, M. (Ed.). (2010). The cultural landscape and heritage 
paradox. Protection and development of Dutch archaeological-historical landscape and its European 
dimension. Asmsterdam: Amsterdam University Press.

Brace, C. (2001). Publishing and publishers: Towards an historical geography of countryside writing,  
c. 1930-1950. Area, 33(3), 287-296.

Bruton, M. J. (2007). Malaysia: The planning of a nation (First ed.). Malaysia: PERSADA (Persatuan 
Pegawai Perancang dan Desa Malaysia).

Bunnell, T. (2002). Kampung rules: Landscape and the contested government of urban (e) malayness. 
Urban Studies, 39(9), 1685-1701.

Butland, R. (2012). Defining Angkor: The social, economic, and political construction of scale in 
the management of cultural heritage areas. In Taylor, K.. & Lennon, J.L (Ed.), Managing cultural 
landscapes (pp. 192-210). New York: Routledge.

Chan, H. T. (1985). Human habitation and traditional uses of the mangrove ecosystem in Peninsular 
Malaysia. Paper presented at the UNU Workshop on the Socioeconomic Situation of Pioneer Settlement 
in Mangrove Forests, 27-31.

Chan, N. W. (Ed.). (2006). Cameron highlands: Issues and challenges in sustainable development. Penang: 
School of Humanities, Universiti Sains Malaysia.

Cheah, B. K. (Ed.). (2001). Early modern history [1800-1940]. the encyclopedia of Malaysia (7th ed.). 
Singapore: Archipelago Press.

Cho, G. (1990). The Malaysian economy: Spatial perspectives. London: Routledge.
Chong, V. (2006). Sustainable utilization and management of mangrove ecosystems of Malaysia. Aquatic 

Ecosystem Health & Management, 9(2), 249-260.
Committee on the preservation, development and utilization of cultural landscapes associated with 

agriculture, forestry and fisheries. (2003). The report of the study on the protection of cultural 
landscapes associated with agriculture, forestry and fisheries. Tokyo: Agency for cultural affairs, 
government of Japan.

Conrad, E., Christie, M., & Fazey, I. (2011). Is research keeping up with changes in landscape policy? 
A review of the literature. Journal of Environmental Management, 92(9), 2097-2108. doi:10.1016/j.
jenvman.2011.04.003.

Cosgrove, D., & Jackson, P. (1987). New directions in cultural geography. Area,, 95-101.



147

Cosgrove, D., & Daniels, S. (Ed.). (1988). The iconography of landscape. Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press.

Cosgrove, D. (1998). Cultural landscape. In T. Unwin (Ed.), A European geography (pp. 65-81). London: 
Longman.

Cosgrove, D. E. (1998[1984]). Social formation and symbolic landscape. Wisconsin: The University of 
Wisconsin Press.

Council of Europe. (2008). Recommendation no R (2008) on the guidelines for the implementation of the 
european landscape convention adopted by the committee of ministers on February 2008.

Crossette, B. (1999). The great hill stations of Asia. New York: Basic Books.
Daniels, S. (1989). Marxism, culture, and the duplicity of landscape. In Peet, R., & Thrift, N. (Ed.),  

New models in geography. London: Unwin Hyman.
Dobby, E. H. G. (1942). Settlement patterns in Malaya. Geographical Review, 32(2), 211-232.
Dobby, E. H. G. (1951). The north Kedah plain a study in the environment of pioneering for rice 

cultivation. Economic Geography, 27(4), 287-315. doi:10.2307/141600.
Downe-Wamboldt, B. (1992). Content analysis: Method, applications, and issues. Health Care for Women 

International, 13(3), 313-321.
Duncan, J., & Duncan, N. (1988). (Re)reading the landscape. Environment and Planning D: Society and 

Space, 6(2), 117-126.
Duncan, J. (1995). Landscape geography, 1993-94. Progress in Human Geography, 19(3), 414-422.
Duncan, J. S. (1980). The superorganic in American cultural geography. Annals of the Association of 

American Geographers, 70(2), 181-198. doi:10.2307/2562948.
Economic Planning Unit. (2006). The Ninth Malaysia Plan 2006-2010. Putrajaya: The Economic Planning 

Unit, Prime Minister’s Department.
Economic Planning Unit. (2010). The Tenth Malaysia Plan, 2011-2015. Putrajaya: The Economic Planning 

Unit, Prime Minister’s Department.
Edson, G. (2004). Heritage: Pride or passion, product or service? International Journal of Heritage Studies, 

10(4), 333-348. doi:10.1080/1352725042000257366.
Empam, S. (2013, 20th May 2013). FRIM gigih lestarikan khazanah warisan negara. Utusan Sarawak.
Engelhardt, R. A. (2012). The Hoi An Protocols for best practice in Asia: Application to the safeguarding 

of Asian cultural landscapes. In Taylor, K., & Lennon, J.L. (Ed.), Managing cultural landscapes. New 
York: Routledge.

Engelhardt, R.A., & Rogers, P.R. (2005). Hoi An Protocols for best conservation practice in Asia. 
Professional guidelines for assuring and preserving the authenticity of heritage sites in the context of 
the cultures of Asia.

Fairclough, G., Harrison, R., Jameson Jnr, J.H., & Schofield, J. (Ed.). (2008). The heritage reader. New York: 
Routledge.

Fairclough, G. J., Rippon, S., Bull, D., Consilium, E. A., & Heritage, E. (2002). Europe’s cultural landscape: 
Archaeologists and the management of change Europae Archaeologiae Consilium.

Farina, A. (2000). The cultural landscape as a model for the integration of ecology and economics. 
Bioscience, 50(4), 313.

Fazey, I., Fischer, J., & Lindenmayer, D. B. (2005). Who does all the research in conservation biology? 
Biodiversity & Conservation, 14(4), 917-934.



148

FDTCP. (2005). National Physical Plan. Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia: Federal Department of Town and 
Country Planning (FDTCP), Ministry of Housing and Local Government.

FDTCP. (2010). National Physical Plan 2. Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia: Federal Department of Town and 
Country Planning (FDTCP), Ministry of Housing and Local Government.

Firth, R. (1966). Malay fishermen: Their peasant economy. (2nd ed.). London: Routledge & Kegan Paul Ltd.
Fowler, P. J. (2003). World heritage cultural landscapes 1992-2002. (No. World Heritage Paper 6). Paris: 

UNESCO World Heritage Centre.
Freeman, D. B. (1999). Hill stations or horticulture? conflicting imperial visions of the Cameron 

Highlands, Malaysia. Journal of Historical Geography, 25(1), 17-35.
 doi: http://dx.doi.org.proxy.library.uu.nl/10.1006/jhge.1998.0105.
Furlow, C. A. (2009). Malaysian modernities: Cultural politics and the construction of muslim 

technoscientific identities. Anthropological Quarterly, 82(1), 197-228.
Görg, C. (2007). Landscape governance: The “politics of scale” and the “natural” conditions of places. 

Geoforum, 38(5), 954-966. doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2007.01.004.
Government of Malaysia. (2005). Laws of Malaysia. National Heritage Act 2005 (act 645). Petaling Jaya: 

National Heritage Department, Ministry of Culture, Art, and Heritage.
Government of Malaysia. (2008). Laws of Malaysia act 172. Town and Country Planning Act 1976 

[amendment 2006]. Kuala Lumpur: Federal Department of Town and Country Planning, Ministry of 
Housing and Local Government.

Graham, G., Ashworth, G.J., & Tunbridge, J.E. (2000). A geography of heritage: Power, culture, and economy. 
New York: Oxford University Press.

Habibah, A., & Hamzah, J., & Mushrifah, I. (2010). Sustainable livelihood of the community in tasik chini 
biosphere reserve: The local practices. Journal of Sustainable Development, 3(3), P184.

Hardy, D. (1988). Historical geography and heritage studies. Area,, 333-338.
Hashim, Raemah Abdullah., & Sidek, Nurul Adna Mohd. (2001). Creating Kampong Raja sub district 

as potential tourist destination through cultural and heritage resources development. Malaysia: 
UNITAR,

Hashim, R., Idris, K. S., Ustadi, Y. A., Merican, F. M., & Fuzi, S. F. (2012). Digital inclusion and lifestyle 
transformation among the orang asli: Sacrificing culture for modernity? Asian Social Science, 8(12), 
p80.

Hassan, A. S. (2010). Fishing villages: Resemblance to the pre-colonial city landscape at the straits of 
Malacca in Peninsular Malaysia. The Arab World Geographer, 13(2), 93-107.

Horowitz, H. L. (Ed.). (1997). Landscape in sight: Looking at America/John Brinckerhoff Jackson. New 
Haven: Yale University Press.

Hoskins, W. G. (1985[1954]). The making of the English landscape. London: Penguin.
Howell, C. J., Schwabe, K. A., & Samah, A. H. A. (2010). Non-timber forest product dependence among the 

jah hut subgroup of Peninsular Malaysia’s orang asli. Environment, Development and Sustainability, 
12(1), 1-18.

Hsieh, H., & Shannon, S. E. (2005). Three approaches to qualitative content analysis. Qualitative Health 
Research, 15(9), 1277-1288. doi: 10.1177/1049732305276687.



149

Ibrahim, N. (1988). Some observations on adat and adat leadership in Rembau, Negeri Sembilan (special 
issue socio-economic change and cultural transformation in rural Malaysia: A preliminary research 
report).26(2), 150-165.

Ibrahim, N. (1995). Negeri yang Sembilan: Daerah kecil pesaka adat warisan kerajaan berdaulat. Shah 
Alam: Fajar Bakti Sdn Bhd.

Jackson, J. B. (1976). The meaning of landscape. (lecture given at renselaer polytechnic institute, 21 
november 1977); “prologue” to “teaching the landscape,”. Journal of Architectural Education, 30(1).

Jackson, J. B. (1984). Discovering the vernacular landscape. New Haven: Yale University Press.
Jain, P., & Clancy G. (2008). Preserving cultural landscape: A cross-cultural analysis. In Goetcheus, C. 

and MacDonald, E. (Ed.), Preserving the boundaries of historic landscape preservation. proceedings of 
the twenty-ninth annual meeting of the alliance for historic landscape preservation 2007 (pp. 15-29). 
Clemson: Clemson University Digital Press.

Janssen, J., Luiten, E., Renes, H., & Rouwendal, J. (2012). Heritage planning and spatial development in the 
Netherlands: Changing policies and perspectives. International Journal of Heritage Studies,, 1-21. doi:
10.1080/13527258.2012.710852

Jones, M. (2003). The concept of cultural landscape: Discourse and narratives. In Palang, H., & Fry, G. 
(Ed.), Landscape interfaces: Cultural heritage in changing landscapes. Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic.

Kamil, N. F. N. M., Nasir, A., & Rashid, N. K. A. (2013). Factors that contribute to sustainable livelihood of 
the orang asli communities. Journal of Sustainability Science and Management, 6.

Kassim, A. (1989). Patterns of land ownership and inheritance in negeri sembilan: Some implications for 
agricultural development. Southeast Asian Studies, 27(3)

Kato, T. (1988). Agricultural rituals and rice cultivation in Negeri sembilan: A reconstruction from oral 
history. Southeast Asean Studies, 26(2)

Kato, T. (1991). When rubber came: The Negeri Sembilan experience. Southeast Asian Studies, 29(2), 109-
157.

Kato, T. (1994). The emergence of abandoned paddy fields in Negeri Sembilan, Malaysia. Southeast Asian 
Studies, 32(2), 145-172.

Kennedy, D. K. (1996). The magic mountains: Hill stations and the British Raj. Berkeley: University of 
California Press.

Khoo, K. K. (2003). Taiping, the vibrant years. Kuala Lumpur: Ony Fazwan Anuar Dezyne.
Kondracki, N. L., Wellman, N. S., & Amundson, D. R. (2002). Content analysis: Review of methods and 

their applications in nutrition education. Journal of Nutrition Education and Behavior, 34(4), 224-230.
Kottak, C. P. (1985). When people don’t come first: Some sociological lessons from completed projects. 

Putting People First: Sociological Variables in Rural Development, 325-356.
Krippendorff, K. (2012). Content analysis: An introduction to its methodology. London: Sage.
Kuwahara, S. (1998). A study of a matrilineal village in Negeri Sembilan. Senri Ethnological Studies, 48
Lee, K.H., & Tan, C-B. (Ed.). (2000). The Chinese in Malaysia. Shah Alam: Oxford University Press.
Lennon, J. L. (2012). Cultural landscape management: International influences. In Taylor, K., & Lennon, 

J.L (Ed.), Managing cultural landscapes. London: Routledge.
Lewis, P. F. (1970). Axioms for reading the landscapes: Some guides to the american scene. In D. W. Meinig 

(Ed.), The interpretation of ordinary landscapes. Geographical essays. New York: Oxford University 
Press.



150

Lim, J. Y. (1987). The Malay house. Pulau Pinang: Institut Masyarakat.
Livingstone, D. N. (1992). The geographical tradition. Oxford: Blackwell.
Long, A. (2012). Sustainable development of heritage landscape in Batu Pahat, Johor, Malaysia. IFLA Asia 

Pacific Regional, Cultural Landscape Symposium, 3-5 December. Haji Dorani Homestay, Selangor.
Longstreth, R. (Ed.). (2008). Cultural landscapes: Balancing nature and heritage in preservation practice. 

Minneapolis and London: University of Minnesota Press.
Longuet, C. R. (2007). Cultural landscape of traditional house compounds in Terengganu. (Unpublished 

Masters). Universiti Teknologi Malaysia, Skudai.
Lowenthal, D. (1997). Cultural landscapes. UNESCO Courier, 50(9), 18.
Lowenthal, D. (2005). Natural and cultural heritage. International Journal of Heritage Studies, 11(1), 81-92. 

doi:10.1080/13527250500037088
Lowenthal, D. (2007). Living with and looking at landscape. Landscape Research, 32(5), 635-656.
MacAndrews, C. (1977). Mobility and modernisation: The federal land development authority and its role 

in modernising the rural malay Gadjah Mada University Press.
Mahmud, Z. (2004). Traditional landscapes of the malays of the peninsula. Tanjung Malim: Universiti 

Pendidikan Sultan Idris.
Maliki, Z. (2008). Kampung/Landscape: Rural-urban migrants’ interpretations of their home landscape. the 

case of Alor Setar and Kuala Lumpur. (Unpublished PhD). Lincoln University, New Zealand,
Marshall, C., & Rossman, G.B. (2010). Designing qualitative research. London: Sage.
Marušič, J. (1999). Landscape typology as the basis for landscape protection and development. 

Agriculturae Conspectus Scientificus, 64(4), 269-274.
Matless, D. (1998). Landscape and Englishness. London: Reaktion.
Matless, D. (1993). One man’s england: WG Hoskins and the English culture of landscape’. Rural History, 

4(2), 187-207.
McClelland, L. F., Keller, J. M., Keller, G. P., & Melnick, R. Z. (1999). Guidelines for evaluating and 

documenting rural historic landscapes. national register bulletin US Department of the Interior, 
National Park Service, Cultural Resources, National Register, History and Education.

McIntosh, A. J. (2004). Tourists’ appreciation of Maori culture in New Zealand. Tourism Management, 
25(1), 1-15.

Meinig, D. W. (Ed.). (1979). The interpretation of ordinary landscape. Geographical essays. New York: 
Oxford University Press.

Melnick, R. Z. (1983). Protecting rural cultural landscapes: Finding value in the countryside. Landscape 
Journal, 2(2), 85-96.

Melnick, R. Z. (1984). Cultural landscapes: Rural historic districts in the national park system. Washington, 
D.C: Park Historic Architecture Division, Cultural Resources Management, National Park Service, 
U.S. Department of the Interior.

Melnick, R. Z. (1987). Rural surveys: Tools and techniques. The Public Historian, 9(1), 21-30.
Melnick, R. Z. (1999). Strangers in a strangeland: Dillemas of landscape integrity. paper presented 

at: Multiple views, multiple meanings: A critical look at integrity. Goucher college. Unpublished 
manuscript.



151

Melnick, R. Z. (2008). Are we there yet?: Travels and tribulations in the cultural landscape. In R. 
Longstreth (Ed.), Cultural landscape: Balancing nature and heritage in preservation practice. 
Minneapolis and London: University Minnesota Press.

Mitchell, D. (1998). Cultural geography: A critical introduction. Oxford: Basil Blackwell.
Mitchell, D. (1994). Landscape and surplus value: The making of the ordinary in Brentwood, CA. 

Environment and Planning D, 12, 7-7.
Mitchell, N., & Melnick, R. Z. (2012). Shifting paradigms: New directions in cultural landsape 

conservation for a twenty-first-century America. In Taylor, K., & J. L. Lennon (Eds.), Managing 
cultural landscapes. New York: Routledge.

Mitchell, W. J. T. (Ed.). (2002). Landscape and power (2nd ed.). London: Routledge.
Moats, J. B., & McLean, G. N. (2009). Speaking our language: The essential role of scholar-practitioners in 

HRD. Advances in Developing Human Resources, 11(4), 507-522.
Mohamed, M. (1997[1991]). The way forward-a paper presented to the inaugural meeting of the 

Malaysian business council. In A. Sarji (Ed.), Malaysia’s Vision 2020. Petaling Jaya: Pelanduk 
Publications.

Mohamed, N. (1995). Conservation in Malaysia: Landscape, tourism, and culture. (Doctoral, Institute of 
Advance Architectural Studies, University of York, United Kingdom).

Mohd. Ariffin, N. (2007). Role of cultural landscape in improving the identity of the Kuala Terengganu town 
centre as a malay historic town. (Unpublished Masters). Universiti Teknologi Malaysia, Skudai,

Mohd. Taib, M. F. (2012). Welcoming speech. IFLA Asia Pacific Regional, Cultural Landscape Symposium, 
3-5 December. Haji Dorani Homestay, Selangor.

MPT and JPBD USM. (2010). Cadangan awal pembangunan: RKK Matang Kuala Sepetang. Taiping: MPT.
Newbold, T. J. (1839). Political and statistical account of the British settlements in the Straits of Malacca. 

Kuala Lumpur: Oxford University Press (1971).
Newcomb, R. M. (1967). Geographic aspects of the planned preservation of visible history in Denmark. 

Annals of the Association of American Geographers, 57(3), 462-480.
Nicholas, C. (2000). The orang asli and the contest for resources: Indigenous politics, development and 

identity in Peninsular Malaysia. International Work Group for Indigenous Affairs Copenhagen.
Nik Abdul Rahman, N. H. S. (Ed.). (1998). Early history. The encyclopedia of Malaysia (4th ed.). Singapore: 

Archipelago Press.
NLD (National Landscape Department). (2011). National landscape policy: Malaysia Beautiful Garden 

Nation. Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia: Ministry of Housing and Local Government.
Oberai, A. S. (1986). Land settlement policies and population redistribution in developing countries: 

Performance, problems and prospects. Int’l Lab.Rev., 125, 141.
Olwig, K. R. (1993). Sexual cosmology: Nation and landscape at the conceptual interstices of nature and 

culture, or: What does landscape really mean? In Bender, B. (Ed.), Landscape: Politics and perspectives 
(pp. 307-343). Oxford: England Berg.

Olwig, K. R. (1996). Recovering the substantive nature of landscape. Annals of the Association of American 
Geographers, 86(4), 630-653. doi:10.2307/2564345

Olwig, K.R. (2002). Landscape, nature and the body politic: From Britain’s Renaissance to America’s New 
World. Madison: University of Wisconsin Press.



152

Olwig, K. R. (2005a). Editorial: Law, polity and the changing meaning of landscape. Landscape Research, 
30(3), 293-298. doi:10.1080/01426390500165369.

Olwig, K. R. (2005b). Liminality, seasonality and landscape. Landscape Research, 30(2), 259-271. 
doi:10.1080/01426390500044473.

Osman, M. T. (1997). Islamic civilization in the Malay world. Kuala Lumpur: Dewan Bahasa dan Pustaka.
Peletz, M. G. (1981). Social history and evaluation in the interrelationship of adat and Islam in Rembau, 

Negeri Sembilan. Institute of Southeast Asian, 27.
Peletz, M. G. (1988). A share of the harvest: Kinship, property, and social history among the malays of 

Rembau. Berkeley: University of California Press.
Peletz, M. G. (1994). Comparative perspectives on kinship and cultural identity in Negeri Sembilan. 

Sojourn: Journal of Social Issues in Southeast Asia,, 1-53.
PILMDCH. (2010). Pelan Induk Landskap Majlis Daerah Cameron Highlands 2010-2020. Kuala Lumpur: 

Jabatan Landskap Negara.
PILMPAG. (2005). Pelan Induk Landskap Majlis Perbandaran Alor Gajah 2005-2015. Kuala Lumpur: 

Jabatan Landskap Negara.
PILMPM. (2005). Pelan Induk Landskap Majlis Perbandaran Muar 2005-2010. Kuala Lumpur: Jabatan 

Landskap Negara.
PILMPSP. (2005). Pelan Induk Landskap Majlis Perbandaran Sungai Petani 2005-2015. Kuala Lumpur: 

Jabatan Landskap Negara.
Plachter, H.,& Rössler, M. (1995). Cultural landscape: Reconnecting culture and nature. In Droste, B.V., 

Plachter, H., & Rössler, M. (Ed.), Cultural landscape of universal value: Components of global strategy 
(pp. 15-18). Berlin: Gustav Fischer Verlag.

Pollock-Ellwand, N., Miyamoto, M., Kano, Y., & Yokohari, M. (2009). Commerce and conservation: An 
Asian approach to an enduring landscape, Ohmi-Hachiman, Japan. International Journal of Heritage 
Studies, 15(1), 3-23.

Razali, A. F. (2012). Kuala Linggi cultural landscape: Its conservation, revitalisation, and tourism 
prospects. IFLA Asia Pacific Regional, Cultural Landscape Symposium, 3-5 December. Haji Dorani 
Homestay, Selangor.

Renes, J. (2011). European landscapes: Continuity and change. In Roca, Z., Claval, P., & Agnew, J. (Ed.), 
Landscape, identities, and development (pp. 117-136). [Farnham]: Ashgate.

Riesenweber, J. (2008). Landscape preservation and cultural geography. In Longstreth, R. (Ed.), Cultural 
landscapes: Balancing nature and heritage preservation practice. Minneapolis and London: University 
of Minnesota Press.

Rolfe, J., & Windle, J. (2003). Valuing the protection of aboriginal cultural heritage sites. Economic Record, 
79 (Special Issue), S85-S95.

Rössler, M. (1993). The integration of cultural landscapes into the world heritage. The World Heritage 
Newsletter, 1, 15.

Rössler, M. (2006). World heritage cultural landscapes: A UNESCO flagship programme 1992-2006. 
Landscape Research, 31(4), 333-353.

Rössler, M. (2008). Applying authenticity to cultural landscapes. APT Bulletin,, 47-52.
Ruijgrok, E. C. M. (2006). The three economic values of cultural heritage: A case study in the Netherlands. 

Journal of Cultural Heritage, 7(3), 206-213. doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.culher.2006.07.002



153

Russell, J. (1997). Towards more inclusive, vital models of heritage: An Australian perspective. 
International Journal of Heritage Studies, 3(2), 71-80. doi:10.1080/13527259708722191

Saad, S. (2012). Re-building the concept of nation building in Malaysia. Asian Social Science, 8(4), p115.
Samuels, M. S. (1979). The biography of landscape: Causes and culpability. In D. W. Meinig (Ed.), The 

interpretation of ordinary landscapes. Geographical essays. New York: Oxford University Press.
Sani, S. (1998). Introducing Malaysia’s environment. In Sani, S. (Ed.), The environment: The encyclopedia of 

Malaysia. Singapore: Archipelago Press.
Sauer, C. O. (1925). The morphology of landscape. Berkeley: University of California Publications.
Scudder, T. (1984). The development potential of new land settlement in the tropics and subtropics: A 

global state-of-the-art evaluation with specific emphasis on policy implications. Paper presented at 
the ASEAN Agriculture in the Year 2000, Serdang, Selangor (Malaysia), 4-8 Aug 1984,

Shermer, M. (2010). I am a sceptic, but I’m not a denie. New Scientist, 206(2760), 36-37.
Shipley, R. (2000). The origin and development of vision and visioning in planning. International 

Planning Studies, 5(2), 225-236. doi:10.1080/13563470050020202
Shipley, R. (2002). Visioning in planning: Is the practice based on sound theory? Environment & Planning 

A, 34(1), 7.
Shoard, M. (1981). Why landscapes are harder to protect than buildings. In Lowenthal, D., & Binney, M. 

(Ed.), Our past before us: Why do we save it? (pp. 83-108). London: Maurice Temple Smith.
Shuib, K. B. (2008). Understanding community values in planning for conservation strategy. (Unpublished 

PhD). University of South Australia,
Shuib, K. B. (2012). Rice field and the traditional settlements of Kerian: A continuing cultural heritage 

landscape. IFLA Asia Pacific Regional, Cultural Landscape Symposium, 3-5 December, Haji Dorani 
Homestay, Selangor.

Sioh, M. (1998). Authorizing the Malaysian rainforest: Configuring space, contesting claims and 
conquering imaginaries. Cultural Geographies, 5(2), 144-166.

Sutton, K. (1989). Malaysia’s FELDA land settlement model in time and space. Geoforum, 20(3), 339-354.
Swift, M. G. (1965). Malay peasant society in Jelebu. London: University of London, The Athlone Press Inc.
Syed Abdul Kader, S. Z. (2008, September). Planning in transition. Malaysian Town Plan: A Journal by the 

Federal Town and Country Planning, Peninsular Malaysia. Ministry of Housing and Local Government, 5
Tate, D. J. M. (1971). The making of modern Southeast Asia. Kuala Lumpur: Oxford University Press.
Taylor, K. (1984). Rural landscape protection: The need for a broader conservation base. Heritage 

Australia, 3, 3-8.
Taylor, K., & Tallents, Carolyn. (1996). Cultural landscape protection in Australia: The wingecarribee Shire 

study. International Journal of Heritage Studies, 2(3), 133-144.
Taylor, K. (2009). Cultural landscapes and Asia: Reconciling international and Southeast Asian regional 

values. Landscape Research, 34(1), 7-31. doi:10.1080/01426390802387513.
Taylor, K. (2012). Landscape and meaning: Context for global discourse on cultural landscape values. In 

Taylor, K., & Lennon, J.L. (Eds.), Managing cultural landscapes. New York: Routledge.
Taylor, K., & Lennon, J.L. (2012). Leaping the fence. In Taylor, K., & Lennon, J.L (Ed.), Managing cultural 

landscapes. London: Routledge.
Tengku Ahmad, Tengku Mohd Ariff and Tawang, Ariffin. (1999). Effects of Trade Liberalization on 

Agriculture in Malaysia: Commodity Aspects. Working Paper 46,



154

Terano, R., Zainalabidin, M., & Golnaz, R. (2013). Farm management analysis in paddy granary areas in 
enhancing on-farm income. Papers in Economics and Informatics.

Timber Malaysia. (2009, May-June). Matang mangroves: A century of sustainable management.15.
Tishler, W. H. (1982). Historical landscapes: An international preservation perspective. Landscape 

Planning, 9(2), 91-103.
Tuan, Y. -. (1977). Space and place: The perspective of experience. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota 

Press.
United States National Park Service. (2012). Green parks plan: Advancing our mission through sustainable 

operations. (April). National Park Service, U.S. Department of the Interior.
Villalón, A. (2012). Continuing living traditions to protect the rice terraces of the Philippine Cordilleras. 

In Taylor, K., & Lennon, J.L (Ed.), Managing cultural landscapes (pp. 291-307). New York: Routledge.
Vincent J.R., & Mohamed Ali, R. (2005). Managing natural wealth: Environment and development in 

Malaysia. London: Routledge.
Vos, W., & Meekes, H. (1999). Trends in European cultural landscape development: Perspectives for a 

sustainable future. Landscape and Urban Planning, 46(1 – 3), 3-14.
Wylie, J. (2007). Landscape. New York: Routledge.
Zin, M.T, & Mohd. Noor, F.A. (2013). Peranan landskap ke arah kelestarian warisan negara (the roles of 

landscape towards sustainable national heritage). National Conservation Symposium, 13-16 May, 
Sarawak.



155

Web sources

1. https://www.heritage.gov.my/v2/accessed on July 31st 2013
2. http://www.thestar.com.my/story.aspx?file=%2f2009%2f8%2f21%2fsouthneast%2f4518908&sec=sout

heast accessed on March 25th 2010
3. http://www.nst.com.my/streets/northern/govt-meets-orang-asli-demand-1.68084; accessed on May 

10th 2012
4. http://www.frim.gov.my/?p=9888 accessed on June 4th 2013
5. http://whc.unesco.org/en/list/stat accessed on October 20, 2013
6. http://whc.unesco.org/archive/opguide92.pdf accessed on June 20th 2010
7. http://whc.unesco.org/en/list/stat accessed on August 15th 2013
8. http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List_of_World_Heritage_Sites_in_Southeast_Asia-accessed September 

19th 2013)
9. http://www.thestar.com.my/story.aspx?file=%2f2006%2f12%2f15%2fnation%2f20061215210439&sec

=nation; accessed on 5 May 2010
10. http://www.thenutgraph.com/demolishing-pudu-jail-erasing-our-history/; accessed on September 

1st 2010
11. https://www.heritage.gov.my/v2/index.php/ms/daftar-warisan/senarai-warisan-kebangsaan/tapak/

bangunan-accessed September 21st 2013)
12. http://www.international.icomos.org/world_heritage/Analysis%20of%20Threats%201994-2004%20

final.pdf accessed on December 10th 2011
13. http://whc.unesco.org/en/criteria/); accessed on December 10th 2011
14. http://www.majubentong.com/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=59:lurah-

bilut-worlds-first-resettlement-program-pioneers-from-three-ethnic-races-open-up-new-
frontiers&catid=1:bentong-news1-catogories&Itemid=2 accessed on July 10 2013

15. http://www.penangdiocese.org/kuala-sangga-a-forgotten-placeij/accessed on July 10 2013)
16. http://www.utusan.com.my/utusan/Laporan_Khas/20130420/lk_01/Saksi-kehebatan-pemerintah-

Melayu) accessed on June 2nd 2013
17. http://cybershack.blogspot.nl/2009/05/kuala-sepetang-port-weld.html accessed on January 14th 

2011
18. www.visitmalaysia.info accessed on May 15th 2013
19. http://blog.malaysia-asia.my/2009/10/cameron-highlands-smokehouse-hotel-and.html accessed on 

May 15th 2013
20. (a)http://daruliman.wordpress.com/2011/12/07/hakisan-pantai-rhu-makin-parah/accessed on 

December 26th 2011
21. (b)http://www.nst.com.my/opinion/coastal-erosion-kept-in-check-1.109753) accessed on August 

10th 2013
22. http://www.nst.com.my/opinion/letters-to-the-editor/govt-approves-rm39-million-for-recovery-

work-following-flash-flood-in-bertam-valley-1.384244 accessed on October 25th 2013
23. http://www.straitstimes.com/breaking-news/se-asia/story/two-dead-one-missing-after-malaysia-

dam-water-floods-river-20131023) accessed on October 25th 2013
24. http://whc.unesco.org/en/list/1396 accessed on September 3rd 2012



156

25. http://whc.unesco.org/archive/convention-en.pdf accessed on May 30th 2010
26. http://www.unesco.org/culture/ich/index.php?lg=EN&pg=home accessed on May 30th 2010
27  http://clworkshopmalaysia.blogspot.nl/2012/04/workshop-1-mapping-cultural-landscape.html 

accessed on August 4th 2012



157

Appendices 



158

C
ri

te
ri

on
U

N
ES

CO
A

us
tr

al
ia

:
A

us
tr

al
ia

n
 H

er
it

ag
e 

C
ou

n
ci

l, 
20

10

U
n

it
ed

 S
ta

te
s:

M
cC

le
lla

n
d

 e
t a

l.,
 1

99
1

Ja
p

an
:

C
om

m
it

te
e 

et
 c

et
., 

20
03

; A
g

en
cy

 fo
r 

C
ul

tu
ra

l A
ff

ai
rs

, 2
00

9

M
al

ay
si

a:
N

at
io

n
al

 H
er

it
ag

e 
A

ct
, 

20
05

C
RI

TE
RI

O
N

 I

C
lo

se
 re

la
tio

ns
hi

p
 

to
 [M

al
ay

si
an

] 
hi

st
or

y

(iv
) b

e 
an

 o
ut

st
an

di
ng

 
ex

am
p

le
 o

f a
 ty

p
e 

of
 

b
ui

ld
in

g,
 a

rc
hi

te
ct

ur
al

 o
r 

te
ch

no
lo

gi
ca

l e
ns

em
b

le
 o

r 
la

nd
sc

ap
e 

w
hi

ch
 il

lu
st

ra
te

s 
(a

) s
ig

ni
fic

an
t s

ta
ge

(s
) i

n 
hu

m
an

 h
is

to
ry

;

(a
) i

m
p

or
ta

nc
e 

in
 th

e 
co

ur
se

, o
r 

p
at

te
rn

, o
f A

us
tr

al
ia

’s 
na

tu
ra

l o
r 

cu
lt

ur
al

 h
is

to
ry

(f
) i

m
p

or
ta

nc
e 

in
 d

em
on

st
ra

tin
g 

a 
hi

gh
 d

eg
re

e 
of

 c
re

at
iv

e 
or

 
te

ch
ni

ca
l a

ch
ie

ve
m

en
t a

t a
 

p
ar

tic
ul

ar
 p

er
io

d

(h
) s

p
ec

ia
l a

ss
oc

ia
tio

n 
w

ith
 th

e 
lif

e 
or

 w
or

ks
 o

f a
 p

er
so

n,
 o

r 
gr

ou
p

 o
f p

eo
p

le
, o

f i
m

p
or

ta
nc

e 
in

 A
us

tr
al

ia
’s 

na
tu

ra
l a

nd
 

cu
lt

ur
al

 h
is

to
ry

(a
) a

p
p

lie
s 

to
 p

ro
p

er
tie

s
as

so
ci

at
ed

 w
ith

 e
ve

nt
s 

th
at

 h
av

e 
m

ad
e 

si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
 c

on
tr

ib
ut

io
ns

 
to

 th
e 

b
ro

ad
 p

at
te

rn
s 

of
 

hi
st

or
y

(b
) a

p
p

lie
s 

to
 p

ro
p

er
tie

s 
as

so
ci

at
ed

 w
ith

 th
e 

liv
es

 
of

 p
er

so
ns

 s
ig

ni
fic

an
t i

n 
ou

r p
as

t

(a
) t

he
 h

is
to

ric
al

 
im

p
or

ta
nc

e,
 a

ss
oc

ia
tio

n 
w

ith
 o

r r
el

at
io

ns
hi

p
 to

 
M

al
ay

si
an

 h
is

to
ry

(c
) t

he
 s

ci
en

tifi
c 

or
 

te
ch

ni
ca

l i
nn

ov
at

io
ns

 o
r 

ac
hi

ev
em

en
ts

C
RI

TE
RI

O
N

 II
C

om
p

le
te

ne
ss

, 
in

te
gr

it
y

(ii
) e

xh
ib

it 
an

 im
p

or
ta

nt
 

in
te

rc
ha

ng
e 

of
 h

um
an

 
va

lu
es

, o
ve

r a
 s

p
an

 o
f t

im
e 

or
 w

ith
in

 a
 c

ul
tu

ra
l a

re
a 

of
 

th
e 

w
or

ld
, o

n 
de

ve
lo

p
m

en
ts

 
in

 a
rc

hi
te

ct
ur

e 
or

 
te

ch
no

lo
gy

, m
on

um
en

ta
l 

ar
ts

, t
ow

n-
p

la
nn

in
g 

or
 

la
nd

sc
ap

e 
de

si
gn

;

(c
) r

ep
re

se
nt

in
g 

a 
si

gn
ifi

ca
nt

 a
nd

 
di

st
in

gu
is

ha
b

le
 e

nt
it

y 
w

ho
se

 c
om

p
on

en
ts

 m
ay

la
ck

 in
di

vi
du

al
 

di
st

in
ct

io
n

(II
I) 

ex
is

tin
g 

in
 th

e 
ar

ea
s 

su
rr

ou
nd

in
g 

a 
cu

lt
ur

al
 

p
ro

p
er

ty
 o

r a
 g

ro
up

 
of

 c
ul

tu
ra

l p
ro

p
er

tie
s 

re
p

re
se

nt
in

g 
tr

ad
iti

on
al

 
in

du
st

rie
s 

or
 m

od
es

 o
f 

lif
e 

an
d 

co
ns

tit
ut

in
g 

th
e 

in
te

gr
al

 v
al

ue
 w

ith
 th

em

(f
) t

he
 im

p
or

ta
nc

e 
in

 
ex

hi
b

iti
ng

 a
 ri

ch
ne

ss
, 

di
ve

rs
it

y 
or

 u
nu

su
al

 
in

te
gr

at
io

n 
of

 fe
at

ur
es

A
p

p
en

d
ix

 1
 

H
er

it
ag

e 
cr

it
er

ia



159

C
RI

TE
RI

O
N

 II
I

Ra
rit

y,
 u

ni
qu

en
es

s,
 

re
p

re
se

nt
at

iv
en

es
s

(i)
 re

p
re

se
nt

 a
 m

as
te

rp
ie

ce
 

of
 h

um
an

 c
re

at
iv

e 
ge

ni
us

(v
) b

e 
an

 o
ut

st
an

di
ng

 
ex

am
p

le
 o

f a
 tr

ad
iti

on
al

 
hu

m
an

 s
et

tl
em

en
t, 

la
nd

-
us

e,
 o

r s
ea

-u
se

 w
hi

ch
 is

 
re

p
re

se
nt

at
iv

e 
of

 a
 c

ul
tu

re
 

(o
r c

ul
tu

re
s)

, o
r h

um
an

 
in

te
ra

ct
io

n 
w

ith
 th

e 
en

vi
ro

nm
en

t e
sp

ec
ia

lly
 

w
he

n 
it 

ha
s 

b
ec

om
e 

vu
ln

er
ab

le
 u

nd
er

 th
e 

im
p

ac
t 

of
 ir

re
ve

rs
ib

le
 c

ha
ng

e;

(b
) p

os
se

ss
io

n 
of

 u
nc

om
m

on
, 

ra
re

 o
r e

nd
an

ge
re

d 
as

p
ec

ts
 o

f 
A

us
tr

al
ia

’s 
na

tu
ra

l o
r c

ul
tu

ra
l 

hi
st

or
y

(d
) i

m
p

or
ta

nc
e 

in
 

de
m

on
st

ra
tin

g 
th

e 
p

rin
ci

p
al

 
ch

ar
ac

te
ris

tic
s 

of
 a

 c
la

ss
 o

f 
A

us
tr

al
ia

’s 
na

tu
ra

l o
r c

ul
tu

ra
l 

p
la

ce
s,

 o
r a

 c
la

ss
 o

f
A

us
tr

al
ia

’s 
na

tu
ra

l o
r c

ul
tu

ra
l 

en
vi

ro
nm

en
ts

(c
) a

p
p

lie
s 

to
 

p
ro

p
er

tie
s 

em
b

od
yi

ng
 

th
e 

di
st

in
ct

iv
e 

ch
ar

ac
te

ris
tic

s 
of

 a
 ty

p
e,

 
p

er
io

d,
 o

r m
et

ho
d 

of
 

co
ns

tr
uc

tio
n

(I)
 h

av
in

g 
cl

os
e 

re
la

tio
n 

w
ith

 tr
ad

iti
on

al
 

in
du

st
rie

s 
an

d 
m

od
es

 
of

 li
fe

 th
at

 a
re

 u
ni

qu
e 

to
 a

gr
ic

ul
tu

re
, f

or
es

tr
y,

 
fis

he
ry

 c
om

m
un

iti
es

 
an

d 
ill

us
tr

at
in

g 
re

p
re

se
nt

at
iv

e 
fo

rm
s 

of
 

un
iq

ue
 la

nd
 u

se

(g
) t

he
 ra

rit
y 

or
 

un
iq

ue
ne

ss
 o

f t
he

 
na

tu
ra

l h
er

ita
ge

, 
ta

ng
ib

le
 o

r i
nt

an
gi

b
le

 
cu

lt
ur

al
 h

er
ita

ge
 o

r 
un

de
rw

at
er

 c
ul

tu
ra

l 
he

rit
ag

e

(h
) t

he
 re

p
re

se
nt

at
iv

e 
na

tu
re

 o
f a

 s
ite

 o
r o

b
je

ct
 

as
 p

ar
t o

f a
 c

la
ss

 o
r t

yp
e 

of
 a

 s
ite

 o
r o

b
je

ct

C
RI

TE
RI

O
N

 IV
U

ni
qu

e 
cu

lt
ur

al
 

tr
ad

iti
on

s

(ii
i) 

b
ea

r a
 u

ni
qu

e 
or

 a
t l

ea
st

 
ex

ce
p

tio
na

l t
es

tim
on

y 
to

 
a 

cu
lt

ur
al

 tr
ad

iti
on

 o
r t

o 
a 

ci
vi

liz
at

io
n 

w
hi

ch
 is

 li
vi

ng
 

or
 w

hi
ch

 h
as

 d
is

ap
p

ea
re

d;
 

irr
ev

er
si

b
le

 c
ha

ng
e;

(e
) i

m
p

or
ta

nc
e 

in
 e

xh
ib

iti
ng

 
p

ar
tic

ul
ar

 a
es

th
et

ic
 

ch
ar

ac
te

ris
tic

s 
va

lu
ed

 b
y 

a 
co

m
m

un
it

y 
or

 c
ul

tu
ra

l g
ro

up

(g
) s

tr
on

g 
or

 s
p

ec
ia

l a
ss

oc
ia

tio
n 

w
ith

 a
 p

ar
tic

ul
ar

 c
om

m
un

it
y 

or
 

cu
lt

ur
al

 g
ro

up
 fo

r s
oc

ia
l, 

cu
lt

ur
al

 
or

 s
p

iri
tu

al
 re

as
on

s

(i)
 th

e 
p

la
ce

 h
as

 s
ig

ni
fic

an
t 

he
rit

ag
e 

va
lu

e 
b

ec
au

se
 o

f t
he

 
p

la
ce

’s 
im

p
or

ta
nc

e 
as

 p
ar

t o
f 

in
di

ge
no

us
 tr

ad
iti

on

(d
) t

he
 s

oc
ia

l o
r c

ul
tu

ra
l 

as
so

ci
at

io
ns

C
RI

TE
RI

O
N

 V
Po

te
nt

ia
l f

or
 

ed
uc

at
io

n 
an

d 
re

se
ar

ch

(c
) p

ot
en

tia
l t

o 
yi

el
d 

in
fo

rm
at

io
n 

th
at

 w
ill

 c
on

tr
ib

ut
e 

to
 a

n 
un

de
rs

ta
nd

in
g 

of
 A

us
tr

al
ia

’s 
na

tu
ra

l o
r c

ul
tu

ra
l h

is
to

ry

(d
) a

p
p

lie
s 

to
 p

ro
p

er
tie

s 
th

at
 h

av
e 

yi
el

de
d 

or
 a

re
 

lik
el

y 
to

yi
el

d 
in

fo
rm

at
io

n 
im

p
or

ta
nt

 to
 p

re
hi

st
or

y 
or

 h
is

to
ry

(e
) t

he
 p

ot
en

tia
l t

o 
ed

uc
at

e,
 il

lu
st

ra
te

 
or

 p
ro

vi
de

 fu
rt

he
rs

 
sc

ie
nt

ifi
c 

in
ve

st
ig

at
io

n 
in

 re
la

tio
n 

to
 M

al
ay

si
an

 
cu

lt
ur

al
 h

er
ita

ge



160

Appendix 2 ICOMOS-Threats to World Heritage Sites 1994-2004: an analysis

The identified threats were analyzed according to the following eight main categories:
A. Deterioration
B. Development
C. Extraction of resources
D. Large-scale development projects (eg. energy-transport)
E. Tourism
F. Local-on-site management deficiencies
G. Cultural changes of deficiencies
H. General context-national level

And these were further sub-divided into 79 sub-categories as shown in the following Table:

Category Description

A. Deterioration Man-made aggression and disaster
1. Pollution (Air pollution, ecological disaster…
2. Vandalism
3. Looting
4. Armed conflicts

Natural aggression and disaster
5. Climate change
6. Natural deterioration
7. Natural disaster (Earthquake, flood, hurricane, drought…)

B. Development 1. Urban pressure (destruction of traditional building/construction of large buildings, 
high rise, modern houses, incinerator, demographic growth…)

2. Commercial activities
3. Encroachment
4. Agriculture pressure
5. Illegal construction/destruction
6. Garbage
7. Old or new water supply system/pumping station/drainage

C. Extraction of 
resources

1. Legal or illegal extraction of resources (natural resources inside and outside of the 
side). Oil, gas, water, deforestation

D. Large-scale 
development projects 
(eg. energy-transport)

1. Construction of bridges/roads/underground transport/airports/pipelines
2. Industrial complex
3. Dam
4. Power lines
5. Lack of impact assessment
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Category Description

E. Tourism 1. Vandalism
2. Leakage tourism/unsustainable
3. Illegal construction of infrastructures for tourists within or outside the site
4. Over-visiting/tourism pressure
5. Garbage
6. Uncontrolled tourism flow or development/lack of tourism management plan/

regulations in relation with the management plan of the site
7. Lack of impact assessment on tourism
8. Inadequate tourist facilities/infrastructures/projects
9. Overuse of the resources for the tourists/commercial use
10. Increase of tourist vendors within or outside the site

F. Local on-site 
management 
deficiencies

Management issues
1. Lack of financial resources/human resources/inadequate management of funds
2. Lack/inadequate management planning process
3. Lack/inadequate of security system
4. Weak or no implementation of regulations/laws/international conventions
5. Illegal/inappropriate archaeological excavation/lack of research
6. Inadequate/lack of management strategy/priorities/plan (conservation and 

management plans) monitoring/mechanism
7. Inadequate/lack of interpretation/presentation
8. Inadequate/lack of documentation
9. Inadequate/lack of training/unsustainable training
10. Inadequate/lack of institutional/project co-ordination (local to national levels)
11. Unclear boundaries/need to be updated
12. Inadequate/lack of rehabilitation
13. Inadequate/lack of infrastructures
14. Inadequate/lack of preventive mechanism
15. Inadequate/lack of techno-administrative structures
16. Inadequate international collaboration
17. Incompatibility/unsustainability between national or international development 

project and conservation

Social dimension on in management issues
18. Lack of participation/consultation/engagement with the local population. Lack of 

democratization of culture
19. Incompatibility between development needs (eg. poverty) and conservation issues. 

Need to link management issues, find sustainability in the people, human resources/
institutions

20. Challenges of combining conservation and cultural changes
21. Inadequate promotion, educational awareness to protect cultural heritage (the 

tangible and intangible heritage)
22. Difficulty to deal with conflicts that emerge from the different values and uses 

assigned to the site/or to come to consensus

Conservation issues
23. Inadequate/lack of conservation/projects/planning/priorities
24. Use of inadequate material for restoration/inadequate techniques
25. Lack of impact/risk preparedness
26. Inadequate/lack of maintenance/restoration
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Category Description

G. Cultural changes or 
deficiencies

1. Lack of awareness of respect for the outstanding universal values of the sites
2. Loss of authenticity
3. Loss of integrity
4. Loss of knowledge on traditional construction techniques or processes
5. Lack of common language about concepts/loss of significance
6. Loss of social/community connection with property
7. Loss of traditional or religious association
8. Conflicts between different values and uses associated to the site. Eg. military, 

indigenous, farmers, pilgrims, tourists, relocation of population)
9. Changes in values and uses/loss of significance
10. Abandonment of the site
11. Loss of qualities that contribute to outstanding universal values

H. Socio-economic-
national infrastructure 
context

1. Weak socio-economic situation of the country
2. No legal framework to control development/land use
3. No urban planning/operational instruments
4. Failure to apply laws
5. Lac of impact assessment
6. Geopolitical conflicts between countries/lack of collaboration
7. Lack of institutional co-ordination/collaboration/dialogue
8. Weak legislation/corruption
9. socio-economic changes
10. Weak governance on culture/economy/social/politics/unstable political situation
11. Weak institutions/lack of training
12. Globalization
13. Inadequate legal framework to protect cultural heritage



163

Appendix 3 Category of threats to heritage landscapes

Landscape 
category

National heritage Threat 
category

Description

Rice 
landscape

Rice paddy landscapes in 
Kedah
Criteria: I, III & V

B1 Urban pressure

B2 Commercial activities
B3 Encroachment
B4 Agriculture pressure
D2 Industrial complex
F19 Incompatibility between development needs (ex: 

poverty) and conservation issues. 
F20 Challenge of combining conservation and 

cultural changes 
F21 Inadequate promotion/awareness to protect 

cultural heritage
F23 Inadequate/Lack of conservation/projects/

planning/priorities
G2 Loss of authenticity
G3 Loss of integrity
G4 Loss of knowledge on traditional construction 

techniques or processes
H8 Weak legislation
H9 Socio economic changes
H13 Inadequate legal framework to protect Cultural 

Heritage.

Plantation 
landscape

FELDA Bilut
Criteria: I,II, III & V

F20 Challenge of combining conservation and 
cultural changes 

F21 Inadequate promotion/awareness to protect 
cultural heritage

F23 Inadequate/Lack of conservation/projects/
planning/priorities

G6 Loss of social/community connection with 
property
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Landscape 
category

National heritage Threat 
category

Description

Coastal 
landscape 
(East Coast)

Traditional villages in the 
Terengganu
Criteria: I, II, III, IV & V

A6 Natural deterioration-coastal erosion

B1 Urban pressure
B2 Commercial activities
B3 Encroachment
C1 Extraction of oil and gas (Kertih)
D2 Port expansion and chemical complexes (Kuantan and 

Kertih)
E6 Uncontrolled tourism
F8 Lack of documentation
F19 Incompatibility between development needs (ex: 

poverty) and conservation issues.
F21 Inadequate promotion/awareness to protect cultural 

heritage
F23 Inadequate/Lack of conservation/projects/planning/

priorities
G3 Loss of integrity
G9 Changes in values and uses/loss of significance
H8 Weak legislation
H9 Socio-economic changes
H13 Inadequate legal framework to protect cultural heritage

Coastal 
landscape 
(West Coast)

Kuala Sepetang and 
Kuala Sangga (West Coast 
coastal landscape)
Criteria: I, III, IV & V

E9 Overuse of the resources for the tourists/commercial use

F9 Lack of documentation
G3 Loss of integrity
G6 Loss of social/community connection with property

Mixed 
farming 
landscape

Minangkabau settlements 
(Rembau and Kuala Pilah)
Criteria: I, II, III, IV & V

B3 Encroachment

F8 Lack of documentation
F20 Challenge of combining conservation and cultural 

changes
F21 Inadequate promotion/awareness to protect cultural 

heritage
G2 Loss of authenticity
G3 Loss of integrity
G6 Loss of social/community connection with property
G10 Abandonment of the sites
H13 Inadequate legal framework to protect cultural heritage
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Landscape 
category

National heritage Threat 
category

Description

Mixed 
farming

Cameron Highlands (Hill 
Resorts, Tea plantations and 
temperate farming)
Criteria: I, II, III, IV & V

A1 Man-made ecological disaster-soil erosion and 
deforestation)

B2 Commercial
B3 Encroachment
B4 Agriculture pressure
D1 Construction of hinterland road
E6 Uncontrolled tourism flow or development/lack 

of tourism management plan
E9 Overuse of the resources for the tourists/

commercial use
F20 Challenge of combining conservation and 

cultural changes 
F21 Inadequate promotion/awareness to protect 

cultural heritage
G2 Loss of authenticity
G3 Loss of integrity
H8 Weak legislation
H13 Inadequate legal framework to protect cultural 

heritage
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Appendix 4 Survey questionnaire

 
SURVEY ON EXPERT’S PERCEPTION TOWARDS RURAL CULTURAL LANDSCAPE AND HERITAGE 
CONSERVATION IN PENINSULAR MALAYSIA, April – June 2011 
___________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

1	   Raziah Ahmad,  
PhD Candidate 
Department of Human Geography & Planning 
Utrecht University, The Netherlands 
Promoter/Supervisor: Prof. Dr.Rob van der Vaart/Prof Dr. Hans J.Renes 
Email: r.ahmad@geo.uu.nl	  
Contact  no: +6 012 696 2624 (Malaysia) / +31 61 6979 664 (Netherlands) 
	   	  

	  

Appendix	  4	   Survey	  questionnaire	  

 

SECTION 1: RESPONDENT’S PROFILE 

Please TICK where necessary 

 

1. Organization/Department 

        Town and Country Planning (Federal) 

        Town and Country Planning (State:_____________________) 

        National Landscape Department 

        National Heritage Department 

        National Agriculture Department 

        ILAM MEMBER  

        Academician 

        Others (Specify):_________________________________ 

 
2. Division/Unit/Company/Institution: __________________________________________________ 
 
 
3. Current Position:_______________________________________________________________ 
 
 
4. Length of service in current position:__________years 
 
 
5. Relevant earlier experience:______________________________________ 
 
 
6. Gender 
 
        Male              Female 
 
 
7. Ethnic 
 
        Malay            Chinese             Indian             Others (Specify)_________________________ 
 
 
8. Age 
 
        20-29 
 
        30-39 
 
        40-49 
 
        50-59 
 
        60 and above 
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SURVEY ON EXPERT’S PERCEPTION TOWARDS RURAL CULTURAL LANDSCAPE AND HERITAGE 
CONSERVATION IN PENINSULAR MALAYSIA, April – June 2011 
___________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

2	   Raziah Ahmad,  
PhD Candidate 
Department of Human Geography & Planning 
Utrecht University, The Netherlands 
Promoter/Supervisor: Prof. Dr.Rob van der Vaart/Prof Dr. Hans J.Renes 
Email: r.ahmad@geo.uu.nl	  
Contact  no: +6 012 696 2624 (Malaysia) / +31 61 6979 664 (Netherlands) 
	   	  

	  

9. Academic achievement 
 

Level Course Institution 
 
        Certificate 

  

 
        Diploma 

  

 
        Bachelor 

  

 
        Masters 

  

 
        PhD 

  

 
 
 
 
 
 
SECTION 2: PERCEPTION AND AWARENESS  

 
Section 2A: Familiarity with rural landscapes and their values 
 
Please TICK where necessary. 
 
 
1. Is your home town in the rural area? 
 
       Yes         No 
 
 
2. How many years have you spent time in the rural landscape? 
 
        less than 5 years            5-10 years                       10-20 years                    more than 20 years 
 
 
 
3. How much do you like rural landscape? 
 
        1-Not at all            2- A little            3- Somewhat like              4- Like              5- Very Much 
 
 
 
4. Which of the following rural landscape you have spent time in? You may tick MORE THAN ONE. 
 
        Rice landscape                      Mixed agriculture                              Fishing village     

        Former mining sites      Coastal landscape                         Rubber plantation
                                             and cottage industries 
        Palm oil plantation   
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5. Which of the following do you like in particular? 

1-Not at all 2- A little 3-Somewhat like 4-Like  5-Very much 
 

     Please CIRCLE suitable answer 

a. Rice landscape     5 4 3 2 1         

b. Fishing village       5 4 3 2 1      

c. Mix agriculture   5 4 3 2 1         

d. Former mining sites   5 4 3 2 1         

e. Coastal landscape   5 4 3 2 1         
    and cottage industries 

f. Orchard    5 4 3 2 1         

g. Palm oil plantation   5 4 3 2 1         

h. Rubber plantation   5 4 3 2 1        

 

6. How valuable rural landscape is? 
 
 
      1-Not at all           2-A little           3-Somewhat valuable          4- Valuable   
    
       5-Very Much Valuable 
 

7. How valuable is the following rural landscape values? 

5- Very much valuable,  4- Valuable,  3- Somewhat valuable,  2- A little,  1- Not at all  

       Please CIRCLE suitable answer 

Historical (eg:events)     5 4 3 2 1 

Cultural (eg: daily practices)    5 4 3 2 1 

Aesthetic      5 4 3 2 1 

Ecological      5 4 3 2 1 

Tourism      5 4 3 2 1 

Education (live museum, teaching   5 4 3 2 1 
younger generation) 
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8. If you were to join a home stay programme, which of the following rural settlements that you would 
like choose? (You may TICK MORE THAN ONE) 
 
        Rice landscape in North Region (Kedah and Perlis)            
 
        Rice landscape in Central Region (Selangor) 
 
        Fishing village in West Coast (Selangor, Perak, Melaka) 
 
        Fishing village in East Coast (Kelantan, Terengganu and Pahang) 
 
       Former mining settlement (Pahang and Perak) 
 
       Orchard and hinterland settlement (Negeri Sembilan, Perak, Pahang) 
 
       FELDA settlement 
 
       Others (specify)________________________________  
 
 

9. Is rural landscape threatened by economic development? 
 
        1-Strongly disagree          2- Disagree           3-Somewhat agree          4-Agree  
 
        5-Strongly agree     
      
       
 
10. Which parts of the region’s rural landscape in Peninsular Malaysia that you think are facing 
threats from the current development? Specify and why? 

_________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Section 2B: Rural cultural landscape-term and appreciation of values 

Please TICK where necessary. 
 
 
1. Is the term CULTURAL LANDSCAPE familiar to you? 
 
         Yes                       No 
 
 
If YES, proceed to QUESTION 3-10 
 
If NO, answer QUESTION 2. 
 
 
2. Are you interested to know and learn the subject? 
 
       1- Not at all           2- A little                 3- Somewhat           4- Interested          5- Very interested 
 
 
3. How did you get to know the subject? (You may TICK MORE THAN ONE) 
 
        Education             Reading materials             Internet              Colleagues            Working 
experience 
 
 
4. Which of the following cultural landscapes that you are familiar with? You may TICK MORE THAN 
ONE. 
 
        Gardens and parks 
 
        Relic landscapes (eg: ruin of castle) 
 
        Ordinary landscapes (rg: fishing village) 
 
        Associative cultural landscape (eg: Batu caves) 
 
	  
5. Have you ever been involved and working in any cultural landscape project in the past and current 
position?	  
	  
Past working experience	  
 
       YES                      NO 
 
Current position 
 
       YES                      NO 
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6. If YES, please specify the followings:	  
	  
Cultural landscape category:_______________________________________________	  
	  
Site/Location:_________________________________________________________	  
	  
Client:_________________________________________________________________	  
	  
Status:           Completed                In progress	  
	  
	  
7. What are the TWO MOST distinct rural cultural landscape features in the following regions?	  
 

Region Distinct Feature 
 
a. Northern Region (Perlis, Kedah, Penang 
and Perak) 

 

 
b. East Coast Region (Kelantan, Terengganu 
and Pahang 

 

 
c. Central Region (Selangor, Negeri Sembilan 
and Melaka) 

 

 
d. Southern Region (Johor) 

 

 

 

8. How important the four regions and their distinct features in QUESTION 7 for conservation? 

5- Very important,  4- Important,  3- Somewhat important ,  2- A little,  1- Not at all  

 
 Please CIRCLE suitable answer 
 
a. North Region 5 4 3 2 1 
 (Perlis, Kedah, Penang and Perak) 
 
b.  East Coast Region  5 4 3 2 1 
(Kelantan, Terengganu and Pahang) 
 
c.  Central Region 5 4 3 2 1 
 (Selangor, Negeri Sembilan and Melaka) 

 
d.  Southern Region (Johor) 5 4 3 2 1 
 
 
 
9. Specify the state’s rural cultural landscape in Peninsula Malaysia that you like most and why? 
 
_________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________
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_________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
10. From your answer in QUESTION 9, how distinct the following rural cultural landscape criteria?   
 

5- Very distinct,        4- Distinct,       3- Somewhat distinct,        2- A little distinct,        1-Not at all 
 
 
 Please CIRCLE suitable answer 
 
a. Settlement pattern    5 4 3 2 1 

b. Land use activities    5 4 3 2 1 

c. Exhibit clear historical elements  5 4 3 2 1 

d. Related to important person and events 5 4 3 2 1 

e. Unique cultural activities   5 4 3 2 1 

f. Architectural style    5 4 3 2 1 

 

 

Section 2C: Rural cultural landscape and heritage conservation 

Please TICK where necessary. 
 
 
1. How much are you aware of heritage conservation in Malaysia? 
 
      1-Not at all         2-A little aware          3-Somewhat aware          4-Aware          5-Very much aware 
 
 
2. What motivate you to know about heritage? (You may TICK MORE THAN ONE). 
 
       Related to work               Personal interest             Others (specify)________________________ 
 
 
 
3. . I am interested in………………heritage. ((You may tick MORE THAN ONE). 
 
       Local area                       Malaysian                         Others(specify)___________________                 
 
 4. What do you consider as important heritage in Malaysia? 
 
_________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
 



173

 
SURVEY ON EXPERT’S PERCEPTION TOWARDS RURAL CULTURAL LANDSCAPE AND HERITAGE 
CONSERVATION IN PENINSULAR MALAYSIA, April – June 2011 
___________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

8	   Raziah Ahmad,  
PhD Candidate 
Department of Human Geography & Planning 
Utrecht University, The Netherlands 
Promoter/Supervisor: Prof. Dr.Rob van der Vaart/Prof Dr. Hans J.Renes 
Email: r.ahmad@geo.uu.nl	  
Contact  no: +6 012 696 2624 (Malaysia) / +31 61 6979 664 (Netherlands) 
	   	  

	  

 
 
5.  Have you ever been involved in any heritage projects either in the past or current position? 
 

Past working experience	  
 

        YES             NO  
 
Current position 
 

        YES             NO  
 
 
6. What type of heritage are you interested in? (You may tick MORE THAN ONE) 
 
       Built heritage (eg: Urban landscape, buildings)     
 
       Natural Heritage (eg: National Park-Taman Negara) 
 
       Cultural Heritage (eg: Fishing village, Rice Landscape and settlement) 
 
       Archaeological heritage (invisible-underground/underwater) and (visible-above ground 
 
 
7. Which of the following heritage types gained much attention by government and non-government 

agencies in Malaysia? 

5- Very much,        4- Much attention,       3-Somewhat,      2- A little,         1- Not at all 

 

    Please CIRCLE your answer 

 

a. Built heritage (eg: Urban landscape, buildings)      5 4 3 2 1 
 

b. Natural Heritage (eg: National Park)    5 4 3 2 1 
 

c. Cultural Heritage      5 4 3 2 1 
(eg: Fishing village, Rice Landscape and settlement) 
 

d. Archaeological heritage 
Invisible heritage (underground/underwater)   5 4 3 2 1 
 
Visible heritage (above ground)    5 4 3 2 1 
 

8. Are you satisfied with the focus given to the certain types of heritage? 

 

      1-Dissatisfied at all          2- Dissatisfied           3- Somewhat satisfied      4-   Satisfied            

      5- Extremely satisfied  
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9. What other types of heritage should government and non government agencies pay attention to 

and why? 

Specify:__________________________________________ 

Reason:__________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

10. Would you like to be involved in any heritage project? 

 

        YES     NO  
 

 

11. Which of the following types of heritage project that you interested to be involved? 

5- Very interested, 4- Interested, 3-Somewhat, 2- Not interested, 1- Not interested at all 

 

  Please CIRCLE your answer 

 

a. Built heritage (eg: Urban landscape, buildings)      5 4 3 2 1 

b. Natural Heritage (eg: National Park)    5 4 3 2 1 

c. Cultural Heritage       5 4 3 2 1 
    (eg: Fishing village, Rice Landscape and settlement) 

 
e. d. Archaeological heritage 

Invisible heritage (underground)    5 4 3 2 1 
 
Visible heritage (above ground)    5 4 3 2 1 
 
 

12. Are you aware of the fact that every Malaysian citizen may nominate a site or object as national 

heritage? 

       YES                       NO                        
 

 

 

 

 

 



175

 
SURVEY ON EXPERT’S PERCEPTION TOWARDS RURAL CULTURAL LANDSCAPE AND HERITAGE 
CONSERVATION IN PENINSULAR MALAYSIA, April – June 2011 
___________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

10	   Raziah Ahmad,  
PhD Candidate 
Department of Human Geography & Planning 
Utrecht University, The Netherlands 
Promoter/Supervisor: Prof. Dr.Rob van der Vaart/Prof Dr. Hans J.Renes 
Email: r.ahmad@geo.uu.nl	  
Contact  no: +6 012 696 2624 (Malaysia) / +31 61 6979 664 (Netherlands) 
	   	  

	  

 

 

13. How much you like to nominate the following rural cultural landscape as national heritage? 

5-Very much    4-Like      3-Somewhat like      2- A little     1-Not at all 

  

Please CIRCLE suitable answer 

a. Rice landscape      5 4 3 2 1         

b. West Coast Ethnic 
    Fishing village        5 4 3 2 1         
                                                  
c. East Coast Ethnic 
    Fishing village        5 4 3 2 1         

d. Former mining sites    5 4 3 2 1         
   (eg: Kinta Valley) 

e. Mixed agriculture    5 4 3 2 1         
 
 f. First Felda Settlement   5 4 3 2 1         

 

 

14. Is it important for Malaysia to protect rural cultural landscape as heritage and why? 

 

        1-Not at all           2- A little          3-Somewhat Important          4-Important         5-Very important 

 

Explain why? 

_________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

15. Generally speaking, how do you rate heritage awareness in Malaysia?  
      
       1-Poor              2-Fair                3-Good               4-Very good              5-Excellent 
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SECTION 3: ROLES, COMMUNICATION AND LINKAGES WITHIN/BETWEEN 
DEPARTMENTS/AGENCIES 

Please TICK where necessary 

1. Have you been involved in the following areas? 

a. Rural landscape                   Yes                         No 

b. Cultural landscape                       Yes                         No   

c. Rural Planning                              Yes                         No 

d. Heritage conservation                   Yes                        No 

 

2. Specify your involvement 

Your role :_______________________________________ 

Scope of work :______________________________________________________________ 

  _______________________________________________________________ 

  _______________________________________________________________ 

  _______________________________________________________________ 

 

Project/Document title:_________________________________________________________ 

Site/Location :______________________________________________________________ 

  

3. Do you regard communication with people within/between division or agencies as important? 

       1-Not at all          2-A little           3-Somewhat Important          4-Important           5-Very important     

  

4. How frequent you meet people within your division and also from other government/non 
government agencies to discuss related topics in QUESTION 1?	  

	  	   	  5-Very frequent,  4-Frequent,  3-Sometimes,  2- Seldom,  1-Never 

 

       Please CIRCLE suitable answer 

a. Within division/department/companies  5 4 3 2 1 

 b. Between division/department/companies  5 4 3 2 1 
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5. How efficient is the communication within/between your division/department/companies? 

       1-Not at all            2-A little            3-Somewhat efficient            4-Efficient            5-Very efficient     

 

6. What are the methods of discussion that were usually practiced? (You may TICK MORE THAN 
ONE) 

 Within division/department/companies 
 

        Meeting                       Workshop                      Dialogue               Presentation     
 

Between division/department/companies           
 

        Meeting                       Workshop                      Dialogue               Presentation               
 

7. In general, how efficient the following methods in your daily work? 

5-Very efficient,  4-Efficient,  3-Somewhat efficient,  2- Inefficient,  1-Not at all 

 

    Please CIRCLE suitable answer 

a. Meeting   5 4 3 2 1 
 

b. Workshop   5 4 3 2 1 
 

c. Dialogue   5 4 3 2 1 
 

d. Presentation   5 4 3 2 1 
 
 

8. Is your department/company having link with agencies from abroad?  

        YES                          NO 

 

9. To what extent international linkages important to you? 

       1-Not at all           2-A little           3-Somewhat important          4-Important           5-Very important 

 

10. Specify in what ways their contributions would benefit your department/company? 

_________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________
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_________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
SECTION 4: PLANNING TOOLS AND LEGAL FRAMEWORK RELATED TO HERITAGE 
CONSERVATION 

 

Section 4A: Planning tools 

Please TICK where necessary 

1. Are you familiar with planning tools in Malaysia? ( Policy/Guidelines/Acts) 

       Yes                         No 

 

 2. What make you familiar of it? You may TICK MORE THAN ONE. 

       Education training                    Related to work                Others (specify)____________________ 

 

3. Have you ever been involved in any policy making? 

       YES                       NO             

        

4. If YES, please specify the followings: 

Your role   :____________________________________________________ 

Project/Document title  :____________________________________________________ 

Policy Details   ____________________________________________________ 

    ____________________________________________________ 

    ____________________________________________________ 

 

5. Are you aware of rural planning policy? 

       1-Not at all              2-A little             3-Somewhat aware           4-Aware           5-Very much aware 

 

6. How efficient the current rural policies could protect rural landscapes from development? 

       1-Not at all             2- A little                3- Somewhat            4- 4-Efficient              5-Very efficient 
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7. In relation to rural landscape, specify rural policies that you know and give suggestion how the 
policies could be improved? 

Rural Policies Improvement 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
 

 

Section 4B: Legal frameworks 

Please TICK where necessary 

1. Are you familiar with legal frameworks related to heritage conservation in Malaysia? 

       YES                         NO 

2. In relation to rural landscape, specify planning acts and heritage acts that you familiar with. 

Planning Acts Heritage Acts 

  

  

  

  

  

  

 

 3. Generally speaking, has rural landscape been given much attention in the following acts? 

5-Very much  4-Much attention          3-Somewhat 2- A little 1-Not at all 

     

Please CIRCLE suitable answer 

a. Planning acts   5 4 3 2 1 

b. Heritage acts   5 4 3 2 1 
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4. To what extent the rural landscapes are protected by the current planning and heritage acts? 

       1- Not at all            2- A little                3-Somewhat           4-Much               5-Very much 

 

5. How important do you think that rural landscape should be protected by planning and heritage 
acts? 

       1- Not at all          2- A little           3-Somewhat important          4-Important          5-Very important 

 

6. Are you satisfied with the current heritage act towards protecting the rural landscape? 

       1-Not at all         2- A little          3- Somewhat satisfied           4-Satisfied           5-Strongly satisfied 

 

7. Concerning to the rural landscape protection, which part of planning act and heritage act that you 
think need to be revised and why? 

Planning Act Part to be revised  Why 
   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Heritage Act Part to be revised Why 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

~THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION~ 
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Appendix 5 Workshop programmes

Workshop 1

Mapping rural cultural landscapes and their threats

Wednesday, 25th April 2012

Time Activity Remark

MORNING SESSION

8.30-9.00 Registration
9.00-9.30 Opening ceremony Head Director NLD
9.30-9.45 Brief objective of the workshop and presentation on 

cultural landscape in Malaysia
Organizer

9.45-10.00 Presentation by guest speaker 1: Correlation between 
rural-urban cultural landscape in residential area

Dr. Nor Atiah Ismail
(Universiti Putra Malaysia)

10.00-10.15 COFFEE BREAK

10.15-10.30 Briefing for Task 1 Organizer
10.30-11.30 Task 1: To identify and map potential rural cultural 

landscapes that are worthy of protection
11.30-12.30 Group presentation and findings of Task 1
12.30-12.45 Findings discussion

12.45-2.00 LUNCH BREAK

AFTERNOON SESSION

2.00-2.15 Presentation by guest speaker 2: Kampung/Landscape:
Rural-urban Migrants’ Interpretations of Their Home 
Landscape. The Case of Alor Star and Kuala Lumpur

Dr. Nor Zarifah Maliki (Universiti Sains 
Malaysia)

2.15-2.30 Briefing for Task 2 Organizer
2.30-3.30 Task 2: To identify threats to rural cultural landscape in 

Peninsular Malaysia

3.30-3.45 COFFEE BREAK

3.45-4.45 Group presentation and findings of Task 2
4.45-5.00 Findings discussion
5.00-5.30 Summary of workshop outcomes & closing workshop Certificate Awards/Photography 

Session
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Workshop 2

Establishment of heritage criteria and nomination of rural cultural landscape as 

national heritage

Wednesday, 23rd May 2012

Time Activity Remark

MORNING SESSION

8.30-9.00 Registration
9.00-9.30 Opening ceremony Head Director National Landscape 

Department
9.30-9.45 Brief objective of the workshop and presentation of 

findings from the survey questionnaire/interviews 
conducted and workshop 1 

Organizer

9.45-10.00 Presentation by guest speaker 1: The Characteristics of 
Cultural Landscape In Malaysia: Concept and Perspective

Associate Professor Dr. Saiful Arif 
Abdullah (Universiti Kebangsaan 
Malaysia)

10.00-10.15 COFFEE BREAK

10.15-10.30 Briefing for Task 1 Organizer
10.30-11.30 Task 1: To establish heritage criteria (based on 

internationally accepted criteria)
11.30-12.30 Group presentation and findings of Task 1
12.30-12.45 Findings summary

12.45-2.00 LUNCH BREAK

AFTERNOON SESSION

2.00-2.15 Presentation by guest speaker 2: Traditional cultural 
landscape of the Malays of the Malay Peninsula 

Prof. Datin Zaharah Haji Mahmud

2.15-2.30 Briefing for Task 2 Organizer
2.30-3.30 Task 2: To select and nominate potential rural cultural 

landscape as national heritage (based on criteria 
established in morning session)

3.30-3.45 COFFEE BREAK

3.45-4.45 Group presentation and findings of Task 2
4.45-5.15 Summary of workshop outcomes & closing workshop Certificate Awards
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Workshop 3

Identification of selling points of rural cultural landscape

Wednesday, 20th June 2012

Time Activity Remark

MORNING SESSION

8.30-9.00 Registration
9.00-9.30 Opening Head Director of National Landscape 

Department
9.30-9.45 Brief objective of the workshop and presentation of 

findings from the survey questionnaire/interviews 
conducted and findings of workshop 2 

9.45-10.00 Presentation by guest speaker 1: Cameron Highlands 
Landscape Master Plan

Associate Professor Zainul Hakim 
Mohd Zain (Universiti Teknologi 
Malaysia)

10.00-10.15 COFFEE BREAK

10.15-10.30 Briefing for Task 1 Organizer
10.30-11.30 Task 1: To identify potential of CHLMP as cultural 

landscape model for conservation planning
11.30-12.30 Group presentation and findings of Task 1
12.30-12.45 Findings summary

12.45-2.00 LUNCH BREAK

AFTERNOON SESSION

2.00-2.15 Presentation by guest speaker 2: The Notion of Cultural 
Landscape: the National Landscape Department’s 
Perspective

Madam Hajah Rotina Mohd Daik 
(National Landscape Department)

2.15-2.30 Briefing for Task 2 Organizer
2.30-3.30 Task 2: To identify the selling points of rural cultural 

landscapes in Peninsular Malaysia

3.30-3.45 COFFEE BREAK

3.45-4.45 Group presentation and findings of Task 2
4.45-5.15 Summary of workshop outcomes & closing workshop Certificate Awards
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Samenvatting

Cultuurlandschappen als erfgoed in Maleisië:  
kansen, bedreigingen en huidige praktijk

De Maleisische Monumentenwet van 2005 regelt behoud en bescherming van erfgoed 
van nationaal belang, waaronder natuurlijk erfgoed, materieel en immaterieel erfgoed, 
onderwater-erfgoed, schatvondsten etc. De vier UNESCO Werelderfgoedobjecten in 
Maleisië – twee culturele en twee natuurlijke – betekenen een internationale erkenning voor 
het Maleisische erfgoed. De nationale lijst die is samengesteld onder de Monumentenwet 
bevat gebouwen, archeologische terreinen en natuurgebieden en laat zien dat de overheid 
zich bewust is van het belang van bescherming van erfgoed. Landschappen, waaronder de 
historisch interessante ‘dagelijkse’ rurale landschappen, blijven echter een verwaarloosde en 
daardoor onbeschermde categorie erfgoed, ondanks het feit dat veel van die landschappen 
bedreigd worden door snelle ruimtelijke (verstedelijking) en economische ontwikkelingen.

Centraal in de onderhavige studie staan juist die rurale cultuurlandschappen van het 
Maleisische Schiereiland en hun mogelijkheden als erfgoed. De twee doelen van de studie 
waren: [1] het aanwijzen en selecteren van cultuurlandschappen die beschermenswaardig 
zijn om hun erfgoedwaarde en [2] het analyseren van de mate waarin Maleisische experts 
zich bewust zijn van – en betrokken zijn bij – bescherming van cultuurlandschappen in 
regelgeving en praktijk. Hiertoe heeft de auteur verschillende methoden gecombineerd: 
bestudering van literatuur; veldwaarneming in geselecteerde gebieden; een vragenlijst die is 
verspreid onder experts die werken in de domeinen van landschap, planning, erfgoedbehoud 
en verwante vakgebieden zoals ecologie, architectuur en plattelandsontwikkeling (hoofdstuk 
4); diepte-interviews met hoge ambtenaren op deze terreinen (hoofdstukken 4 en 5); 
inhoudsanalyse van relevante overheidsdocumenten (hoofdstuk 5) en een drietal workshops 
met panels van experts (hoofdstuk 6).

Hoofdstuk 2 gaat in algemene zin in op de begrippen landschap en erfgoed, alsmede op 
de combinatie van die twee. De term ‘landschap’ lijkt gewoon en maakt deel uit van het 
dagelijkse spraakgebruik. Bij nadere beschouwing is de term echter complex en omstreden. 
In dit hoofdstuk worden de wetenschappelijke discussies over landschapsconcepten 
samengevat. De academische studie van landschappen kan worden verdeeld in drie 
‘scholen’: een traditionele, een constructivistische en pogingen tot syntheses tussen beide. 
De traditionele school onderzoekt concrete landschappen, zoals die zijn opgebouwd 
uit nederzettingen, velden en grenzen. Constructivisten beginnen juist bij degenen die 
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landschappen waarnemen. De synthetiserende benaderingen pogen de materiële nadruk van 
de traditionalisten en de nadruk op beeldvorming van de constructivisten te combineren. 
Elk van deze scholen heeft waardevolle bijdragen geleverd aan de studie van landschappen 
en aan onze kennis van cultuurlandschappen.

Bij de nadere definiëring van het begrip ‘cultuurlandschap’ door UNESCO in 1992 werden 
de al eerder beschermde ontworpen landschappen aangevuld met twee nieuwe categorieën: 
organisch gegroeide landschappen en associatieve landschappen. Dit heeft de bescherming 
van cultuurlandschappen op wereldschaal een sterke impuls gegeven. Belangrijke criteria 
voor de selectie van erfgoed zijn integriteit (gaafheid) en authenticiteit. De selectie van 
erfgoed kan echter niet op wereldschaal worden gestandaardiseerd omdat zowel integriteit 
als authenticiteit cultuurspecifiek zijn. Bij levende cultuurlandschappen is de authenticiteit 
niet alleen afhankelijk van de vorm, maar ook van de functie. In dit verband zijn de Hoi 
An-richtlijnen, vastgesteld in 2005, meer toegesneden op de Aziatische cultuur en praktijk.

Het laatste deel van het hoofdstuk biedt een beknopt overzicht van de ontwikkeling van de 
Maleisische cultuurlandschappen en van het Maleisische planningssysteem. Delen van de 
huidige Maleisische cultuurlandschappen hebben al wortels in de pre-koloniale periode. 
De Portugese en Hollandse kolonies hadden weinig invloed op het Maleisische landschap, 
met uitzondering van een klein aantal nederzettingen aan de kust. Veel drastischer waren 
de effecten van de Britse overheersing op het Maleisische Schiereiland. De komst van de 
Britten veranderde niet alleen het fysieke landschap, door de aanleg van plantages, mijnen, 
infrastructuur etc., maar ook de etnische samenstelling van de Maleisische maatschappij. De 
Britse invloed leidde tot een situatie waarin de meeste etnische Maleisiërs op het platteland 
wonen, Chinezen in de mijngebieden en Indiërs op de voormalige Britse plantages. In de 
eerste decennia na de Onafhankelijkheid stond de ontwikkeling van de landbouw, zowel de 
traditionele landbouw als de commerciële plantages, centraal in de nationale politiek.

Het cultuurlandschap van het Schiereiland begon drastisch te veranderen nadat de aandacht 
van de overheid nadien verschoof van landbouw naar nijverheid. Industriële, stedelijke en 
commerciële complexen gingen meer en meer de agrarische landschappen in het westen 
van het Schiereiland verdringen, met name in het centrale deel rond Kuala Lumpur. Het 
ruimtelijke beleid in Maleisië werd en wordt nog altijd bepaald door de lange-termijnvisie 
Vision 2020, geschreven in 1990. Deze visie legt de nadruk op modernisering in alle delen 
van de samenleving en heeft doorgewerkt in het eerste en tweede Nationaal Ruimtelijk 
Plan en in het Nationale Landschapsbeleid. In het algemeen kan worden gesteld dat de 
politieke en economische agenda van de industriële periode en het nieuwe millennium de 
veranderingen in de Maleisische cultuurlandschappen heeft versneld.

De snelle economische ontwikkeling en urbanisatie op het Maleisische Schiereiland leiden 
tot ingrijpende veranderingen op het platteland en maken het belangrijk om te bepalen 
welke cultuurlandschappen waardevol en beschermenswaardig zijn. Hoofdstuk 3 presenteert 
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de selectie die de auteur maakte van rurale historische landschappen met erfgoedwaarden, 
op basis van een aantal internationaal aanvaarde criteria, alsmede een overzicht van de 
belangrijkste bedreigingen van die landschappen. De analyse begint met de vier belangrijkste 
landgebruikstypen in de landelijke gebieden van het Schiereiland: rijstvelden, plantages, de 
gemengde landbouw van de gebieden langs de oost- en westkust en tenslotte de resterende 
gebieden met gemengde landbouw in het binnenland. Het was van aanvang af de bedoeling 
van de auteur om een beperkt aantal erfgoedlandschappen aan te wijzen, die in ieder 
geval die vier landgebruikstypen zouden vertegenwoordigen en die evenwichtig over het 
Schiereiland verdeeld zouden liggen. Voor de bepaling van de erfgoedwaarde zouden de 
volgende vijf criteria worden gebruikt: historisch belang, compleetheid/integriteit, uniciteit 
of representativiteit, koppeling aan levende culturele tradities, en mogelijkheden voor 
educatie en onderzoek. Het resultaat zijn zes cultuurlandschappen die worden voorgesteld als 
potentieel nationaal erfgoed: de natte rijstvelden van Kedah; een groep traditionele dorpen 
in Terengganu (Kuala Besut, Pulau Duyong en Kemaman); de eerste FELDA-nederzetting 
Lurah Bilut (FELDA is de in 1956 gestichte nationale landontginningsmaatschappij); de 
nederzettingen van de Minangkabau in de districten Kuala Pilah en Rembau; en tenslotte het 
koloniale station in de Cameron Highlands. Al deze landschappen voldoen aan tenminste 
een deel van de the erfgoedcriteria. Tegelijk worden ze allemaal bedreigd. Met behulp van de 
acht categorieën van bedreigingen voor erfgoed zoals die door ICOMOS zijn geformuleerd, 
kunnen we laten zien dat de zes geselecteerde rurale landschappen vooral worden 
bedreigd door (stedelijke, economische) ontwikkeling, zwakke regelgeving, en verlies van 
authenticiteit en integriteit.

Omdat selectie, bescherming en beheer van ‘landschap as erfgoed’ in Maleisië nog in een 
pril stadium verkeert, wilde de auteur meer weten van de mate waarin de professionele 
gemeenschap zich bewust is en hoe deze zich verhoudt tot dit onderwerp. Uiteindelijk 
zal de betrokkenheid van de professionele gemeenschap van planners, onderzoekers en 
beleidsmensen doorslaggevend zijn om landschappelijk erfgoed op de politieke agenda 
te krijgen. De vragenlijst die de auteur verspreidde onder Maleisische planners en andere 
betrokkenen kreeg een hoge respons (84%). Bovendien werden zes interviews afgenomen 
van hooggeplaatste beleidsmakers. Hoofdstuk 4 beschrijft de resultaten van de enquête 
en een deel van de resultaten van de interviews (de rest wordt in hoofdstuk 5 besproken). 
De enquête richtte zich op drie onderwerpen: bekendheid met en bewustzijn van het 
concept ‘cultuurlandschap’; het belang dat werd gehecht aan rurale landschappen; en 
landschapsbeleid. Het bleek dat het begrip ‘cultuurlandschap’ niet vaak wordt gebruikt 
in het Maleisische landschapsbeleid en de uitvoering daarvan. De respondenten voelen 
zich het meest aangetrokken door de rijstvelden in het noorden en de kustlandschappen 
van de oost- en westkust, vooral vanwege de schoonheid en de culturele tradities die met 
die landschappen worden verbonden. Het is interessant om op te merken dat het idee 
van historische ‘lagen’ in landschappen nauwelijks een rol speelt in de argumentatie en 
waardering van de respondenten.
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De dominante beschouwingswijze is visueel (nadruk op het schilderachtige), gefragmenteerd 
(waardering voor gebouwen in bepaalde architectuurstijlen) en nostalgisch (associaties met 
lokale of nationale culturele tradities) in plaats van holistisch en op basis van criteria. Dit 
valt mogelijk te verklaren uit het gebrek aan landschaps-georiënteerd erfgoeddenken en 
erfgoedbeleid in het land. De argumenten van de respondenten zijn dan misschien weinig 
ontwikkeld, ze tonen zeker belangstelling voor en bezorgdheid over rurale landschappen. Ze 
geven aan dat de meeste cultuurlandschappen met erfgoedwaarden onder druk staan door 
een gebrek aan goede planningsinstrumenten voor bescherming. De deskundigen zien de 
integratie van cultuurlandschappen in de erfgoedpraktijk als een uitdaging die gesteund en 
gecoördineerd zou moeten worden door overheden, particuliere organisaties en het bredere 
publiek.

In welke mate kunnen we aanknopingspunten vinden bij de huidige pogingen van de 
overheid om landschappelijk erfgoed te integreren in het Maleisische beleid? Om hierop 
een antwoord te krijgen heeft de auteur in Hoofdstuk 5 drie relevante beleidsdocumenten 
geanalyseerd: het Nationale Ruimtelijke Plan (National Physical Plan 2, NPP-2), het 
Nationale Landschapsbeleid (National Landscape Policy, NLP), en de Monumentenwet 
2005 (National Heritage Act 2005, NHA). Op deze beleidsstukken werd een inhoudsanalyse 
losgelaten met de nadruk op de volgende onderwerpen: landschapsterminologie; context 
(vooral het overvloedige gebruik van de term ‘duurzame ontwikkeling’ in twee van 
de beleidsstukken); uitspraken over het belang van cultuurlandschappelijke waarden; 
verbindingen die in de teksten worden gelegd tussen de domeinen van ruimtelijke planning, 
landschapsplanning en erfgoedplanning.

De inhoudsanalyse laat zien dat NPP-2 en NLP zowel basis als middel vormen voor 
de vertaling en uitwerking van de National Vision 2020, via het begrip ‘duurzame 
ontwikkeling’. In het NPP-2 wordt landschap duidelijk gezien als belangrijk en wordt 
gesteld dat natuurlandschappen en plekken van cultuurhistorisch belang op een duurzame 
wijze moeten worden beheerd. Op deze wijze wordt duurzame ontwikkeling zowel 
verbonden aan het tegengaan van milieudegradatie en aan het behoud van biodiversiteit 
(in natuurlandschappen) als aan economische duurzaamheid, met name aan het duurzame 
gebruik van plekken van cultuurhistorisch belang voor toerisme. Tegelijk beschouwt de 
NLP landschap als ideologie and als ‘project’. Dit beleidsstuk presenteert het concept van de 
‘Beautiful Garden Nation 2020’, een groene en schone leefomgeving, wat goed aansluit bij de 
idealen uit Vision 2020. Landschap wordt beschouwd als een ‘project’ in de zin dat de NLP 
sterk de nadruk legt op landscaping: verfraaiing door ontwerp, aanplant van bomen enz. De 
Monumentenwet geeft niet expliciet aandacht aan (rurale) landschappen als erfgoed.

De drie beleidsstukken gaan niet expliciet in op landschappelijk erfgoed, maar er zijn zeker 
aanknopingspunten voor verdere uitwerking hiervan in de toekomst. NPP-2 en NLP tonen 
beide een bewustzijn van een gewenst duurzaam beheer van plekken van cultuurhistorisch 
belang, vooral om hun economische (toeristische) mogelijkheden. En de NHA noemt de 
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mogelijkheid om ‘zones’ aan te wijzen als erfgoed, hoewel die term niet wordt gekoppeld aan 
een rurale context.

Hoofdstuk 6 bevat de resultaten van de workshops met groepen Maleisische deskundigen. 
De workshops, vooral de eerste twee (met 31 deelnemers), dienden als toets voor de 
selectie van potentiële rurale erfgoedlandschappen die de auteur samenstelde (hoofdstuk 
3). De deelnemers ontvingen geen enkele informatie over de keuzes die de auteur had 
gemaakt. Tijdens de eerste workshop oriënteerden de deelnemers zich op de rurale 
cultuurlandschappen van het Maleisische schiereiland en maakten zij een overzicht van 
waardevolle landschappen, maar nog zonder de stap van selectie (als potentieel erfgoed). 
Het eerste deel van de tweede workshop was erop gericht dat de deelnemers criteria 
ontwikkelden voor de selectie van erfgoed. Na de nodige discussie werden ze het eens 
over vijf criteria: zeldzaamheid/bijzonderheid; relatie met culturele tradities; historisch 
belang; relatie met de omgeving en met landgebruik; verband met inheemse kennis. 
Hoewel de gebruikte termen enigszins afwijken van de termen die de auteur in hoofdstuk 3 
formuleerde, komen de uitkomsten grotendeels overeen.

Tijdens de tweede helft van de tweede workshop werkten de deelnemers aan de aanwijzing 
en selectie van zes cultuurlandschappen met erfgoedwaarde, op basis van de criteria die 
zij daarvoor hadden geformuleerd. Ze kwamen tot de volgende keuze: de rijstvelden van 
Kedah; de open en traditionele landschappen van de oostkust; de nederzettingen van de 
Minangkabau; de eerste FELDA nederzetting van Lurah Bilut; buitenverblijven en gemengde 
landbouw in de Cameron Highlands; en de voormalige mijnen van Kinta Valley. De eerste 
vijf kwamen overeen met de keuze van de auteur. De deelnemers bleken zich bovendien 
bewust van de bedreigingen van deze zes landschappen. Een derde workshop betrof de 
economische waarde van de besproken rurale landschappen, in het bijzonder voor toerisme. 
Hoewel dit onderwerp strikt genomen buiten de onderzoeksvragen van de studie valt, zijn de 
resultaten toch in het kort besproken in hoofdstuk 6.

Hoofdstuk 7 biedt een samenvatting van de resultaten van dit proefschrift plus een aantal 
punten van reflectie en discussie. Het is duidelijk dat het Maleisische schiereiland rurale 
landschappen heeft die voldoen aan internationaal geaccepteerde criteria voor erfgoed. 
Dit wordt door Maleisische deskundigen onderschreven. Veel van die landschappen 
staan aan gevaren bloot, vanwege snelle stedelijke ontwikkeling, gebrekkige wet- en 
regelgeving en onvoldoende bewustzijn, vooral bij de lokale bevolking, van de waarde 
van die landschappen. De huidige planningsinstrumenten bieden weinig handvatten om 
waardevolle rurale landschappen te beschermen; er is echter wel een gevoel van urgentie 
bij planner en beleidsmakers dat de situatie op dit punt moet verbeteren. De studie biedt 
ook aanknopingspunten voor vervolgonderzoek. Het zou de moeite waard zijn het object 
van onderzoek uit te breiden tot de associatieve landschappen zoals beleefd door de Orang 
Asli gemeenschappen; dit perspectief bleef in de huidige studie buiten beschouwing. Ook 
zou het goed zijn om voor de zes landschappen die in deze studie als bijzonder waardevol 
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zijn aangemerkt, meer gedetailleerd onderzoek te doen naar specifieke landschappelijke 
kenmerken en waarden, bijvoorbeeld wat betreft de nederzettingspatronen en de ruimtelijke 
organisatie.
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Ringkasan

Landskap budaya sebagai warisan di Malaysia:  
Potensi, ancaman, dan amalan semasa

Akta Warisan Kebangsaan Malaysia yang diwartakan pada tahun 2005 bertujuan untuk 
pemeliharaan dan pemuliharaan warisan negara yang terdiri dari warisan semulajadi, 
warisan ketara dan tidak ketara, warisan bawah air, harta karun, dan hal-hal lain yang 
berkaitan. Empat tapak Warisan Dunia UNESCO di Malaysia yang terdiri dari dua 
tapak warisan semulajadi, dan dua tapak warisan budaya mencerminkan pengiktirafan 
antarabangsa tentang warisan di Malaysia. Senarai Warisan Kebangsaan yang diwartakan 
di bawah Akta Warisan Kebangsaan yang terdiri dari bangunan, tapak arkeologi dan tapak 
semulajadi mempamerkan keperihatinan kerajaan tentang kepentingan melindungi objek 
dan tapak yang mempunyai nilai sejarah. Walaubagaimanapun, senarai Warisan Kebangsaan 
sediada dilihat lebih memberi tumpuan kepada warisan bangunan, warisan semulajadi, dan 
tapak arkeologi. Landskap biasa atau harian di kawasan luar bandar yang mempunyai nilai 
sejarah sering terpinggir sebagai warisan, malah tidak dilindungi, sedangkan kebanyakan 
integriti landskap ini diancam oleh urbanisasi dan pembangunan ekonomi yang pesat.

Kajian ini adalah mengenai warisan budaya landskap luar bandar di Semenanjung Malaysia 
dan potensinya sebagai warisan kebangsaan. Dua matlamat kajian telah dirumuskan:[1] 
untuk mengenalpasti dan memilih landskap budaya luar bandar di Semenanjung Malaysia 
yang mempunyai nilai sejarah dan dianggap layak untuk dilindungi, dan [2] untuk 
menganalisa tahap kesedaran dan kesediaan pakar Malaysia dengan mengambil kira 
pemuliharaan landskap budaya dan perlindungan dalam dasar dan amalan di Malaysia. 
Untuk mencapai matlamat-matlamat ini, saya menggunakan pendekatan kaedah bercampur: 
kajian literatur digabungkan dengan kajian lapangan di beberapa kawasan yang di pilih 
(Bab 3), kajian soal selidik di kalangan pakar dalam bidang landskap, perancangan, warisan 
pemuliharaan, dan bidang lain yang relevan seperti ekologi, senibina, dan pembangunan 
luar bandar (Bab 4), temuduga separa berstruktur terperinci bersama pegawai atasan yang 
terlibat dalam menggubal dasar (Bab 4 dan 5), analisa kandungan dokumen kerajaan yang 
berkaitan (Bab 5), dan beberapa bengkel melibatkan pakar (Bab 6).

Istilah ‘landskap’ dilihat seolah-olah biasa dan sering digunakan dalam perbualan harian. 
Namun, jika dilihat secara dekat, ia adalah kompleks dan diperdebatkan. Di dalam Bab 
2, di samping huraian tentang interpretasi konsep landskap dan hubungannya dengan 
landskap budaya dan warisan, ia juga memberi gambaran mengenai evolusi landskap budaya 
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di Malaysia dan juga sistem perancangan di Malaysia. Kajian akademik tentang konsep 
landskap boleh dibahagikan kepada tiga bentuk pemikiran: kajian yang memartabatkan 
landskap tradisional, ‘constructivist’, dan gabungan keduanya, iaitu sintetik. Setiap bentuk 
pemikiran ini mempunyai sumbangan yang bernilai kepada kajian lanskap, terutamanya 
pemahaman tentang landskap budaya. Pemikiran landskap tradisional menitikberatkan 
tentang landskap nyata yang terdiri dari pola penempatan, sempadan dan sebagainya. 
Pemikiran ‘constructivist’ menilai cara manusia melihat dan membuat tanggapan ke atas 
landskap. Pendekatan sintetik cuba untuk menyimbangkan antara landskap sebagai objek 
yang ditekankan di dalam pemikiran tradisional landskap dan tanggapan tentang landskap 
yang mencirikan pemikiran ‘constructivist’. Dua kategori baru (landskap yang berevolusi 
secara semulajadi dan landskap budaya kategori ‘associative’ sebagai tambahan kepada 
kategori sedia ada iaitu landskap yang direkabentuk) yang diterima masuk ke dalam 
UNESCO pada tahun 1992 telah mengesahkan idea landskap budaya sebagai warisan. 
Konsep integriti dan keaslian adalah signifikan di dalam proses pemilihan warisan. Oleh 
kerana tahap integriti dan keaslian ada spesifik mengikut budaya, pemilihan warisan antara 
wilayah tidak boleh disama ratakan. Ini kerana, bagi ‘living landscape’, tahap keasliannya 
bukan hanya bergantung kepada bentuk, malah juga fungsinya. Sebagai reaksi terhadap 
isu ini, Protokol Hoi An telah diwartakan pada 2005 yang dilihat sesuai untuk budaya dan 
wilayah di Asia.

Bahagian akhir bab ini melihat secara ringkas evolusi landskap budaya di Malaysia dan juga 
sistem perancangan Malaysia. Sebahagian dari ‘living landscape’ di Malaysia yang bermula 
sejak dari zaman pra penjajah, masih bertahan hingga ke hari ini. Semasa fasa Portugis dan 
Belanda, selain dari penempatan kecil penjajah di kawasan pantai, kebanyakan landskap di 
negara ini masih utuh. Semenanjung Malaysia melalui perubahan drastik semasa era British. 
Ketibaaan British bukan hanya mengubah landskap fizikal disebabkan pembukaan ladang, 
perlombongan, infrastruktur, dan sebagainya, malah juga komposisi etnik masyarakat 
Malaysia. Campur tangan British telah mewujudkan situasi di mana orang Melayu tinggal di 
luar bandar sebagai petani atau nelayan, orang Cina di kawasan penempatan perlombongan 
dan orang India di kawasan perladangan. Semasa era awal kemerdekaan, sektor pertanian 
yang merujuk kepada kedua-dua pertanian tradisi dan perladangan komersial kekal sebagai 
sektor utama dalam dasar nasional. Apabila kerajaan menukar fokus dasar dari pertanian 
kepada pembuatan, landskap budaya di Semenanjung sekali lagi berubah secara drastik. 
Landskap pertanian di bahagian barat Semenanjung Malaysia, terutamanya di wilayah 
tengah yang menempatkan Kuala Lumpur, di diganti dengan industri, perbandaran, 
dan komplek komersial. Visi 2020 yang di wartakan pada tahun 1991 yang menekankan 
pemodenan masyarakat dalam segala aspek telah dijadikan garispanduan dalam dasar 
perancangan di Malaysia dan diambilkira di dalam Rancangan Fizikal Negara yang pertama 
dan ke dua. Secara umumnya, agenda politik dan ekonomi semasa era industri dan alaf baru 
telah meningkatkan perubahan landskap budaya di Semenanjung Malaysia.
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Disebabkan pembangunan pesat dan urbanisasi di Semenanjung Malaysia telah mengubah 
rupa bentuk kawasan luar bandar, adalah wajar untuk mengenalpasti dan menilai sejauh 
mana landskap budaya berharga dan layak untuk dilindungi. Bab 3 adalah mengenai 
pemilihan yang dibuat oleh penulis untuk kawasan luar bandar bersejarah yang mempunyai 
nilai warisan berdasarkan kriteria antarabangsa yang diterima pakai dan juga gambaran 
tentang ancanam dari pelbagai sumber terhadap landskap ini. Analisa bermula dari empat 
jenis guna tanah yang terdapat di kawasan luar bandar: kawasan sawah padi, perladangan, 
jaluran guna tanah bercampur di sepanjang pantai timur dan barat, dan selebihnya 
pertanian bercampur di tanah tinggi. Di sini, penulis telah mengenalpasti dan memilih 
beberapa landskap luar bandar bersejarah yang bukan sahaja mempunyai nilai warisan 
yang boleh mewakili empat jenis guna tanah tersebut, malahan juga mempamerkan taburan 
sekata di seluruh Semenanjung yang boleh dianggap sebagai warisan landskap berdasarkan 
lima kriteria berikut: kepentingan sejarah, lengkap/integriti, unik atau sesuatu yang 
berbeza (distinct), mempunyai kaitan dengan tradisi budaya semasa, dan berpotensi untuk 
pendidikan/penyelidikan. Hasilnya, enam landskap budaya dicadangkan berpotensi sebagai 
warisan kebangsaan: kawasan penanaman padi di Kedah; kelompok perkampungan tradisi 
di Terengganu (Kuala Besut, Pulau Duyong dan Kemaman); penempatan FELDA pertama di 
Lurah Bilut; penempatan Minangkabau di Daerah Rembau dan Kuala Pilah; dan akhir sekali 
pertanian bercampur tanah tinggi dan tinggalan British di Cameron Highlands. Walaupun 
semua landskap ini memenuhi sekurang-kurangnya satu kriteria warisan, kesemua landskap 
ini terancam. Dengan menggunakan lapan kategori ancaman berdasarkan ICOMOS, enam 
landskap budaya yang telah dipilih itu dikenalpasti menerima ancaman terutamanya dari 
pembangunan, perundangan yang lemah, dan kehilangan tahap integriti dan keaslian.

Oleh kerana pemilihan, perlindungan, dan pengurusan landskap sebagai warisan di Malaysia 
masih di peringkat pra matang, penulis merasakan adalah perlu untuk mengenalpasti tahap 
keprihatinan dan sikap komuniti profesional di negara ini. Sehubungan itu, penglibatan 
komuniti profesional di kalangan perancang, penyelidik, dan pembuat dasar juga adalah 
penting dalam usaha untuk memertabatkan warisan landskap ke dalam dasar. Maklum 
balas dari soal selidik yang dibuat oleh penulis di kalangan perancang dan ‘practitioners’ 
adalah memberangsangkan (84%). Maklumat ini disahihkan lagi dengan hasil temuduga 
secara terperinci bersama enam pembuat dasar di peringkat atasan. Bab 4 melaporkan 
hasil soal selidik dan temuduga (hasil temuduga juga digunapakai di di dalam Bab 5). Soal 
selidik ini memfokuskan tiga perkara berkaitan landskap budaya: tahap makluman dan 
kesedaran tentang konsep landskap budaya; penghargaan terhadap nilai landskap luar 
bandar; dan dasar landskap. Kami mendapati bahawa landskap budaya masih jarang diguna 
pakai dalam dasar landskap dan amalan semasa. Berdasarkan keindahan landskap dan 
tradisi budaya, sawah padi di wilayah utara dan landskap pantai di sebelah timur dan barat 
menjadi pilihan responden. Menariknya di sini, idea tentang lapisan sejarah landskap bukan 
sesuatu yang mudah untuk dihujah dan dihargai oleh responden. Visual (nilai keindahan), 
tinggalan (penghargaan terhadap bangunan yang mempunyai senibina yang menonjol), 
dan nostalgia (berkaitan tradisi tempatan atau kebangsaan) lebih dihargai berbanding nilai 
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dan kriteria secara menyeluruh, yang mungkin disebabkan oleh kekurangan pemikiran 
berorientasikan landskap warisan dan amalan warisan di negara ini sehingga kini. Walaupun 
tanggapan dari responden itu dilihat tidak begitu sofistikated, mereka tetap mempamerkan 
minat dan keperihatinan terhadap landskap luar bandar. Mereka juga menyatakan bahawa 
kebanyakan landskap yang mempunyai nilai warisan adalah berisiko disebabkan oleh 
sistem perancangan yang tidak efisyen untuk melindungi landskap ini. Pakar juga melihat 
penerapan landskap budaya ke dalam amalan warisan merupakan usaha yang mencabar 
serta memerlukan sokongan dan koordinasi antara agensi kerajaan dan bukan kerajaan, juga 
pihak awam.

Sejauh mana kita boleh mencari titik permulaan di dalam dasar-dasar kerajaan untuk 
mengintegrasikan warisan landskap ke dalam dasar dan perancangan di Malaysia? Jawapan 
kepada persoalan ini diperolehi melalui analisa penulis tentang tiga dokumen kerajaan yang 
berkaitan: Rancangan Fizikal Negara 2 (RFN-2), Dasar Landskap Negara (DLN), dan Akta 
Warisan Kebangsaan 2005 (AWK) yang di bentangkan di dalam Bab 5. Semua isi kandungan 
dokumen ini dianalisa dengan memberi tumpuan kepada topik-topik berikut: istilah 
landskap; konteks (terutamanya merujuk kepada kekerapan penggunaan pembangunan 
mapan sebagai konteks idea di dalam dua dokumen tersebut); penghargaan terhadap nilai 
landskap budaya; hubungkait di dalam teks antara tiga dasar utama yang merangkumi 
perancangan fizikal, perancangan landskap, dan perancangan warisan. Keputusan dari 
analisa kandungan ini mendapati, menerusi istilah pembangunan mapan, RFN-2 dan DLN 
berfungsi sebagai landasan dan juga perantara dalam menterjemah Visi Nasional 2020. Di 
dalam RFN-2, landskap dengan jelas dianggap sebagai sumber di mana landskap asli dan 
tapak yang mempunyai kepentingan budaya haruslah diurus melalui kaedah mapan. Secara 
logiknya, pembangunan mapan dikaitkan dengan usaha untuk mengurangkan kemerosotan 
alam sekitar dan pemuliharaan biodiversiti (untuk landskap asli) serta kemampanan 
ekonomi, terutamanya penggunaan tapak mapan untuk pelancongan (untuk tapak yang 
mempunyai kepentingan budaya).

Sementara itu, DLN menganggap landskap sebagai ideologi dan juga sebagai ‘projek’. 
Dokumen ini mengenegahkan konsep ‘Negara Taman Terindah 2020’, persekitaran hijau 
dan bersih, yang mempamerkan ideologi Visi 2020. Landskap dilihat sebagai ‘projek’ dalam 
erti kata, fokus DLN adalah kepada perlandskapan: pengindahan melalui rekabentuk, 
penanaman pokok dan sebagainya. AWK tidak memberi perhatian yang jelas kepada 
landskap (luar bandar) sebagai warisan. Ketiga-tiga dokumen tidak memberi perhatian yang 
khusus kepada landskap warisan, tetapi di dalam dokumen-dokumen tersebut terdapat titik 
permulaan yang boleh diperincikan pada masa hadapan. RFN-2 dan DLN mempamerkan 
kesedaran tentang pengurusan mapan untuk tapak-tapak yang mempunyai kepentingan 
budaya, terutamanya atas faktor nilai ekonomi (pelancong). Walaupun istilah ‘zon’ yang 
terdapat di dalam AWK tiada kaitan dengan kawasan luar bandar, tetapi konsep zon ini 
mungkin boleh dimasukkan juga sebagai warisan.



195

Bab 6 melaporkan tentang bengkel yang dihadiri oleh sekumpulan pakar di Malaysia, 
bertujuan untuk mengesahkan pemilihan landskap warisan yang berpotensi seperti yang 
dibentangkan oleh penulis di dalam Bab 3. Ini merupakan tujuan utama di dalam dua 
bengkel pertama yang dihadiri oleh 31 pakar. Peserta bengkel tidak dimaklumkan tentang 
pemilihan yang dibuat oleh penulis seperti di dalam Bab 3. Bengkel pertama memfokuskan 
kepada pengenalpastian dan pemetaan landskap budaya luar bandar di Semenanjung 
Malaysia yang mempunyai nilai warisan tanpa membuat sebarang pemilihan tentang 
landskap yang berpotensi sebagai warisan. Semasa sesi pertama dalam bengkel yang kedua, 
peserta mewujudkan kriteria untuk pemilihan warisan. Selepas sesi perbincangan, mereka 
bersetuju ke atas lima kriteria berikut: jarang kedapatan/tersendiri; mempunyai hubungan 
dengan tradisi budaya; kepentingan sejarah; keadaan alam sekitar dan guna tanah; 
hubungkait dengan ilmu vernakular. Walaupun pemilihan perkataan dan ayat agak berbeza 
berbanding perkataan yang terdapat di dalam kriteria penulis (Bab 3), secara keseluruhannya 
terdapat pertindihan keputusan dengan pilihan yang dibuat oleh penulis.

Semasa sesi kedua bengkel kedua, berdasarkan kriteria yang dibuat dalam sesi pertama, 
peserta terlibat dalam pengenalpastian dan pemilihan enam landskap budaya yang 
mempunyai nilai warisan. Mereka telah membuat pilihan seperti berikut: landskap sawah 
padi di Kedah: landskap terbuka dan tradisi di pantai timur; penempatan Minangkabau; 
penempatan FELDA pertama di Lurah Bilut; peranginan tanah tinggi dan pertanian 
bercampur di Cameron Highlands; dan bekas tapak lombong di Lembah Kinta. Lima pilihan 
pertama dari senarai yang mereka pilih sepadan dengan pilihan yang dibuat oleh penulis. 
Peserta bengkel juga mempamerkan pengetahuan yang mendalam tentang sumber-sumber 
ancaman terhadap enam landskap tersebut.

Bab 7 merumuskan penemuan tesis secara keseluruhan serta beberapa hal berbangkit. 
Semenanjung Malaysia mempunyai landskap budaya luar Bandar yang memenuhi criteria 
(warisan) antarabangsa. Kebanyakan dari landskap ini adalah terancam disebabkan oleh 
pembangunan yang pesat, perundangan yang lemah dan kurang kesedaran tentang nilai 
landskap ini. Instrumen semasa perancangan kurang memberi perhatian kepada landskap 
budaya luar bandar sebagai warisan; yang mana pakar yang merancang dan membuat dasar 
melihatnya sebagai perkara utama yang perlu segera di perbaiki demi masa depan dasar 
dan pengurusan warisan. Kajian ini juga memberi perhatian mengenai potensi topik untuk 
kajian di masa hadapan, contohnya kajian mendalam mengenai ‘associative landscape’ Orang 
Asli atau pun kajian mengenai organisasi ruang dan bentuk petempatan di landskap warisan 
yang di pilih.
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Summary

Cultural landscapes as heritage in Malaysia:  
Potentials, threats, and current practices

Malaysia’s National Heritage Act, established in 2005, provides for conservation and 
preservation of national heritage, including natural heritage, tangible and intangible heritage, 
underwater cultural heritage, treasure troves, and related matters. The four UNESCO 
world Heritage Sites in Malaysia, two cultural heritage sites and two natural sites, signify 
international recognition of Malaysian heritage. The national listings under the National 
Heritage Act, consisting of buildings, archaeological sites as well as natural sites, demonstrate 
the government’s awareness of the importance of protecting historically valuable objects and 
sites. However, landscapes, including the historically interesting ordinary rural landscapes, 
remain neglected as heritage and thereby unprotected, in spite of the fact that the integrity of 
many such landscapes are threatened by rapid urban and economic development.

This study is about the rural cultural landscapes of Peninsular Malaysia and their potential 
as national heritage. The two goals of the study were formulated as follows: [1] to identify 
and select cultural landscapes in Peninsular Malaysia that have heritage value and may be 
considered worthy for protection, and [2] to analyse the level of awareness and readiness 
of Malaysian experts with regard to cultural landscape conservation and protection in 
Malaysian policy and practice. To achieve these goals, I used a mixed methods approach: 
a literature study combined with field observations on selected sites (Chapter 3); a survey 
questionnaire among experts who work in the domains of landscape, planning, heritage 
conservation, and other related fields such as ecology, architecture and rural development 
(Chapter 4); in-depth semi-structured interviews with high ranking policy officers (Chapters 
4 and 5); a content analysis of relevant government documents (Chapter 5); and a series of 
expert panel workshops (Chapter 6).

The term ‘landscape’ seems familiar and commonly used in everyday conversation. At closer 
inspection, however, the term is rather complex and contested. Chapter 2 explores the 
various academic interpretations of the landscape concept and the links between cultural 
landscape and heritage. Academic study of the landscape concept may be divided into three 
subsequent schools of thinking: those that stress the traditional notion of landscape, those 
that stress the constructivist notion, and those that stress the synthetic notion. Each of these 
schools has provided valuable contributions to landscape studies and to the understanding 
of cultural landscape in particular. The traditionalist school investigates the ‘concrete’ 
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landscape as it consists of settlement patterns, boundaries, and the like. The constructivist 
view starts with the human-perceived landscapes. The synthetic approach tries to create a 
balance between the material focus of the traditional approach and the representational 
focus of the constructivists.

The inclusion of two new categories: the organically evolved landscapes and associative 
cultural landscapes, as additions to the existing category of designed landscapes by 
UNESCO in 1992 has legitimized the idea of cultural landscape as heritage. The inclusion 
of these cultural landscapes categories signify the importance of integrity and authenticity 
in the heritage selection process. However, heritage selection cannot be standardized across 
different regions of the world as both integrity and authenticity are culturally specific. In 
living cultural landscapes, what makes something authentic is not solely dependent on its 
form, but also on its function. In response to this issue, the Hoi An Protocols, established in 
2005, have been proposed as best serving Asian regions and their cultures.

The last part of the chapter offers a brief overview of the evolution of cultural landscapes 
in Malaysia as well as of the Malaysian planning system. Some of the living cultural 
landscapes in Malaysia that have survived until the present day have their roots in the 
pre-colonial period. During the phases of Portuguese and Dutch colonialism, most of the 
country’s landscapes remained untouched, apart from a small number of coastal colonial 
settlements. Peninsular Malaysia underwent drastic changes during the British era. The 
arrival of the British did not just change the physical landscape due to the establishment of 
plantations, mines, infrastructure, and the like, but also the ethnic composition of Malaysian 
society. British interventions resulted in a situation of most Malays living in the rural areas 
as farmers or fishermen, Chinese in the mining settlements, and Indians in the British 
plantation estates. During the early decades of national independence, agriculture remained 
the focal sector in national policy, both traditional agriculture and commercial plantations. 
The cultural landscapes of the Peninsula were again drastically transformed when the 
government shifted its policy focus from agriculture to manufacturing. Industrial, urban 
and commercial complexes replaced many of the agricultural landscapes of the western part 
of Peninsular Malaysia, particularly in the Central Region where Kuala Lumpur is located. 
The planning policy in Malaysia has been and is still guided by a long-term Vision 2020, 
formulated in 1991. This vision stresses modernization in all aspects of society and has 
clearly been incorporated in the first and the second National Physical Plans as well as in 
the National Landscape Policy. Generally speaking, the political and economic agenda of the 
industrial age and the new millennium has accelerated the changes of cultural landscapes in 
Peninsular Malaysia.

The rapid development and urbanisation in Peninsular Malaysia has changed the face of 
the countryside; therefore, it is vital to identify and evaluate to what extent the present-
day cultural landscapes are valuable and worthy for protection. Chapter 3 presents the 
author’s selection of rural historic landscapes with heritage value, based on a number of 
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internationally accepted criteria, and an overview of the various sources of threats to these 
landscapes. The analysis starts from the four land use types that can be found in the rural 
areas of the Peninsula: rice production areas, plantations, the distinct mixed land use of the 
strips along the east and West Coast, and the remaining areas of inland mixed farming. It was 
the author’s intention to identify and select a limited number of rural historic landscapes of 
heritage value landscapes, which would at least represent all four land-use types, show a fair 
distribution across the Peninsula. Moreover, they would be defendable as heritage landscapes 
on the basis of the following five criteria: historical importance, completeness/integrity, 
uniqueness or representativeness, connection to living cultural traditions, and potentiality 
for education/research. As a result, six cultural landscapes were proposed as potential 
national heritage: the rice paddy landscape in Kedah; a collection of traditional villages in 
Terengganu (Kuala Besut, Pulau Duyong and Kemaman); the first FELDA settlement of 
Lurah Bilut; the Minangkabau settlements in Kuala Pilah and Rembau Districts; and finally 
the colonial hill station Cameron Highlands. Although these landscapes meet at least a 
number of the heritage criteria, they are all at risk. With the use of ICOMOS’ eight categories 
of threats to cultural heritage, it was shown that the six selected rural landscapes are mainly 
threatened by development, weak legislation, and loss of authenticity and integrity.

Since the selection, protection, and management of ‘landscape as heritage’ is still at an infant 
stage in Malaysia, the author wanted to investigate the level of awareness and the attitudes 
of the country’s professional community with regard to this issue. After all, involvement 
of the professional community of planners, researchers, and policy makers will be vital in 
the process of taking further steps in putting landscape heritage on the policy agenda. The 
author’s survey questionnaire among Malaysian planners and other practitioners had a high 
response rate (84%). Moreover, in-depth interviews took place with six high-ranking policy 
makers. Chapter 4 reports on the outcomes of the survey, plus some of the interview findings 
(the interviews were also used in Chapter 5). The survey focused on three topics related to 
cultural landscape: familiarity with and awareness of the concept of ‘cultural landscape’; 
appreciation of values inherent in rural landscapes; and landscape policy. We found that 
the notion of ‘cultural landscape’ is not frequently used in Malaysian landscape policies and 
practices. The respondents feel relatively most attracted to the rice paddy landscapes in the 
North Region and to the coastal landscapes of the East and West Coasts, mainly because of 
scenic qualities as well as cultural traditions associated with these landscapes. It is interesting 
to note that the idea of historical layers in landscapes hardly plays a role in the respondents’ 
argumentation and appreciation. The dominant gaze is visual (scenic quality), fragmented 
(appreciation for buildings in a distinct architectural style), and nostalgic (associations 
with local or national cultural traditions) rather than holistic and criteria-based. Their 
appreciation may be explained by the lack of landscape-oriented heritage thinking and 
heritage practices in the country until now. Although the argumentation of the respondents 
is not very sophisticated, they do express interest in and concern about rural landscapes. 
They indicate that most cultural landscapes with heritage values are at risks due to lack of 
efficient planning tools to protect these landscapes. The experts see the incorporation of 
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cultural landscape in heritage practice as a challenging task that will require support and 
co-ordination among governmental and non-governmental agencies as well as the larger 
public.

To what extent can we find starting points in current government policies for integrating 
landscape heritage into Malaysian policy and planning? To find an answer to this question, 
the author analysed three relevant government documents in Chapter 5: the National 
Physical Plan 2 (NPP-2), the National Landscape Policy (NLP), and the National Heritage 
Act 2005 (NHA). These documents were submitted to content analysis with a focus on the 
following topics: landscape terminology; context (this mainly refers to the abundant use 
of ‘sustainable development’ as a contextual idea in two of the documents); appreciation 
expressed for cultural landscape values; and linkages in the texts between the three policy 
domains of physical planning, landscape planning, and heritage planning. Findings from 
the content analysis suggest that the NPP-2 and the NLP function as a platform as well as 
a medium for the translation and materialization of the National Vision 2020, through the 
language of ‘sustainable development’. For the NPP-2, landscape is clearly perceived as a 
resource, and it is suggests that natural landscapes and sites of cultural importance should 
be managed in a sustainable manner. In this sense, sustainable development is linked with 
getting environmental degradation under control and with conservation of biodiversity (for 
the natural landscapes) as well as with economic sustainability, in particular, sustainable 
use of cultural sites for tourism (for the sites of cultural importance). Meanwhile, the NLP 
perceives landscape as ideology and as ‘project’. The document presents the concept of 
‘Beautiful Garden Nation 2020’, a green and clean living environment, which is clearly a 
reflection of the Vision 2020 ideology. Landscape is seen as a ‘project’ in the sense that the 
main focus of the NLP is on landscaping: beautification by design, tree planting, and the 
like. The NHA does not give explicit attention to (rural) landscapes as heritage. Although 
the three policy documents do not pay explicit attention to landscape heritage, there are 
certainly some starting points in the document for elaboration in the future. The NPP-2 
and the NLP express an awareness of sustainable management of culturally significant sites, 
mainly for the sake of their economic (tourist) value. For its part, the NHA includes the 
notion of ‘zones’ that can be listed as heritage, although the term is never linked to a rural 
setting.

Chapter 6 reports on the workshops that took place with groups of Malaysian experts, 
mainly as a validation for the selection of potential rural heritage landscapes that was 
presented by the author in Chapter 3. This was specifically the purpose of the first two 
workshops, in which 31 experts participated. The participants received no clues whatsoever 
about the choices made by the author in Chapter 3. The first workshop focused on the overall 
identification and mapping of rural cultural landscapes with heritage value in Peninsular 
Malaysia, but as yet without their actual selection as potential heritage status. During the 
first half of the second workshop, the participants developed criteria for heritage selection. 
After deliberation, they agreed on the following five criteria: rareness/distinctness; relation 
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with cultural traditions; historical importance; environmental setting and land use; and 
association with vernacular knowledge. Although the phrasing they chose is partly different 
from the wording of the author’s criteria (Chapter 3), the outcomes largely overlap with the 
author’s choice.

During the second half of the second workshop, the participants engaged in the 
identification and selection of six cultural landscapes – based on the criteria designed in 
the previous workshop session – with heritage value. They made the following choice: the 
rice production landscapes in Kedah; the open and traditional landscapes of the East Coast; 
the Minangkabau settlements; the first FELDA settlement of Lurah Bilut; hill resorts and 
mixed farming of Cameron Highlands; and the former mining sites of Kinta Valley. The 
first five heritage landscapes of their selection matched with the author’s choice. The experts 
who participated in this workshop also demonstrated detailed knowledge of the sources 
of threats to these six landscapes. A third workshop focused on the economic values of 
potential national heritage landscapes, specifically for tourism. Although this topic is beyond 
the research questions of the thesis, the results of this workshop were also briefly reported in 
Chapter 6.

Chapter 7 summarizes the findings of the thesis as a whole and offers some points for 
reflection. Peninsular Malaysia has rural cultural landscapes that meet internationally 
accepted (heritage) criteria. Many of these landscapes are at risk due to rapid development, 
weak legislation and lack of awareness of their value. The current planning tools give less 
consideration to rural cultural landscape as heritage; planning and policy experts see it as an 
urgent matter to improve these tools for the sake of future heritage policy and management. 
This study has also offered new insight into potential topics for future research, for instance 
a deeper study of the associative landscape of the Orang Asli or further investigation of the 
spatial organization and settlement patterns of selected heritage landscapes.
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The idea of cultural landscape as heritage became legitimized globally through the 
adoption of the UNESCO World Heritage in 1992. Although there has been a growing 
interest in cultural landscape conservation on a global scale, the rural cultural 
landscapes in Peninsular Malaysia are not yet protected as cultural heritage. Current 
rapid development threatens the rural cultural landscapes with heritage value, and 
this development contributing to the disappearance of these landscapes. Furthermore, 
building, monuments, and archaeological sites have been the central focus of the current 
practice of heritage conservation in Malaysia and dominate national heritage listings. Rural 
cultural landscapes as heritage remain neglected.

To make progress on these issues, questions about the protection and conservation of 
rural cultural landscapes urgently need to be answered. What is the potential for the 
protection of rural cultural landscapes as national heritage in Malaysia? Which are the 
rural cultural landscapes that can be identified and selected as potential national heritage, 
taking into account internationally accepted heritage criteria and expert opinion? What 
is the level of awareness and readiness in Malaysian policy and practice, with regard to 
protection of rural cultural landscapes as national heritage?

This book help answer these questions. It sketches the author’s selection of six rural 
cultural landscapes that are worthy of protection. This selection is validated through 
workshops with expert panels. A survey among landscape architects, academics, planners, 
heritage officers, and six in-depth interviews with senior policy makers explore their 
awareness of the potential value of landscape heritage and their sense of urgency about 
the importance of protecting valuable landscapes. In addition, three key government 
documents are submitted to content analysis for finding starting points in the existing 
policies for the preservation and protection of valuable rural landscapes.

Raziah Ahmad is a lecturer at the Department of Landscape Architecture, Faculty of 
Architecture, Planning and Surveying, Universiti Teknologi MARA (UiTM) Shah Alam, 
Selangor, Malaysia. Her niche area is cultural landscapes, both urban and rural cultural 
landscapes, history of landscape architecture, and landscape planning. After the 
completion of her PhD, she will continue to work at UiTM.
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