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ABSTRACT  

 
Income Generating Program is one of the Malaysian governmentôs interventions in alleviating 

urban poverty. Training, motivation, mind development courses and in-kind transfers are provided in the 

programs productive hard-core and poor individuals to encourage them to participate in entrepreneurship 

and other income-generating activities that will reduce their poverty. Despite its poverty reduction 

success, there still remains failure of some programs in achieving the objective of the programs especially 

in increasing the beneficiariesô income level. This concept paper has several objectives, a brief description 

on issues of income generating programs, reviewing the entrepreneur traits which have been found to be 

prominent in previous studies, i.e., knowledge and skills, motivation, risk taking and passion which have 

been selected as correlates in the income level. 
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1. INTRODUCTION  

 

Malaysiaôs urban population is showing an increasing trend where in 1950 there were only 

1.244 million people (20.4 per cent of total population) and expected to rise to 36.44 million 

people (87.3 per cent of total population) in 2050 (UNDESA, 2014). According to UNDESA 

(2014), as there are many economic activities, government programs, trade and transportation 

activities around the urban areas, thus urban areas have been acknowledged as a driver of 

poverty alleviation and development in both urban and rural areas. The rapid growth of urban 

areas in terms of population as well as economic activities will result in not only unplanned or 

unmanaged urban expansion such as rapid sprawl, pollution, and environmental destruction 

(UNDESA, 2014), but also will produce uneven distributions of development benefits in urban 

areas, hence urban poverty (S. Chamhuri & Kasim, 1997). Urban poverty in developing 

countries are growing at a faster rate than the poor in the rural areas (United States Department 

of Agriculture, 2009). Therefore, efforts to alleviate urban poverty had been implemented on 

various target groups.  
In Malaysia, the efforts to alleviate urban poverty began with the implementation of the 

New Economic Policy (NEP) to the present, and from the 1st Malaysia Plan to the 11th Malaysia 
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Plan. Through the implementation of intervention programs such as the Micro Credit Program, 

Program Pembangunan Rakyat Termiskin (PPRT), Skim Pembangunan Kesejahteraan Rakyat 

(SPKR), Program Pembasmian Kemiskinan Bandar (PPKB), Program Akhiri Zaman Miskin 

(1Azam) and 1Malaysia Programs the poverty rate has been successfully reduced. However, 

according Chamhuri & Kasim (1997; Hussaina, Bhuiyanb, Said, & Halim (2017) as well as 

Kaeane & Ross (2012), the productive welfare initiative which involves income generating 

programs or urban entrepreneurship programs is one of the best ways to uplift the status of the 

urban poor. Despite the favorable effects of the programs, there were issues on why certain 

beneficiaries still fail to achieve the program objectives of increasing their incomes (Ministry of 

Agriculture and Agro-Based Industries, 2017; Ministry of Women, 2016). 

 

 

1.1 Issues with Income Generating Programs 

 

Income Generating Program is in line with the productive welfare initiatives that provide 

training, motivation, mind development courses and in-kind transfers to productive hard-core 

and poor individuals to participate in entrepreneurship and other income-generating activities 

that will reduce their poverty. Previous studies related to income generating programs 

performance have been associated with the increase in beneficiariesô level of income (Ab 

Rahman et al., 2016; Ab Rahman, Ali Basah, Abdullah, Nooh, & Mohd Fauzi, 2014; Ben-

Shalom, Moffitt, & Scholz, 2011; Ferdousi, 2015; Mohamad Zahir Zainudin, 2016; Mohd 

Osman, 2007; Orji, 2005), increase level of consumption (Taha, 2012), fulfilment of unsatisfied 

basic needs (Mamat, Nasir, Zaifurin, & Nawang, 2016; Taha, 2012) and upgrading standard of 

living (Mahi Uddin, Chowdhury, & Ahmed, 2015; Mamat et al., 2016). The income approach to 

measure program success is the easiest to understand and the most widely used (Chamhuri, 

Karim, & Hamdan, 2012). However, there are cases whereby the programs fail to reach the 

intended objective especially to increase the beneficiariesô income (Ab Rahman et al., 2016, 

2014; Maaidah & Buang, 2016).  
 

The 2010 Malaysia Auditor-General's Report in Sinar Harian (30 October 2011) revealed 

that 37 or 54.4 per cent of the 68 audited projects under the economic clusters of the Poverty 

Eradication Project in Malaysia have failed to achieve their objectives. Among the identified 

weaknesses that influence the program failure are the low commitment of beneficiaries, lack of 

participation know-how, lack of cooperation received from suppliers and monitoring 

weaknesses. These issues were highlighted by the Ministry of Agriculture and Agro-Based 

Industries (2017) through the Azam Tani Program Effectiveness Assessment involving 377 

beneficiaries who participated since the program began in 2010 to 2016. The assessment results 

showed that, out of 20,217 beneficiaries of the program, only 11,826 (58.5 per cent) beneficiaries 

were able to successfully come out from poverty as shown in Figure 1. The measurement of 

beneficiariesô success in moving out of was through the use of the Poverty Line Income (PLI) as 

shown in Table 1. Beneficiaries who received an increased in income beyond the defined level of 

poverty line income are considered as being successful in achieving the programôs objective. 
 

 

 




