
Middle East Journal of Agriculture Research 
 Volume: 10 | Issue: 01| Jan. - March| 2021 

EISSN: 2706-7955   ISSN: 2077-4605 
DOI: 10.36632/mejar/2021.10.1.2  
Journal  homepage: www.curresweb.com 
Pages: 10-52 

 
 

Corresponding Author:  Martin Hilmi, Aston Postgraduate Research Society (APRS), Aston Business School 
(ABS), Aston University, 295 Aston Express Way, Birmingham B4 7EQ, United 
Kingdom. E-mail: hilmim@aston.ac.uk 

10 

Entrepreneurship in Farming: Small-Scale Farming and Agricultural Mechanization 
Hire Service Enterprises in Iraq 

 

Martin Hilmi  
 
Aston Postgraduate Research Society (APRS), Aston Business School (ABS), Aston University, 295 
Aston Express Way, Birmingham B4 7EQ, United Kingdom. 

Received: 25 November 2020 Accepted: 10 January 2021 Published: 15 January 2021 
 
ABSTRACT 
 
The main aim of the research was to attempt to better understand agripreneurship and agripreneurs’ 
characteristics in small-scale farming in Iraq. This involved researching the small-scale farm as an 
enterprise as well as focusing on a common farm enterprise: agricultural mechanization hire service 
enterprises. The nature of the research taken was primarily qualitative, based on three literature research 
and reviews as well as two series of key informant in-depth one-to-one interviews, and took a historical, 
exploratory and descriptive perspective, while taking an overall abductive research approach.The 
characteristics of agripreneurship and agripreneurs were identified along with historical and current 
contextual factors that have influenced and shaped agripreneurship and agripreneurs in Iraq. What 
emerged mainly was the strong community-based and social stance of agripreneurship and agripreneurs, 
the role of the public sector within agripreneurship and as an agripreneur, and the highly localized 
diversity of agripreneurship and agripreneurs and their uniqueness, this not only between the 18 
provinces of Iraq but also within the 18 provinces of Iraq. Consequently more research is required on 
agripreneurship and agripreneurs in Iraq, but in particular focused at the local level of the 18 provinces 
of Iraq, so as to attempt to better ascertain the diversity and uniqueness of agripreneurship and 
agripreneurs.  
 
Keywords: Entrepreneurship, Agriculture, Agripreneurship, Agripreneurs, Agricultural mechanization, 

Farm enterprise, Agricultural mechanization hire service enterprises, Hire service  
enterprise, Iraq.  

 
1. Introduction 

This research is the second in the series on entrepreneurship in farming in Iraq. The first research 
(see Hilmi, 2018a) was conducted in the Kurdistan Region of Iraq (KRI). Its main objective was 
exploratory, via a literature research and review methodology, to attempt to ascertain the status of 
knowledge on entrepreneurship in farming (agripreneurship and agripreneurs). This second research 
aims at ascertaining agripreneurship (farm-level entrepreneurship) and agripreneurs (farmers) in small-
scale farms in Iraq. In particular the main aim was to attempt to try to better understand agripreneurship 
and agripreneurs’ characteristics in small-scale farm enterprises and in small-scale farm-based 
agricultural mechanization hire service enterprises (AMHSEs), also commonly known as hire service 
enterprises. Researching agripreneurship and agripreneurs in both small-scale farms and in small-scale 
farm-based AMHSEs enabled cross-comparison of characteristics and hence provided for some degree 
of validity for such characteristics. The nature of the research taken was primarily qualitative, based on 
three literature research and reviews as well as two series of key informant in-depth one-to-one 
interviews, and took a historical, exploratory and descriptive perspective, while taking an overall 
abductive research approach.  
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2. Background to the research  
Iraq is facing a multiple combination of challenges: armed resurgence, the collapse in 

international oil prices, the spread of COVID-19, as well as persistent social and political turmoil 
(World Bank, 2020c). These factors have contributed, directly and indirectly, to ‘Iraq’s capacity to 
import food, since Iraq imports roughly 50 percent of the country’s food, leaving Iraq vulnerable to 
food shortages or major price increases’ (FAO, 2020b). But even though the Government of Iraq 
provided for the Iraq Reconstruction and Development Framework (IRFD), which contributes to the 
Iraq Vision 2030, the National Development Plan 2018–2022 (FAO, 2018) and a focused strategy on 
private sector development (2014-2030), over the last 13 years, ‘the consolidation of the rentier 
economy in parallel to the promotion of a neoliberal model, has created tensions between the two 
models: in particular, between the relative roles of the state and the private sector, as drivers of economic 
development, and consequently not enabling the process of sustainable economic development’ 
(Constantini, 2017).  

In terms of entrepreneurship in development and transitional settings there are commonly two 
major types: necessity-based entrepreneurship, also referred to as subsistence/survivalist 
entrepreneurship, located in ‘settings of poverty in which a new venture offers little in terms of the 
potential to significantly improve the entrepreneur’s life or that of the entrepreneur’s family, engaging 
in entrepreneurial activities out of necessity’ (Si et al., 2019). There are also the ‘opportunity-based 
entrepreneurs, those who make a decision to start their own businesses based on their ability to create 
or exploit an opportunity’ (Neck et al., 2018,). These are referred to as transformational entrepreneurs 
and commonly are in far smaller numbers than subsistence entrepreneurs and ‘strive for growth, 
generally run larger enterprises, provide relatively secure employment opportunities for others, are 
catalysts of innovation, job creation, productivity, and competitiveness’ (Seja, 2013).  

Entrepreneurs in conflict zones face ‘limited choices and/or mobility, their enterprises tend to be 
informal, ranging in size from a small family business to medium-size enterprises and in such conflict 
zones, commonly agripreneurship efforts comprise about 99 percent of businesses’ (Sullivan, 2017b). 
Further, and as per Iraq’s former centralized economy and its attempts to transition to a more liberal 
type of economy, can give rise to various typologies of entrepreneurship, pending on the stages of 
transition to a more liberal-style economy. Estrin et al., (2008), for example provides that in economic 
transition, the process can be divided into several stages and each stage will give rise to differing kinds 
of entrepreneurship: in the first stage of transition, where there are high levels of uncertainty, there will 
be one type of entrepreneurship, that will have little, if any, market and price information, disrupted 
supply of resources and the need for strong relations with networks1, while subsequent stages of 
transition, as a result of macroeconomic stabilization policies, will have more market information, less 
need for networks and better and improved price information, all leading to different types of 
entrepreneurship for the other transition stages. Moreover, entrepreneurship in developing countries 
diverges from that found in more mature economies: ‘market inefficiencies create more opportunities 
for entrepreneurial activities, situational influences, such as different degrees of market stability and 
consistency of products or services offered, provide additional prospects for entrepreneurship, and 
entrepreneurs in developing countries, usually satisfy consumers’ core needs better than in developed 
countries because of proximity to the market ’ (Sullivan, 2017a). Other differences are that 
‘entrepreneurs in developing countries minimize risk by operating several different businesses, and are 
usually self-financed or funded by money from friends and family’ (Sullivan, 2017a)2.  
 
 
 

                                                           
1 Challenges commonly faced by agripreneurs in transitional economies include ‘limited financial resources, 
limited understanding of the market economy and business practices, and limited use of market research for 
new product development’ (Sullivan, 2017b). 
 
2 Interestingly, Moradi et al., (2020) provide that in poverty contexts, within defined cultural, social and 
economic backgrounds, the relationship between entrepreneurship and poverty still requires further 
theorization  
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Agriculture entrepreneurship: Agripreneurship and the agripreneur  
Agriculture’s contribution to Iraqi’s GDP is small, circa five percent, but the sector employs 

around 12 million people, mainly located in rural areas, and who depend on agriculture for their 
livelihoods (FAO, 2017). Employment in agriculture is about 20 percent of total employment in Iraq3: 
for women, employment in agriculture amounted to about 44 percent of total women's employment, 
while for men this was 16 percent of total men's employment. The bulk of Iraq's agricultural output is 
attributed to small-scale farms and farmers. Most of the farms have a size of less than 10 hectares, often 
scattered over several plots, although the rain-fed farms of the north tend to be larger (averaging 10 to 
30 hectares) than the irrigated farms of the Centre-South (averaging 1 to 2.5 hectares) (FAO, 2017). 
The country’s irrigated agriculture is mostly found in the central and southern provinces and depends 
on the Tigris and Euphrates rivers for most of its water resources, while rainfed agriculture is practiced 
more in the northern provinces (FAO, 2018). Sharecropping is widespread and so are disputes over land 
rights(FAO, 2017). About 16 percent of Iraq (seven million hectares) is classified as arable land, of 
which about 5.9 million hectares are under irrigated or rainfed cropping (FAO, 2018). The main crops 
grown are wheat and barley, but also rice, dates, cotton, vegetables, fruits, legumes and alfalfa are 
produced, while livestock, representing one-third of the total value of agricultural production, is devoted 
to cattle, goats and sheep that supply meat, wool, milk and skins (FAO, 2018). 

In the context of agriculture, entrepreneurship research though, has not been given much 
consideration in general, and in Iraq in specific. This is somewhat perplexing, for example, as the 
founding fathers of modern entrepreneurship theory (Cantillon, Say, Mill) lived in a time where 
agricultural was the predominant sector (Alsos et al., 2012). One of the reasons for this, as provided by 
Lans et al., (2017), has been because traditionally ‘agriculture is seen as a low-tech industry with limited 
dynamics dominated by numerous small family farms which are mostly focused on doing things better 
rather than doing new things’. According to Fitz-Koch et al., (2017) and still Alsos et al., (2012) 
mainstream entrepreneurship research has largely overlooked the agricultural sector. Further Fitz-Koch 
et al. (2017), provide that ‘sector or industry specific research in entrepreneurship is rarely embraced 
and this is a notable limitation: it remains largely undertheorized and little understood’.  

The central idea of agriprenuership is ‘the right to use land and its resources for agriculture, 
forestry, and related activities that generate income’(Sullivan, 2017a). Agripreneurship is different from 
traditional entrepreneurship in that ‘modernization of agriculture is narrowly focused on highly 
specialized areas, efficiency, and productivity in farm management’ (Sullivan, 2017a). But is 
agripreneurship really different from entrepreneurship in other sectors? The answer is yes and no (Lans 
et al., 2017). Certain elements of entrepreneurship seem to be relatively universal, context independent, 
for example, the importance of opportunities, proactiveness, risk taking, and entrepreneurial self-
efficacy. Other elements are more dependent on the type and context of entrepreneurship (Lans et al., 
2017). Agricultural entrepreneurship (agripreneurship) shares many characteristics of ‘generic’ 
entrepreneurship, but also has its distinct features due to the specific context of the agricultural sector 
(Lans et al., 2017). According to Lans et al., (2017) a focus on the identification and pursuit of 
opportunities as the core of agricultural entrepreneurship emphasizes the creative, alert, proactive, and 
networking aspects of entrepreneurial activity. Hilmi (2018a) provides unique characteristics of 
agripreneurship as being : a profitable marriage of agriculture and entrepreneurship; directly-marketed 
agriculture; new methods, processes and techniques in agriculture; converts agricultural activity into an 
entrepreneurial activity; using a unique set of resources; rural; sustainable; community oriented; and 
improved livelihoods (see Table 1). Among the many definitions of agripreneurship, Mukembo & 
Edwards (2016) define it as ‘the application of entrepreneurial principles to identify, develop, and 
manage viable agricultural enterprises/projects optimally and sustainably for profit and improved 
livelihoods.’ Overall hence , agripreneurship ‘is a combination of agriculture and business, fosters agri-
entrepreneurs who innovate, identify markets, and satisfy needs by developing different ways of doing 
things, engage in a variety of activities in agriculture and related sectors’ (Sullivan, 2017a). 

Arafat et al., (2018) consider the determinants of becoming agripreneurs in terms of those who 
see entrepreneurial opportunities, are confident in their own skills and ability, have personal relationship 
or social networks with existing entrepreneurs, and have invested in others business. Additionally, fear 

                                                           
3 Agriculture provides to be the third largest employer after the oil sector and the public sector (USAID, 2020) 
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of failure or risk perception does not prevent people to becoming entrepreneurs. According to Sullivan 
(2017a) agripreneurs ‘actively engage in agriculture, use current technology to increase agricultural 
productivity, adopt new systems of operations, need to be innovative, take risks, and be proactive in 
identifying opportunities for success’. Gupta et al., (2013) found that agripreneurs have risk taking 
capacity, self-confidence, adoption propensity, communication skills, and a medium level of 
motivation. Hilmi (2018a) finds the characteristics of the agripreneur to be: foresight in working with 
natural resources and the constraints these can have, not only in the short term, but if abused, such 
natural resources can lose their productivity, hence must be sustainable in their use for the long term; 
combines indigenous knowledge with modern knowledge; can also work in a group of farmers; works 
within a food system and does not limit him or herself to any stage of the food system as can possibly 
add value (See Table 1). Ndedi (2017) defines agripreneurs as ‘innovators who drive change in the 
economy by serving new markets or creating new ways of doing things in the agriculture sector, thus, 
an agripreneur may be someone who undertakes a variety of activities in the agriculture sector in order 
to be an entrepreneur’.  

As per the above in terms of Agripreneurship and the agripreneur, and pertaining in specific to 
Iraq, Hilmi (2018a), found that more research was and is required on the subject matter. In this regard, 
Hilmi (2018a), conducted an extensive exploratory literature research and review, devoted to finding 
the unique characteristics of agripreneurship and agripreneurs in the KRI (see Table 1). However and 
interestingly all these unique characteristics found derived from literature not from the KRI or Iraq in 
specific.  
 
Table 1: Unique characteristics of agripreneurship and agripreneurs 

Agripreneurship Agripreneurs 

Profitable marriage of agriculture and 
entrepreneurship 
 

Has a special foresight with regards to resource and 
environmental constraints, to learn from others and his 
or her own past, according to modern and indigenous 
knowledge 

Directly-marketed agriculture 
Willing to make it (the faun business) more 
sustainable (in the long term) 

New methods. processes and techniques in 
agriculture 

Adopt new technologies to farming 

Converts agricultural activity into an entrepreneurial 
activity 

An individual or group with the right to use or exploit 
the land or other related elements required to carry out 
agricultural, forestry or mixed activities 

Using a unique set of resources 
Works within a food system, located in but not 
necessarily limited to, a rural location 

Rural 
Consider the full range of `agribusiness' opportunities 
within the extended food system 

Sustainable 
Creating new ways of doing things in the agriculture 
sector 

C'ommimity —oriented 
Utilizing innovative and sustainable production 
methods 

Improved livelihoods  
(Source: Hilmi, 2018a) 

The characteristics in Table 1 were used as a ‘guide’ in this research on Iraq for the literature 
research and review4, but also for primary field data and information collection, in terms of the key 
informant in-depth one-to-one interviews. Hence the aim and focus of this study was in particular to 
attempt to try and better understand agripreneurship and agripreneurs characteristics in small-scale farm 
enterprises and in small-scale farm-based AMHSEs. Consideration of both the farm as an enterprise 
and one of its enterprises, AMHE, provided to be ‘indicators’ of agripreneurship and of agripreneurs. 
The farm enterprise, regardless of its level of commercialization, is entrepreneurial (agriprenurial) as 
per Alsos et al., (2012), FAO (2015) and Njegomir et al., (2017) and further and to build on this, 

                                                           
4 Consideration of the fact that literature may be available in Arabic and Kurdish could possibly curtail inferences 
on the results to a wider population and as such it is recognized that a literature search of this nature was not 
exhaustive and that consequently it will be subject to ongoing iteration. 
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AMHSEs are fairly common in many farming settings around the world, regardless of the level of 
agricultural development and commercialization. Further an AMHSE can be considered as a form of 
‘diversification enterprise’5 and hence provide to be another possible good indicator of agripreneurship 
and agripreneurs at the farm level. Moreover considering agripreneurship and agripreneurs in both the 
farm enterprise and in farm-based AMHSE enabled the cross-comparison of agripreneurship and 
agripreneurs’ characteristics and hence provide for some degree of validity.  
 
3. Methodology  

In researching entrepreneurship in Iraq, and more specifically agripreneurship and agripreneurs, 
various perspectives were taken. This was because the origin of modern day entrepreneurship has strong 
historical, cultural, social, ethnic and economic backgrounds, defined to one country of origin and one 
social and economic development process, that then evolved into further and larger areas of the 
European continent and North America. Consequently, there are clear connotations and variations to 
the meaning of entrepreneurship that are spatially, culturally, socially and economically bound (Hilmi, 
2018a). So, for example, tracking the history of entrepreneurship in general and agripreneurship in 
specific in Iraq is fundamental to better understand the current day phenomena within the Iraqi context. 
It ‘ enables to better understand the complex web of social and institutional influences on 
entrepreneurship and develop a broader awareness of the impact of entrepreneurship over time: on 
individuals and on society as a whole’(Schramm, 2010). Further it facilitates probing ‘the varied nature 
of entrepreneurship, to understand the environments in which entrepreneurs have thrived, and, perhaps 
most importantly, to see patterns and understand the evolution of innovation and entrepreneurship 
throughout the years’ (Schramm, 2010). 

The time frame of the research was longitudinal and the nature of the research taken was 
historical, exploratory and descriptive, and the research approach taken was abductive. This enabled to 
‘move from theory to data (as in deduction) or data to theory (as in induction): an approach that moves 
back and forth, in effect combining deduction and induction’ (Saunders at al., 2016). The research 
design was a mainly qualitative abductive research method, where ‘empirical, in this context, meant it 
was interpretive because it needed to make sense of the subjective and socially constructed meanings’ 
(Saunders et al., 2016). Hence the research was interpretive because there was a need ‘to make sense 
of the subjective and socially constructed meanings expressed about the phenomenon being studied’ 
(Saunders et al., 2016) and also inductive so as to possibly ‘develop a richer theoretical (and practical) 
perspective that already exists in the literature’ (Saunders et al., 2016). 

In carrying out research at the field level in Iraq there are considerable challenges. Such 
challenges derive from, for example, the high diversity of Iraqi provinces, accessing rural and remote 
areas as well as closed farmer relational networks, the conveying of meaning and appropriate 
interpretation derived from interviews as well as security and safety. Interestingly, much of the same 
challenges were found by Desai (2009): ‘the common culture of people being reserved and not open to 
talking about their businesses to people who are not from their network and local area; difficulty in 
accessing rural and remote areas as per the security environment that is not conducive; and the high 
diversity in local areas between and within provinces’. In fact on this last point IOM (2017) provides 
much the same as ‘ Iraq is a very diverse country and this can be seen, for example, by the diversity 
portrayed in each of its 18 provinces’. 6  

So as to attempt to provide for such challenges, three literature reviews were carried out and two 
rounds of on-line in-depth one-to-one interviews with key informants were held. An initial brief 
literature research and review was conducted, using online databases of Agris, BASE, CORE, Google 
Scholar, RefSeek, ResearchGate and the World Bank e-library7. Following this an initial number of 11 
key informants were identified8, distributed in the northern, central and southern provinces of Iraq. Of 
the sample of 11 key informants identified, four key informants were interviewed (two from the 
northern province and one each for the central and southern provinces). The interviews were conducted 

                                                           
5 See FAO (2012) and FAO (2009) for examples of hire service enterprises as farm diversification enterprises  
6 This high diversity needs to be considered in terms of the research results as such findings may not be 
generalizable and inferable to a wider population  
7 The ini�al literature research and review was conducted in February 2019 
8 This sample was based on purposive sampling  



Middle East J. Agric. Res., 10(1): 10-52, 2021 
EISSN: 2706-7955   ISSN: 2077-4605                                             DOI: 10.36632/mejar/2021.10.1.2  

15 

via Skype and in English9. The interviews were semi-structured, centered around the main topics of 
entrepreneurship in Iraq, entrepreneurship in small-scale agriculture (agripreneurship and agripreneurs) 
and small-scale farm-based AMHSEs, and used as a form of interview guide, the characteristics found 
in Table 1. Following the key informant interviews a second and far more in-depth literature research 
and review was conducted10. The literature research used the online databases of BASE, CORE, 
Emerald, Elsevier, EBSCOhost, RefSeek, Google Scholar, JSTOR, Microsoft Academic, ProQuest, 
ResearchGate, Wiley online library and the World Bank e-library. A total number of 137 publications 
were reviewed and comprised mainly journal articles, but also included research reports, books, case 
studies, survey reports, published government policies , conference papers and presentations. The 
literature research followed a systematic and narrative perspective to possibly enable on the one hand a 
comprehensive background of understanding of past and current knowledge and on the other hand 
considering, importantly, inclusion and exclusion criteria11 in identifying pertinent literature, and the 
quality of the literature. This was followed by a second round of key informant semi-structured and 
unstructured interviews , where 27 key informants had been identified12 from the northern, central and 
southern provinces of Iraq. The interviews were conducted with the support of a translator for both 
Arabic and Kurdish. A total of 15 interviews were conducted via Skype and WhatsApp: six in the 
northern province, five in the central province and four from the southern province13. The interviews 
focused around the topics of entrepreneurship in Iraq, entrepreneurship in small-scale farming 
(agripreneurship and agripreneurs) and small-scale farm-based AMHSEs, and used as a form of prompt 
and interview guide, the characteristics found in Table 1. Each interview was recorded and integrally 
transcribed. Following this a third in-depth literature research and review was conducted14. The 
literature research used the online databases of BASE, CORE, Emerald, Elsevier, EBSCOhost, Google 
Scholar, JSTOR, Microsoft Academic, ProQuest, ResearchGate, Wiley online library, and the World 
Bank e-library. A total number of 64 publications were reviewed and comprised mainly journal articles, 
but also included research reports, books, case studies, survey reports, published government policies, 
conference papers and presentations. The same inclusion and exclusion criteria in identifying pertinent 
literature, and the quality of the literature were used as in the second literature review.  

The analysis of information and data collected, was provided via thematic analysis, and used as 
a starting point the characteristics provided in Table 1 , as these were considered as ‘codes’. For 
example, if the word innovation was found more than twice in terms of agripreneurship and agripreneurs 
in both small-scale farming and in small-scale farm-based AMHSEs, then this word would be 
considered to be relevant. However along the research path other codes were found over and above as 
those provided in Table 1. Careful attention was paid to these, and in an iterative manner, data and 
information was analysed again, using such new codes found. From this analysis themes were derived. 
In terms of assessing research quality, reliability and validity, a qualitative stance was taken, hence 
trustworthiness and credibility criteria (Bryman & Bell, 2011) were used for the findings. For example, 
for the key informant interviews, both triangulation and respondent validation were provided for. 

  
4. Findings from the literature review  
The current background and context in Iraq 

The World Bank Doing Business Index 2019 showed Iraq to be ranked at 171st place out of 190, 
while the same index in 2020 showed Iraq ranked at 172nd place (World Bank, 2019a, World Bank, 
2020b). Some of the major issues provided by the Index for Iraq were ‘obtaining credit, starting a 
business formally and trading across borders’ (World Bank, 2019, World Bank, 2020b). The Iraqi 

                                                           
9 The interviews were conducted in April 2019 
10 The second literature research and review was conducted between May to September 2019  
11 The quality criteria set for selecting the literature for review were: the relevance to the subject matter; 
conceptual/theoretical-based research; provides differing theoretical ideas; primary source-based (credibility; 
reliability; ecological validity); secondary source –based; location; derived from an identified and reliable source 
(scientific journal publisher, reputation of publisher); date of publication (not older than 70 years); and peer 
review conducted. 
12 This sampling was based on purposive sampling  
13 The interviews were conducted between March and June 2020 
14 The third literature research and review was conducted between July and November 2020 
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private sector15 is composed of ‘a small number of large companies, a number of small and medium-
sized enterprises and a relatively large number of micro-enterprises(Bertelsmann Stiftung, 2018) and 
reflects ‘the import-based structure of the Iraqi economy: sole proprietorship or family partnership 
prevails and most domestic businesses operate in retail/wholesale trade, construction and transportation 
services’ (Constantini 2017). Since 2008, ‘there has been a further shift from productive sectors, 
manufacturing and services, to an import-based private sector, estimated to represent almost 60 percent 
of the entire spectrum in 2011’ (Constantini 2017). Enterprises are ‘mainly cash based and banking 
finance is not accessible to all, expect the largest companies, and even there, limited to bank overdrafts’ 
(DeWaver, 2106). Thus Iraq’s private sector is not yet able to ‘generate the investment and enterprise 
growth that is needed to create employment and reduce Iraq’s high level of dependence on oil revenue 
and public sector employment’ 16 (World Bank, 2018). In fact investment and private business are 
‘hampered by security concerns, outdated legislation, widespread corruption, and a crumbling 
infrastructure’ (Bertelsmann Stiftung,2018). Further the private sector has ‘insufficient knowledge on 
global and regional markets, an absence of constructive public-private sector dialogue, and unfair 
competition from the public sector’(Bertelsmann Stiftung,2018). Hence and overall Iraq’s 
‘unfavourable business environment constrains private sector activity’ (World Bank, 2020c).  

Within this context, the Iraqi entrepreneur thus finds a long list of challenges. These, as provide 
by Desai (2009), derive both from a historical and current perspective and are attributable to the ‘long 
history of public intervention and management of the economy, public sector distribution channels, 
tribal economic networks, high taxes on private enterprises, high attractiveness of working for the public 
sector, formalization of enterprises and related public capture, lack of entrepreneurial incentives, low 
levels of modern entrepreneurial culture, lack of access to financing, financing on reasonable loan terms, 
appropriate usage and access to microfinance, access to infrastructure, and lack of competitive culture 
in particular in rural areas and informal payments’. Further, Beist & Wyss (2019) provide for a start-up 
friendliness index (SFI) for Iraq, based on four cities: Baghdad, Basra, Erbil and Sulaymaniyah 
compared to other nine cities in the middle east and north African region and 10 cities from Asia, Latin 
America and sub-Saharan Africa. The four Iraqi cities rate lowest on the 81 key indicators under six 
domains (human capital, access to finance, liveliness of start-up scene, infrastructure quality, political 
and legal system, and market conditions).  

However, since 2014, there have been efforts to encourage the private sector, for example with a 
strategy on private sector development for the period 2014-2030. In this strategy the following was 
foreseen: ‘i) provide advisory, counselling, business planning training and networking services; 
ii)establish a fund to provide seed capital, soft financing and loan guarantees; iii) establish a special 
programme to create business opportunities for the private sector; iv)development of industrial zones, 
business incubators and business development services; and v) establish a dedicated unit to foster 
gender awareness and gender inclusion in private business and a public awareness campaign’. However, 
even though this seems a viable strategy, it has not concretely delivered for private sector development. 
Further ‘externally promoted policies and interventions for the development of the private sector in Iraq 
have targeted small- and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs), but their capacity to reach and empower 
SMEs remains dubious’ (Constantini 2017). Thus, and overall, it seems private sector development is 
a major challenge as per the ‘numerous regulations dependent on personal relations between private 
parties and dominant families, who hold key positions in political parties and government, and as such 
make the market in Iraq more a 'limited access order' than a 'free market' and consequently leading to 
'elite capture' (Jongerden et al., 2018). 

Further over the past seven decades ‘Iraq's economy has undergone a number of profound 
changes many of which have had significant implications for the manner in which the country's informal 
economy has evolved’(Looney, 2006). The only part of the economy to have survived ‘both the Hussein 

                                                           
15 The general population commonly lacks trust in the private sector. This derives from the times of the Hussein’s 
regime, where large parts of the population ‘did not benefit from private economic activities, which mostly 
operated in the informal economy or in collusion with the ruling élite and this resulted and fuelled a general 
distrust of private enterprises and their representative bodies, which has continued well past the demise of the 
regime in 2003’ (Constan�ni 2017)  
16 Iraq’s high oil dependency provides for ‘low labour intensity: in other words, the oil sector provides few jobs 
relative to its size’(Al-Haboby, 2014). 
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regime and the post-2003 attempt for formal economic liberalization, during the period of high 
instability and insurgency, is the country's informal economy’ (Looney, 2006). Many micro, small and 
medium-sized enterprises (MSMEs)in Iraq are ‘informal and have chosen not to comply with the legal 
and regulatory framework because it is poorly enforced or irrelevant’(White, 2012), and consequently 
about ‘65 percent of the labour force is employed informally’ (Chen & Harvey, 2017).  

The Human Development Index in 2017 and in 2019, ranked Iraq at the 120th position out of 189 
countries(UNDP, 2018 & 2019). GDP per capita was ‘US$6,700, of which food expenditure from 
income was about 35 percent, and about three million people were food insecure, while 27.8 percent of 
the population were undernourished and about four million were internally displaced’ (OECD & FAO, 
2018). FAO et al., (2020) further provides that in Iraq ‘the millions of people who are food insecure are 
in need of assistance as the undernourished are on the rise again’. This has provided for an increase in 
poverty over the past eight years (World Bank, 2018) and there are ‘large spatial differences in poverty 
across, and within, the provinces of Iraq’ (Rohwerder, 2015). As reported by Rohwerder (2015) in 2012 
‘3.9 percent of people in Iraq are living in extreme poverty, while 18.9 percent lived below the national 
poverty line with greater rural poverty than urban poverty and in 2011, 11.6 percent of people in Iraq 
were multi-dimensionally poor’. The World Bank (2020c) ‘estimates that poverty levels will increase 
between 14.4 to 18.7 percent’. High poverty rates are attributed to ‘political instability, massive 
bureaucracy, high unemployment rate, a decline in the education level, internal displacement and 
rampant corruption’ (Bertelsmann Stiftung,2018). In terms of employment the public sector is the 
‘predominant employer in Iraq and the role of the formal private sector is marginal’ 17(World Bank, 
2018).  

Commonly food production and food security in developing countries is limited by many factors, 
for example, the characteristics of natural resources (soil, water, vegetation, climate, socio-economic 
conditions), and climatic variations have an additional impact by accentuating these limiting factors 
(Alwan et al., 2019). In Iraq, what contributes to food production and food security limitations are the 
lack of agricultural credit, dependable water resources, subsidies on input prices and output prices, the 
monopoly on imported goods (wheat, rice, edible oil and pulses), agricultural services, weak farmer 
organization at the local level, little private investment framework and land tenure issues (FAO et al., 
2020).  

In Iraq, agricultural production is nearly all for domestic markets, and imports far exceed 
exports(USAID, iMMAP & FAO, 2016). With the exception of dates, agricultural exports are minimal 
and have been of comparatively little value in contrast with imports (USAID, iMMAP & FAO, 2016). 
The rapid growth in population, in the past three decades, its increasing urbanization and related 
migration from rural to urban areas (Jongerden et al., 2018), combined with limited arable land and ‘a 
general stagnation in agricultural productivity, has steadily increased dependence on imports to meet 
domestic food needs since the 1960s’ (Schnepf, 2003). ‘By 1980 Iraq was importing about half of its 
food supply, but by 2002, between 80 and 100 percent of many basic staples, such as wheat, rice, sugar, 
vegetable oil, and protein meals were imported’ (Schnepf, 2003). FAO & WB (2012) found that ‘the 
agricultural sector’s low productivity and growth rates, insufficient maintenance and funding have 
degraded agricultural services and physical infrastructure, particularly the irrigation network.’ Further 
in terms of water ‘Iraq is heavily dependent on external water resources that are generally not subject 
to cross–border agreements, and the country faces decreased water inflows and increased salinity that 
negatively affect agriculture, drinking water, and the ecological balance in marshland areas’ (FAO & 
WB, 2012).  

In rural and remote areas, the traditional small-scale family farm is the dominant unit of 
production and farming families make up the main part of the rural population (Jongerden et al., 2019). 
As per Alsos et al., (2013) the household, in fact, seems to have a profound influence on the start-up 
ambitions and resources of a new venture. The ‘majority of households do not have bank accounts and 
their savings, mainly held in US dollars, are kept in private safes’ (DeWeaver, 2016). Most farmers 
cultivate a single crop per year, with the exception of some of the areas where irrigation is available 
and ‘crop production constitutes the largest subsector, equal to 75 percent of agricultural income, 

                                                           
17 For example ‘from 1958 to 1977, the number of state employees grew from 20,000 to 580,000 with an 
addi�onal 230,000 in the armed forces and 200,000 pensioners. This meant that as much as 40 percent of 
households were directly dependent on the state for their livelihood’ (Abdullah, 2006) 
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livestock is the second largest subsector with 13.5 million heads of cattle, goats, and sheep, and an 
additional 39 million heads of poultry, and that beekeeping produced natural honey, beehives and wax 
that contributed IQD 53 billion (USD 45 million) towards Iraq’s GDP in 2007’(FAO, 2017). 

Agriculture’s capacity to feed the population and its role in the economy has been heavily 
affected by its seemingly low productivity, however this is contended by Jongerden et al., (2019) which 
provide that ‘productivity is not the issue, but cheap imports from Iran and Turkey, market access, 
marketing and labour shortages’. In terms of labour, Al-Haboby (2014) provides that ‘smaller 
agriculture and food processing sectors are very labour intensive and significantly exceed the average 
economywide labour intensity . For example within agriculture, cereal production employs the most 
people relative to its added value, followed by fruits and vegetables and livestock’, but as provided by 
Jongerden et al., (2018) there is also a problem of overall labour supply in the agricultural sector.  

In terms of farming, Jongerden et al., (2018) provide that ‘Iraqi farmers are not competitive 
compared to their neighbouring peers (in terms of price and quality) and as such there is little economic 
incentive for farmers to be involved in farming’. The main challenges to farming as provided by 
Jongerden et al., (2018) are ‘public policy focused mainly on supporting large wheat farmers and not 
providing for a conducive investment environment, for example to invest in food processing enterprises; 
unclear requirements for registering and closing businesses; license requirements; limited 
communications infrastructure; difficult access to finance; a non–competitive business environment 
that lacks transparent and clear legal frameworks for rules–based market competition; and agricultural 
data not being available, and when available is disorganised, intermittent and outdated.’ Further farmers 
provide that the ‘government may want them to produce more, but that they see no possibility to sell 
the produce if they do so’ (Jongerden et al., 2018). There are also other challenges, for example: 
harvesting methods which damage the product; inappropriate packing, packaging and storage; poor 
storage conditions; lack of cold storage; non-viable transport conditions; and lack of food safety as per 
the over use of pesticides’ (Jongerden et al., 2018). 

In terms of food marketing, the public distribution system (PDS) is a public food programme 
established by the Hussein regime, in an attempt to counteract the effects of sanctions on the civilian 
population in Iraq (Schnepf, 2003). This system was later expanded, under the United Nations Oil For 
Food Program (OFFP), but as a result ‘made Iraq’s trade dependence nearly complete for many basic 
foodstuffs, and by early 2003 nearly 60 percent of Iraq’s population was totally dependent on imports 
via the OFFP’ (Schnepf, 2003). Following the demise of the regime in 2003, the PDS continued, but 
‘kept prices of food products low, not providing incentives for farmers to produce, however without the 
PDS, many people would become food insecure’ (Schnepf, 2003). FAO & WB (2012) provide that the 
PDS has ‘challenges regarding: the quality and quantity of items; inefficiencies in the distribution 
system; limited access to the population due to the lack of security; and weaknesses in procurement and 
financial management, which has left the system vulnerable to waste, theft and corruption’. In particular 
there was ‘a lack of targeting of the food ration to the poorest segments of Iraq’s population, and the 
high dependence on the PDS, as a major source of food, is inherently a source of vulnerability as 
disruptions in food distribution often leads to acute food insecurity’(FAO & WB, 2012). Still the World 
Bank (2018) and FAO,(2020b) find that the PDS continues to suffer from ‘severe inefficiencies, but 
remains the primary safety net for the poor and mounting fiscal pressure has already begun to place 
stress on the nation’s PDS, which provides food entitlements to almost all of the country’s population 
as Iraq primarily depends on imports to fulfil the basket of food entitlements’. The PDS currently 
provides rationed wheat flour, rice, vegetable oil and sugar to citizens (FAO et al., 2020).  

One example of the PDS and its operations, can be found in the national wheat supply. In Iraq, 
the Ministry of Trade supports wheat producers through a guaranteed price scheme(OECD & FAO, 
2018), but the high prices paid by government for this domestic crop ‘ has distorted the market, thus 
limiting private sector innovations’ (FAO, 2018). Further most farmers are not paid on a regular basis 
for their grain contributions to the PDS. Instead of paying farmers, the government is ‘handing out 
‘unpaid checks’, (IOUs) with no clear settlement date, ‘guaranteeing’ that the farmers’ payments are 
with the government and can be collected at a later date, but effectively depriving them of immediate 
income’ (Mathieu-Comtois, 2017). This lack of agricultural assistance to farmers threatens food 
security and economic recovery (Mathieu-Comtois, 2017) and along with the ‘recent analysis of satellite 
based time series data, shows farmers in Iraq having problems to maintain high intensity agriculture’ 
(Eklund et al. 2017). 
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Summary of findings  
In summary, in terms of current contextual aspects, that affect directly and indirectly 

entrepreneurship in general and agripreneurship and agripreneurs in particular, are the uncertain 
economic outlook, lack of stability and security, an unfavourable business enabling environment, a 
large informal economy, unfair competition between the public and private sector, increasing levels of 
spatially diverse poverty, and food insecurity and unemployment. In terms of the agricultural sector in 
specific, farm production suffers from low agricultural productivity and lack of intensity, labour 
shortages, lack of support, market access and marketing for both domestic and export markets, a large 
dependency on imported agri-food products and the PDS. All these factors contribute to providing few 
incentives for farming at the small-scale level.  

 
The historical background and context in Iraq 

Iraq is historically ‘an agricultural country with rural tribal relations playing a fundamental role 
in the dynamics of the sector’ (Caesar, 1960). About ‘10,000 years ago, nomadic peoples travelled with 
their animals through Mesopotamia, searching for food and water, where they also began setting up 
permanent villages in the northern foothills’ (Fast, 2010) and began agriculture. Agricultural potential 
in Iraq, still today , as in ancient Mesopotamia, has always been mainly reliant on state intervention, 
climate, irrigation18 and geography (Ellis, 1976). In fact the particular geography of Iraq ‘defines the 
lifestyle of the agricultural community: it preordains the location of settlements and of the routes 
between them and extremes of temperature and abrupt changes in landscape divide the area into very 
distinct environments19, and consequently the different zones favour or impose different lifestyles’ 
(Postgate, 1992).  

Early settled populations in Mesopotamia, as provided by Postgate (1992) , Black (2004), 
Charvat (2002), Hunt (2005) and Nissen & Heine, (2009), for example, lived on agriculture, provided 
for food storage, used initially sledges for transport and later put the wheel to use in manufacturing 
pottery and for transportation and over time, developed the plough and later the seed plough20. The 
surplus from agricultural production, along with other goods, such as textiles and pottery, for example, 
were commercialized using animal loading as well as animal drawn carts. This added to productivity 
and thus promoted commerce. ‘More than mere barter, trade, or plunder, it was the organization and 
regulation of transactions, trade, and surplus commodities that constituted true commerce’ (Black, 
2004) and importantly the written ‘accounting’ that accompanied such trade, in the form of ‘clay tags’ 
‘ (Black, 2004). ‘Mesopotamian people were compelled to cooperate extensively between phases of 
ruinous havoc and hopeful cultivation’ (Black, 2004). ‘Survival and prosperity accrued to those who 
could work together, store grain and commodities, trade, and plan between unpredictable river cycles. 
Success at some point pushed beyond subsistence to surplus. The surplus made all the difference to 
economic development’ (Black, 2004). 

The two rivers of the ‘Tigris and the Euphrates provided the irrigation that made life possible for 
those inhabiting the flat, dry plains through which they flow, uniting the populations of the north and 
south and giving them a common interest in controlling the rivers and their tributaries’ (Marr, 2017). 
The two water ways also provided to be facilitation paths for trade and communication, but without 
‘dams, barrages, and artificial drainage systems, the rivers cannot support continuous agriculture and 
whenever such an organized system has existed, the country between the two rivers has flourished; 
when it has not, decline, unrest, and turmoil have often resulted’(Marr, 2017). In fact by using ‘extensive 

                                                           
18 ‘Babylon, the area between modern Baghdad and the head of the Persian Gulf—always had to rely on 
artificial irrigation, while the northern part of modern Iraq, could largely do without’ (Nissen & Heine, 2009) 
19 Iraq has five agro-clima�c zones: ‘ arid, cool winter, very warm summer (ACZ 1 represent about 48.8 % of the 
total area); arid, mild winter, very warm summer (ACZ 2 about 36.8 % of the total area); semi-arid, cool winter, 
very warm summer (ACZ 3 about 8.8 % of the total area); semi-humid to Mediterranean, cool winter, very warm 
summer (ACZ 4 about 4.2 % of the total area); and very humid to humid, cold to cool winter, warm summer (ACZ 
5 about 1.4 % of the total area) (Alwan et al., 2019). 
20 ‘The economy could be characterized as a ‘broad-spectrum’ enterprise weaving a wide range of subsistence 
activities, some of them of fairly complex nature: intensive agriculture with genetic manipulation of plants and 
artificial irrigation, food-gathering, animal husbandry, and hunting’ (Charvat, 2002).  
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irrigation canals, the Sumerians brought agriculture to the desert between the Tigris and Euphrates 
rivers. Unfortunately, this eventually resulted in the over salinization of the land and made it unfit for 
cultivation even today. They carefully planned and engineered patterns of dams and dikes and 
developed a reliable calendar, all of which further aided in successful farming ‘ (Hunt, 2005). But to 
create an ‘efficient network of canals and to maintain them against rapid silting-up were and are clearly 
colossal and unending tasks which require large labour forces and the cooperation of many communities 
– factors which contain the germs of both local strife and political unity’ (Roux, 1992). However this 
is not all: ‘year after year, a grave danger threatened the Mesopotamian farmer: in flat, low-lying areas, 
salt brought by irrigation and collected in the water-table lies just beneath the surface and if no artificial 
drainage is installed – and it seems that such drainage was unknown in antiquity – fertile fields become 
sterile in a comparatively short time, and in this way, throughout history, pieces of land of ever-
increasing size had to be abandoned and reverted to deserts’ (Roux, 1992).  

The (modern)word entrepreneurship finds it origins in the French language, in particular the 
words ‘entre’ (between) and ‘prendre’ (to take), (Barringer & Duane , 2016) to mean a ‘go between’ or 
a ‘between-taker’ (Coulter, 2003). The term was first used by Richard Cantillon, an economist of the 
seventeenth century, to define a person who took risks in pursuing opportunities, (Casson et al., 2008). 
However, there are also much earlier Mesopotamian words for entrepreneurship: the ‘Sumerian word 
damgar, and the Babylonian word tamkarum usually translated as ‘merchant’ or by Babylonian times, 
‘entrepreneur’ (Hudson, 2010). In fact as per Hudson, (2010) ‘ it is now recognized that most of the 
techniques that would become basic commercial practices in classical antiquity were already developed 
in the third millennium BC in the temples and palaces of the Bronze Age Near East’. In fact ‘money, 
along with uniform weights, measures, and prices needed for account-keeping and annual reports, the 
charging of interest and profit-sharing arrangements between public institutions and private merchants, 
which ranged from long-distance trade to leasing land, to workshops, and to retail beer-selling 
concessions,’ (Hudson, 2010) were all present.  

The history of enterprise in antiquity falls into two periods as provided by Hudson (2010): ‘the 
first is the development of economic practices in Mesopotamia circa 3500–1200 BC21, but by the end 
of antiquity there was a gain-seeking shift away from productive enterprise to land acquisition22, usury, 
profiteering from political office, and extraction of foreign tribute by force; the second is the 
development of import trade, as southern Mesopotamia was in a uniquely resource-dependent position: 
Its land consisted of rich alluvial soil deposited by rivers over the millennia, but lacked copper, tin, lapis 
and other stone, or even much hardwood and these materials were obtained from distant sites ranging 
from the Iranian plateau to central Anatolia.’23 Even though trade extended back into the Palaeolithic, 
‘but modern tribal experience and logic suggest that the most archaic trade probably occurred via 
reciprocal gift exchange, whose primary aim was to promote cohesion among the community’s 
members, and peaceful relations among chiefs of neighbouring tribes’ (Hudosn, 2010). The great leap 
of ‘profit-seeking’ was such a breaking of conventions that ‘initially it seems to have been conducted 
mainly in association with public institutions, at least nominally: the first documented ‘households’ to 
be economically managed were those of Mesopotamia’s temples’ (Hudosn, 2010). Thus ‘merchants and 
entrepreneurs first emerged in conjunction with the public temples and palaces of Mesopotamia and the 
institutional context was conducive to long-term growth’ (Hudosn, 2010). Some of the most common 
forms of entrepreneurship, apart from farming, was in the transport and marketing of commodities as 
well as a management enterprise as it ‘ had to establish market relations among the rural areas where 
cultivators had to pay rent, taxes, and fees for irrigation and other necessities, and the urban areas where 
commodities were needed, and the temple and royal institutions that needed cash or bulk deliveries to 
support their personnel’ (Wunsch, 2010). 

The arrival of Islam in Mesopotamia was highly influential and it penetrated the ‘existing 
institutions and ideas, transforming both but being transformed itself’ (Polk, 2006) and the religion 

                                                           
21 What is most important for ‘society is the institutional set of rules and social values that govern how 
entrepreneurs gain wealth’ (Hudson, 2010).  
22 ‘Throughout antiquity a person’s landownership was the criterion on which his political, fiscal, and social 
status was based. Land provided for a family’s basic self-sufficiency and supported dependents and clients’ 
(Wunsch, 2010).  
23 ‘The largest archives dealing with entrepreneurs are from Neo-Babylonian times’ (Hudson, 2010). 
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premediated ‘the self-identity’ (Hunt, 2005) of Mesopotamian peoples. The first two centuries of Islam 
in Mesopotamia provided for centralized institutions in mainly urban centres, the creation of social and 
fiscal structures, a salaried administration which created demands for goods, the revitalization of 
agriculture, in particular with more secure land rights and irrigation infrastructure and the more 
industrious use of the Tigris and the Euphrates as water ways for the transport of grains and other food 
stuffs (Kennedy, 2011). In this period there was a surge in agricultural development, provided mainly 
by the Islamic fiscal system, more secure land holdings, irrigation systems that enabled the cultivation 
of more land, the use of water ways for transport and the wider development and diffusion of urban 
food markets (Kennedy, 2011). Van Bavel (2016) provides that in the ‘eighth and ninth centuries AD 
there was a cyclical pattern of increasing freedom, growing factor markets, and economic growth—and 
then a turn into a negative decline , with increasing social polarization, institutional sclerosis, markets 
that become increasingly skewed towards the interests of market elites, and economic growth stagnating 
and turning into relative or absolute decline’. As these markets thus became ‘distorted, and elements of 
extra-economic coercion became more important, this led to the retreat of ordinary people from the 
market, and it made economic investments less attractive, thus being at the root of the subsequent 
economic stagnation and decline’ (Van Bavel, 2016). This cyclical pattern, not only resembles past 
patterns of Mesopotamian history, as previously described, but interestingly very much the same aspects 
of the elites taking over the economy were also found, for example, during Saddam Hussein’s rule, 
where a survival strategy for the elites was a ‘ policy of narrow sectarianism and the establishment of a 
tribal hierarchy, where favouritism in granting government contracts, appointments and gifts’ 
(Abdullah, 2006) was provided. The result of this meant that much of the ‘entrepreneurship’ conducted 
was ,completely dependent on the state’ (Abdullah, 2006). This aspect further pushed the non-elites to 
revert to survival strategies of ‘ fall back on sub-national or primary forms of association such as family, 
clan, and the neighbourhood mosque’ (Abdullah, 2006). This consequently provided an increased 
accent on the informal economy as ‘both the elites of the regime as well as overall society depended on 
smuggling to keep scarcity within semi-manageable levels’ (Abdullah, 2006). This in turn was a 
reinforcing cycle as ‘a flourishing black market served to foster a network of powerful interests running 
from the sons of influential figures (headed by Saddam’s son Udai) to merchants, sanctions-profiteers 
and intermediaries as ‘the sanctions’ main impact was to empower the already powerful and impoverish 
the victims and opponents of the regime ‘ (Abdullah, 2006). These events, yet again, were very much 
the same as those found in Mesopotamia in the eighth and nineth centuries AD, where the market elites 
used the economic wealth they had accumulated in order to acquire more social and political leverage, 
thus making the societal context in which markets functioned less equitable. Thus clearly throughout 
the long history of Iraq, there seems to be this constant cyclical pattern reaching until modern times.  

This cycle though had inherent reinforcing factors , as provided by Haddad (2011): ‘tribalism has 
always been a part of Iraq. For example ‘in 1958, tribalism was considered a regressive phenomenon 
by successive political elites, however, the fact is that Republican Iraq had to reinvent the tribes’ place 
in the Iraqi nation-state and, despite the rhetoric, never seriously tried to eradicate Iraqi tribalism’ 
(Haddad, 2011). Later regimes, ‘beginning with Abdul Salam Arif ’s, became increasingly reliant on 
tribal networks for their support and stability and this increased under Saddam Hussein’s watch and 
peaked in the 1990s.’ (Haddad, 2011). In fact as per the sanctions regime in the 1990s and per the 
‘economic meltdown, the obliteration of the middle class, the collapse of the Iraqi education system, 
the humanitarian cost, the increased isolation from the outside world, only but served to exacerbate pre-
existing divisions in Iraqi society’(Haddad, 2011). The reasons for this sectarian identity was ‘due to a 
variety of factors such as the salience of religious identity in general in the 1990s Iraq, the retreat of 
state nationalism, the legacy of sectarian division in distant and recent history and perhaps above all 
else (for many Shias at least) the memory of 1991 which distanced a vast proportion of Shias from the 
state more than ever before’ (Haddad, 2011). But Shia and Sunni are not monolithic groups; rather they 
are themselves ‘dissected by various social, economic and political categories that in themselves may 
unite Sunnis and ‘Shias on the basis of, for example, class or political ideology’(Haddad, 2011).  

The previously described historical cyclical patterns had an effect on the agricultural sector and 
related commercialization of produce and hence entrepreneurial motivation and drive. Investments, 
taxation (formal and informal), rural-urban divide, land expropriation, landownership, salinization, 
irrigation systems, and climate change, for example, were all issues that agripreneurs had to face. Within 
this there were both internal and external country factors that contributed to first the rise of agricultural 



Middle East J. Agric. Res., 10(1): 10-52, 2021 
EISSN: 2706-7955   ISSN: 2077-4605                                             DOI: 10.36632/mejar/2021.10.1.2  

22 

productivity and trade and then to its stagnation and decline. ‘Iraq has suffered from a vicious cycle in 
which the lack of law, order, security, and social control created opportunities and incentives for the 
development and consolidation of alternative power centres, which, in turn, generated enormous 
resources and vested interests in ensuring that law, order, security and social control were not 
established’ (Williams, 2009).  

As per the above in ancient as well as in modern times, land as a factor of farm production, its 
ownership, and ownership stability have always been an issue in Iraq. In the more modern era, the ‘land 
Law of 1858 and from the Vilayet Law of 1864 attempted to create security in land tenure, in hope of 
creating a more settled, stable and productive agricultural sector that could attract investments’ (Tripp, 
2007). In fact, much of the ‘population was not settled in the 1870-1880s as they were nomadic and 
there was insufficient development of agriculture: only 1 out of 10 cultivable lands was in use, and only 
1 in 10 of the population was settled’ (Çetinsaya, 2006). ‘The most important social and economic 
changes in the later Ottoman period were the gradual spread of settled or sedentary agriculture, and 
concurrently the decline in the cohesion of the tribe as a unit’ (Sluglett, 2007, Polk, 2006). Agriculture 
‘became a profitable activity and not simply as a means of subsistence unit, the relationship of the tribe 
to the land changed. Settled agriculture and extended civilisation have tended to disintegrate the tribe 
and to weaken the influence of the shaykhs (chiefs)’ (Sluglett, 2007).  

However with the opening of the Suez canal, within a few years, there was an enormous increase 
in the export of agricultural goods (Ceylan, 2011). In fact by the early 1910s ‘ Iraq’s main exports were 
agricultural products: dates, wheat, barley, wool, hides, and livestock’ (Çetinsaya, 2006). Under the 
British mandate in the 1920s, King Faisal ‘founded the first agricultural college in 1926 and the 
establishment of a ministry of agriculture in 1927’ (Allawi, 2014). In the early years of independent 
Iraq, early 1930s, agriculture was a source of livelihood, government revenues but also ‘ the root of 
tribal unrest because of the transition from a society based on tribal organization and values to one based 
on settled agriculture and the emergence of a state’ (Marr, 2017). Hence , throughout the 1930s of 
independent Iraq, the focus was on ‘fixing rights of land ownership and tenure to encourage investment 
in agriculture and expansion of cultivated land and was epitomised in the Land Settlement Law of 1932’ 
(Marr, 2017). The intent of the law had been ‘to safeguard the tribesman against alienation of the land, 
but except in a few areas, it was in fact used by urban investors and tribal chiefs to secure legal title and 
to reduce the tribesmen to the status of sharecropping tenants. Far from ameliorating the problem, the 
law spurred intense competition for land titles, which played a major role in stirring up tribal insurgence. 
The scramble for the land was accompanied by the gradual dispossession of the peasant’ (Marr, 2017). 
And by the late 1930s the ‘growth of a new oligarchy of landlords, urban entrepreneurs, and politicians 
was well under way’ (Marr, 2017). In the middle and late 1940s, the function of state promoted ‘land 
settlements based on the model of small family or independent farms, with the main intent of absorbing 
a relative surplus population in the countryside, making it responsible for its own subsistence and 
keeping it away from the cities’ (Pursley, 2019).  

However, in the 1950s oil revenue become predominant, ‘providing 65 percent of government 
revenues, while agriculture provided for only three percent’ (Tripp, 2007) and most agriculture was still 
practiced by primitive methods. ‘The majority of the population continued to work in agriculture under 
conditions which became increasingly oppressive with the result that rural to urban migration became 
the most significant demographic feature of the 1950s and 1960s’ (Sluglett, 2007). By 1958, ‘70 percent 
of the population still earned a living in agriculture, but they produced only 30 percent of Iraq’s income’ 
(Marr, 2017). Before the revolution of 1958, most of the agricultural land was concentrated in the hands 
of a few powerful landowners (Marr, 2017, Alnasrawi, 2010) and feudalism was the dominant on 
agricultural production, transformation and trade(Caesar, 1960). The feudal system chief ‘used to 
manage large lands through servants who were in charge of production and handling of production 
inputs used in farming, but the 1958 agrarian reform in Iraq meant a revolution in the agricultural sector 
as the feudal lands were divided among the peasants, and the feudal lords lost, in the light of the 
Agrarian Reform Law, their total control and leadership on agricultural sector24. On the one hand, more 

                                                           
24 Yet s�ll in 2014 as reported by Telleria et al., (2014):’ the tribal influence remains very much powerful within 
the countryside and in the cities, affecting the formation of private firms and all community working in the 
agricultural sector’. 
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social justice was achieved, but on the other hand sudden deterioration on production was observed’ 
(Telleria et al., 2014).  

In the 1960s the revenues from oil prioritized to agriculture, ‘which received 33 to 45 percent of 
total allocations and the bulk of this went toward large-scale flood control’(Marr, 2017). In the 1960s 
‘about half of the population was engaged in agriculture; by 1977 only about a third were’ (Marr, 2017). 
By the early 1970s ‘public investments in agriculture were increased, cooperatives were set up and a 
small number of collective farms were initiated’ (Tripp, 2007). ‘Under the socialist Baath Party, the 
economy was dominated by the state, with strict bureaucratic controls and centralized 
planning’(Etheredge, 2011).  

‘In May 1970 a new agrarian reform law was promulgated and by 1973 the percentage of land 
held by large and very large landholders had dropped to 18 percent from almost 70 percent in 1958, that 
held by medium landholders had risen to almost 60 percent from almost 25 percent in 1958, and that 
held by smallholders had risen to 23 percent from about 6 percent in 1958’ (Marr, 2017). Also the Baath 
regime ‘began the development of collective farms (along with an extensive land reform program) with 
the intention of creating large-scale, capital intensive agriculture’ (Marr, 2017). ‘The regime also made 
substantial investments in barrages, dams, irrigation works, and drainage systems. However, 
agricultural production, particularly in grain crops, continued to stagnate or decline25. In 1981 the 
regime reversed its policies and abolished the collective farm program’ (Marr, 2017). 

Most significant, in this period, was also the ‘socialization of industry’. ‘Much of the oil revenue 
went into developing large-scale industries, such as iron, steel, and petrochemicals, these being wholly 
owned and managed by the government, as were most medium-sized plants, which manufactured items 
such as textiles, food products, and construction materials’ (Marr, 2017). ‘Trade likewise came under 
increased government control, through various mechanisms such as state trading organizations, state 
retail outlets, import licensing, and direct government purchasing and as such the share of the socialist, 
or public sector rose from 31 percent of domestic production in 1968 to 80 percent in 1977, although it 
varied according to sector’ (Marr, 2017). Socialization, however, ‘brought inefficiency, waste, and 
mismanagement, and there was no indication that the public sector was more productive than the 
private’ (Marr, 2017). There was a ‘relative decline which occurred in the productive sectors, especially 
agriculture and its contribution to GDP declined from 17 percent in 1970 to 7 percent in 1979 and at 
the same time agricultural imports increased tremendously, as by 1977 Iraq was importing 33 percent 
of its agricultural supply’ (Marr, 2017).  

‘Between 1987 and 1990 the economy liberalized somewhat in an attempt to encourage private 
investment, particularly in small industrial and commercial enterprises, and to privatize unprofitable 
public assets’ (Etheredge, 2011). Entrepreneurs were encouraged to draw on funds that they had 
managed to transfer abroad, ‘without threat of government reprisal or interference, and the government 
was able to divest itself of a number of enterprises, but the privatization policy did not do well, mainly 
because elements within the bureaucracy and the security service, fearing that this course of action 
imperilled their interests and obviated socialist policy, objected to it, but also potential investors feared 
that the government might arbitrarily reverse the plan as well as many of the public assets offered for 
sale were unprofitable’ (Etheredge, 2011). 

In 1987 new impetus was given to ‘agricultural privatization with the selling of state lands and 
collective farms to private enterprise, including poultry and dairy enterprises’ (Marr, 2017). 
Membership in a ‘cooperative and the use of government marketing organizations ceased to be 
obligatory’ (Etheredge, 2011). Privatization was also encouraged in ‘industry and the trade sector and 
a number of state enterprises were sold to private entrepreneurs, including supermarkets, gas stations, 
and smaller factories , but in 1989 agriculture was still stagnating’ (Marr, 2017). However, the haste in 
selling off government enterprises ‘without creating the necessary legal, economic, and financial 
underpinnings for a private sector led to abuses, creating a new and larger class of private landlords, 
entrepreneurs, and contractors tied to the regime and therefore inclined to support it’ (Marr, 2017). 

                                                           
25 During the 1970s and early 1980s ‘the Iraqi government built up state industry and agriculture by 
introducing sizeable direct and indirect subsidies, but since it grew with the aid of subsidies and inexpensive 
foreign exchange, it was, in effect, highly dependent on oil revenues’ (Isamel & Haddad, 2004)  
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Moreover, despite this development, ‘privatization did not really change the nature of the economic 
system; the state continued to play the preponderant role in the economy’ (Marr, 2017).  

Overall in the 1980s it was clear that ‘agriculture was gradually marginalized in favour of 
imported foodstuffs’ (Abdullah, 2006). Between 1980 and 1988 different parts of Iraq were affected 
differently by the war with Iran. The south, ‘Basra, paid a heavy price, while the centre of Iraq was left 
mainly unaffected, but agriculture overall was much neglected’ (Marr, 2017). Agricultural labour 
during the war was imported, but by the end of the 1980s and with the faltering Iraqi economy a spur 
of liberalization was provided for as ‘agriculture was in serious decline and the high price of food 
imports placed special urgency on the development of this sector’ (Marr, 2017). Further ‘land 
confiscated in previous land reforms or due to the regime’s repeated deportations of whole 
communities, were distributed without delay’(Abdullah, 2006). Farmers had ‘shifted from cash 
cropping to subsistence and in the last years of the 1990s, Iraq suffered serious drought’ (Marr, 2017). 
‘During the UN embargo (1990–2003) the Iraqi government under Saddam Hussein ‘expanded 
cultivated area by a fifth to spur domestic food production and it used food allocation as a tool to 
stabilize the regime, trade favours and control the population’ (Jaafar & Woertz, 2016).  

The Coalition Provisional authority (CPA) in its ‘rule between 2003 and 2004 attempted to 
privatize on a large scale and fully liberalize agriculture’ (Tzouvala, 2017). Agriculture was opened 
also to foreign investments, but ‘agriculture received no assistance in terms of irrigation works or state-
subsidized fertilizers and this led to more labour migrants flocking to the cities at a time when the 
country could ill-afford to handle them’ (Abdullah, 2006). Because of the ‘incoherent and unfair legal 
framework that had been established in 2003-2004, Iraqi farmers were subject to unfair competition 
from regional producers, and could not attract the kind of capital that they needed to rebuild capacity’ 
(Al-Ali, 2014). The increased use of ‘fertilizers and pesticides upstream has raised the levels of pollution 
in what waters remain, and agriculture has declined markedly as a result’ (Al-Ali, 2014) and according 
to ‘Iraq’s ministry of agriculture, 80 percent of Iraq’s landmass is affected by desertification’ (Al-Ali, 
2014). However in this period the OFFP ‘seemingly prevented a total humanitarian disaster, but the 
OFFP rendered the population of Iraq totally dependent on UN-led imports for its survival without 
addressing effectively the issues of malnutrition and increasing infant mortality, while consecutive 
years of drought further aggravated the situation’ (Tzouvala, 2017). Also the OFFP ‘made Iraqi 
agricultural sector uncompetitive in terms of price’ (Tzouvala, 2017). Hence the lack of competitiveness 
, foreign food imports and lack of investments made agriculture as well as related industries, such as 
food processing , a real struggle to remain alive’ (Marr, 2017). By 2010, ‘agriculture was producing 
only 8.4 percent of Iraq’s GDP and employing about 21 percent of its workforce’ (Marr, 2017). In 2008, 
‘Iraq imported 74 percent of its wheat from abroad, water supply from the Tigris and Euphrates was in 
short supply as per the dams in Turkey and Syria, and an estimate of the labour-force distribution in 
2010 showed about 21 percent in agriculture and 18 percent in industry ‘ (Marr, 2017).  

In the period, 2013–2017, agriculture became, again, one of the key sectors identified ‘for 
accelerating non-oil growth, raising incomes, and improving income distribution and gender 
equality’(Al-Haboby, 2014). In post daesh Iraq, and as provided by FAO (2017, 2018) ‘there was and 
is a need to revitalize agricultural activities and livelihoods across six of Iraq’s 18 governorates : Anbar, 
Babil, Diyala, Ninewa, Salah al-Din and Wassit , and not only for the communities in these regions, but 
for Iraq as a whole, given the role that agriculture plays in the livelihoods of the rural population’. 
However, Jaafar & Woertz (2016) found that during the war with daesh ‘agricultural production in 
daesh territory proved to be resilient, despite the impact of conflict, farmers displacements, supplies of 
subsidized input factors being disrupted and procurement of grain at subsidized prices by the 
government in Baghdad being halted’. USAID, iMMAP & FAO (2016) found that harvests were 
favourable in daesh territories and Eklund et al., (2017) found that ‘ low-intensity agriculture was 
generally maintained and even expanded in some places. Interestingly, even high-intensity farming 
seems to have been better maintained inside the daesh zones than in the rest of Iraq’. However, Iraq’s 
agricultural potential, declining through overuse and, in recent years, neglect and abuse, is now dwarfed 
by petroleum (Marr, 2017). 

 
Summary of findings  

In summary, historically Mesopotamian (Iraqi) famers (agripreneurs) were influenced by the 
following main factors: 
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 The distinctive differences of geography that implied defined and different lifestyles on 
agricultural communities;  

 Tribalism in agricultural communities: relations within tribes and between tribes;  
 Cooperation among the tribe and between tribes; 
 Technology in agricultural communities (storage, plough, sledge, wheel and chart); 
 Trade relations;  
 Water flows for farm production and river ways for commercial routes and trade; 
 Trade organization and administration from a central authority;  
 Trade standards and accounting system;  
 Public and private sector cooperation in trade; 
 The need for irrigation in the centre and south of Mesopotamia; 
 Central authority intervention in irrigation infrastructure and maintenance as well as 

overseeing, regulating and organizing trade; 
 Trade liberalization, growth of monopolies, market distortions and market stagnations; 
 Land salinization; 
 Land tenure agreements and dissolutions; 
 Imports; 
 The discovery and commercialization of oil.  

Those farmers who worked together, stored grain and commodities, traded, and planed between 
unpredictable river cycles, provided for success at some point and this pushed them beyond subsistence 
to surplus: this surplus making all the difference to economic development. This enabled historically 
for Mesopotamia to also be seen also as the cradle of entrepreneurship (agripreneurship) and 
entrepreneurs (agripreneurs), in the words of the time, damgar / tamkarum, where surplus agricultural 
production was sold . This in turn, spurred the development of other enterprising entities in specific 
devoted to transport of such produce and marketing of such produce. However, most archaic trade 
probably occurred via reciprocal gift exchange, whose primary aim was to promote cohesion among 
the community’s members, and peaceful relations among chiefs of neighbouring tribes.  

However this was to change as the great leap of ‘profit-seeking’ was such a breaking of 
conventions that initially it seems to have been conducted mainly in association with public institutions, 
at least nominally: the first documented ‘households’ to be economically managed were those of 
Mesopotamia’s temples. Thus merchants and entrepreneurs first emerged in conjunction with the public 
temples and palaces of Mesopotamia and the institutional context was conducive to long-term growth. 
One of the most common forms of entrepreneurship, apart from farming, was in the transport and 
marketing of commodities and management. Managers had to establish market relations among the 
rural areas where cultivators had to pay rent, taxes, and fees for irrigation and other necessities, the 
urban areas where commodities were needed, and the temple and royal institutions that needed cash or 
bulk deliveries to support their personnel. Hence the breaking of conventions towards profit making 
was seemingly done collaboratively between the rural private and urban public sector, with a good 
degree of public management and this trend seems to have survived until recent modern times.  

However this form of ‘market liberalization’, in collaboration with the ‘temple public sector’ ,did 
provide for increasing freedom, growing markets, and overall economic growth, but as this growth 
expanded so did defined individuals which became ‘elites’ and this form of market liberalization turned 
into a negative decline , with increasing social polarization, institutional sclerosis, markets that become 
increasingly skewed towards the interests of market elites, and economic growth stagnating and turning 
into relative or absolute decline. As these markets thus became distorted, and elements of extra-
economic coercion became more important, this led to the retreat of ordinary people from the market, 
and it made economic investments less attractive, thus being at the root of the subsequent economic 
stagnation and decline. This cycle, as demonstrated previously continually repeats itself, over and over 
again until modern times and having a large effect on agripreneurship and agripreneurs. Within this 
typology of cycle, the major factors that came into play were (and are):  

 Public economy interventions, public dominance of the economy and withdrawal from the 
economy;  

  Attempts to break tribalism and then refugee back into it in time of power crisis and need;  



Middle East J. Agric. Res., 10(1): 10-52, 2021 
EISSN: 2706-7955   ISSN: 2077-4605                                             DOI: 10.36632/mejar/2021.10.1.2  

26 

 The reliance on foreign imports and foreign interference;  
 And in more recent modern times all the above have further been exasperated by the discovery 

of, and commercialization of, oil and the effects this has had on this cyclical and repeating 
cycle. 
  

The agricultural mechanization hire enterprise as a business  
An AMHSE is a business enterprise that provides services based on human, animal, engine, 

digital and automated technologies and related equipment. The services can be provided on farm, along 
agri-food value chain as well as in non-agri-food-based sectors. Such enterprises are commonly farm-
based and rural, i.e. provided by a farmer and farmer’s family, but can also be provided, for example 
by farmer organizations, community-based enterprises as well as by non-farm-based business 
enterprises, for example, such as agricultural equipment dealerships, publicly-owned enterprises, 
NGOs, and online digital enterprises.  

FAO (2012) provides that the most common services are devoted to farm production and concern 
land preparation, planting and spraying. Hilmi (2013 & 2018b) finds that common services provided 
after farm production are post-harvest services, (threshing, shelling, drying, storage operations), 
processing services (milling, grinding, pressing and packing), marketing services (transport, packing, 
street hawking) as well as transport services for waste collection. However, the fast increase in 
technology innovation, the rapid diffusion of digitization26 and increasing automation have all 
contributed to increasing the variety of services that can be provided. For example, drones, ground and 
arial-based, can provide such services as ‘soil fertility management, irrigation and water management, 
weed management, disease and pest control, production agronomy and crop yield estimation and 
forecasting’ (Krishna, 2018). However, ‘drones have to be tested in different agrarian regions, climatic 
conditions and at different input regimes in order to decipher economic advantages’ (Krishna, 2018). 
In fact drone business models ‘are being churned out rapidly and in large numbers and some of them 
could be highly efficient in certain agrarian settings, and on specific crops as they may accomplish 
specific agronomic procedures efficiently’(Krishna, 2018).  

In terms of service automation, Zhang & Pierce (2013), provide that, for example, the 
‘automation of crop production, irrigation, pesticide application, and post-harvest operations are viable 
with robot guided tractors, combines, and transplanters’. Indeed guidance systems can be applied to all 
‘kinds of equipment (e.g. tractors, combine-harvesters, sprayers, planters, etc.) and as part of a broader 
range of different agricultural applications’ (FAO, 2019). Guidance systems are most often used on 
tractors and to some degree on combine-harvesters as they offer a number of advantages for an AMHSE: 
‘ it puts implements on the most efficient course, it means the job will get done more quickly, and, 
clearly, the less time equipment runs, the less fuel will be used, consequently fuel expenses are just one 
way that guidance systems pay for themselves’. In fact ‘lowering the input costs is another way that can 
save money as less money will be spent on seed and less money on labour as the job will be done more 
efficiently and more quickly’ (FAO, 2019).  

Variable rate technology (VRT) is an ‘area of technology that focuses on automated application 
of materials, for example, fertilizers, chemicals, seeds and water, to a given landscape. The way in 
which the materials are applied is based on data collected by everything from drones and satellites, 
artificial intelligence, internet of things and hyperspectral imaging’ (FAO, 2019). A VRT system, can 
in fact ‘help to automate the agricultural process and the more automation and precision that a farm 
introduces to its operations, the more money can be saved through higher production and efficiency’ 
(FAO, 2019).However for small-scale farmers the ‘capital cost of farm implements equipped with VRT 
capabilities is fairly high, especially when specialized machinery with integrated sprayer or seeding 
equipment must be scrapped and as such many producers, particularly smallholder farmers, have opted 
to hire service providers when choosing VRT’ (FAO, 2019). Hence all in all efficient automated 
machine system solutions, including agricultural robotics, ‘will play a key role in performing field 
operations in the most efficient and productive way possible for increasing farm yields while 

                                                           
26 However as reported by FAO (2019) ‘investment in digital agriculture sees mechaniza�on in fi�h place 
compared to agricultural biotechnology that holds first place, followed by novel farming systems, agribusiness 
marketplaces and farm management software’. 
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minimizing environmental impacts’ (Chen, 2018). Further, Zhang et al., (2017) propose an interesting 
design for a service management system ‘based on the internet of things, cloud platform and intelligent 
agricultural technology’. Such a system is claimed will ‘greatly improve large machinery utilization, 
reduce costs and will not be so labour intensive’ (Zhang et al., 2017). 

In terms of service digitization, for example, Hello Tractor enable, via a digital platform and 
application, ‘farmers to request the service of a specific tractor and in exchange, the owners can check 
the tractor use, through remote tracking and virtual monitoring’ (Hellotractor.com, 2020). 
Digitalization27 in agriculture will lead to ‘automation of routine work, but in rural areas there is a lack 
of skilled tech workers, hence rural communities have limited pools to hire from compared with urban 
areas’(FAO, 2019). However the main problem for digitalization and automation for agripreneurs is 
‘not the use of technology, nor how the technology is deployed, it is the strategy, the leadership skills 
and new ways of thinking and mind-set’ (FAO, 2019).  

Most small-scale AMHSE are informal in terms of their business and are most commonly 
provided by farmers to other farmers. Most often services provided are paid in kind or in return of a 
favour and it has only been more recently where more business minded farm households are starting to 
emerge, and monetary values attached to the services are provided (FAO, 2012). These kinds of small-
scale and informal enterprises usually do not operate as fully fledged businesses, but provide occasional 
services when it is possible and when it is convenient to do so. This occasional, part-time and informal 
business typology of operation makes it rather challenging to ascertain, for example, how many of such 
enterprises may exist in a specific area, region or country, what services are offered, etc., and more 
often than not these type of enterprises go undetected by official national statistics in various countries 
and consequently more often than not are seldom, if ever, considered in national development policies 
(Hilmi, 2018b). 

Other types of AMHSEs also exist, which are formally registered and provide services on a 
regular business basis. For example, Hilmi (2018b) in Zambia and Iran, found that medium and large-
scale farmers provide services on a regular basis and treat the AMHSE as a fully-fledged business over 
and above that of the farm business enterprise. In many countries farmer organizations set up AMHSEs 
to serve not only their members, but also others, for example see Herbel et al., (2015), Chahal et al., 
(2013), Sidhua et al., (2012), and Abdulquadri et al., (2012). AMHSEs are also formally set up at village 
level as hire service centres, for example as documented by Hiremath et al., (2015)and Srinivasarao, et 
al., (2012). There are also, for example, machinery and equipment retailers (dealerships), who provide 
services as well as non-agricultural entrepreneurs that invest in hire services and make it a business 
venture in its own right. The latter, for example, was found in Zambia, where two army officer retirees, 
invested money in a AMHSE venture to serve the demand for increased power and equipment in 
farming in their local area (Hilmi, 2018b). Public sector AMHSEs also exist, for example, as found by 
Hilmi (2018b) in Chad, Kenya, Tanzania and Tunisia. 

  
Summary of findings  

In summary, AMHSEs are business enterprises that provide services based on human, animal, 
engine digital and automated technologies and related equipment. The services can be provided on farm, 
along agri-food value chain as well as in non-agri-food-based sectors. The common range of services 
provided go from land preparation, planting and spraying, to post-harvest services, (threshing, shelling, 
drying, storage operations), processing (milling, grinding, pressing and packing), marketing services 
(transport, packing, street hawking) and transport services for waste collection. However with the 
advent of new technologies, as well as the spread of automation and digitization the range of services 
has increased considerably, for example soil fertility management, irrigation and water management, 

                                                           
27 ‘Agriculture has undergone a series of revolutions that have driven efficiency, yield and profitability to levels 
previously unattainable. The first agricultural revolution (ca. 10,000 BC) enabled humanity to se�le, leading to 
formation of the world’s first societies and civilization. Further revolutions introduced mechanization (between 
1900 and 1930), the development of new, more resistant crop varieties and the use of agrochemicals (The Green 
Revolu�on of the 1960s), complemented (from 1990 to 2005) by the rise of genetic modification technologies. 
The latest, so called digital agricultural revolution could help humanity to survive and thrive long into the future. 
Digital agriculture offers new opportunities through the ubiquitous availability of highly interconnected and data 
intensive computational technologies’ (FAO, 2019) 
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weed management, disease and pest control, production agronomy and crop yield estimation and 
forecasting. Most commonly small-scale AMHSEs are informal in terms of their business and are 
provided by farmers to other farmers. Services are commonly paid in kind or in return of a favour and 
only more recently are monetary values attached to the services provided. Thus such business 
enterprises most often are small-scale and informal, usually do not operate as fully fledged businesses, 
but provide occasional services when it is possible and when it is convenient to do so. However there 
are also types of AMHSEs, which are formally registered and provide services on a regular business 
basis. These vary in nature from medium and large-scale farmers who provide services on a regular 
basis and treat the AMHSE as a fully-fledged business, to cooperative based enterprises that offer 
services to their members, to village based AMHSEs, to machinery and equipment retailers 
(dealerships), who provide for services as well as non-agricultural entrepreneurs that invest in AMHSEs 
and make it a business venture in its own right, to online digital platforms that act as ‘brokers’ between 
AMHSEs and customers to publicly-owned AMHSEs. 

  
The sharing economy and the agricultural mechanization hire service enterprise  

One of the main reasons for the existence of AMHSEs was and is the high costs farmers face in 
terms of machinery ownership, operating costs and replacement of aging machinery (Basarik & 
Yildirin, 2015)28. With equipment costs as the ‘second largest draw of capital for farmers, bringing 
down equipment costs is a clear place to improve farm profitability and along with it, farmer quality of 
life’ (Gilbert, 2018). The simple appeal of cutting equipment investment costs has driven, for example, 
the development of AMHSEs as well as the development of standard equipment sharing organizations, 
as for example found in Sweden and Germany: machine rings (Gilbert, 2018). Further, for example, in 
Turkey there are a wide range of options for machinery sharing and joint machinery ownership ranging 
from informal partnerships, contractual arrangements, machinery rings, cooperative corporations and 
state machine parks(Basarik & Yildirin, 2015). However not all tool sharing initiatives include mutual 
ownership of tools. In the simplest (and perhaps most common) form of sharing, ‘farmers simply lend 
each other equipment they individually own on an informal, neighbourly basis’ (Gilbert, 2018). But 
informal sharing networks are not visible or open to the public and so inaccessible (Gilbert, 2018) and 
commonly cited concerns with machinery-sharing arrangements, include having access to the 
equipment when most needed, repairs, maintenance and access to spare parts (Artz & Naeve, 2016, 
Gilbert, 2018).  

In reality though, sharing farm equipment is far from new, it is as old as humankind and has been 
commonplace across cultures for millennia (Albinsson & Perera, 2018). For example in the case of 
AMHSEs, the earliest traces of sharing in Iraq are found in early Mesopotamia were ‘prescribed legal 
levels for the hire of carts and animals as well as farmers’ (Postgate, 1992) were found. Services and 
service prices were codified in, for example Hammurabi’s code, which provided for ‘Law 268: If a man 
rents an ox for threshing, 20 silas of grain is its hire’ (Black, 2004 & Postgate, 1992). But what has 
changed in this modern era is the ‘extent to which physical goods can be shared, as previously this was 
quite limited in the past, both for the difficulty of matching supply and demand, and for the lack of trust 
between lender and loaner’(Ranjbari et al., 2018). In fact, the game changer has not been only the 
‘increment of technology (digitalization) novelties, but its ease of access and low cost which are all 
critical components that facilitate sharing’ (Albinsson & Perera, 2018). However, and as per Artz & 
Naeve, (2016) it is not just about sharing and access to equipment but also ‘ labour efficiency, improved 
access to skilled labour, reduced risk, and idea sharing among peer groups of like-minded individuals’.  

Ming (2019) provides that the ‘ sharing economy refers to a market model that enables and 
facilitates the sharing of access to goods and services’, while Gorog (2018)provides that the ‘sharing 
economy refers to re-use of underutilised assets with the help of IT-based technologies’. More in 
particular the share economy ‘matches demand to the supply of under-used assets or skills via 
intermediaries, with the aid of digital technologies, and does so with speed and efficiency, and on a 
large scale and in most cases, does not entail any change of ownership’ (Basselier et al., 2018). It 
focuses on ‘the value of utilization as the consumers pay for using product’s functions, and not for its 
ownership’ (Ranjbari et al., 2018). However ‘ the matching supply with demand process in a sharing 

                                                           
28 For example in Turkey, the costs of purchasing and operating farm machinery makes up 30 percent to 40 
percent of the annual per hectare cost of farm produc�on (Basarik & Yildirin, 2015). 



Middle East J. Agric. Res., 10(1): 10-52, 2021 
EISSN: 2706-7955   ISSN: 2077-4605                                             DOI: 10.36632/mejar/2021.10.1.2  

29 

economy requires novel perspectives and tools to address challenges and identify opportunities’ (Ming, 
2019). Further barriers to the sharing economy in low-income countries include: a lack of trust, social 
and cultural norms regarding ownership, inadequate technology, a lack of electronic payment systems, 
a lack of assets and skills and a lack of appropriate regulations (Retamal & Dominish, 2017). However 
the sharing economy has clearly large environmental benefits: ’ the circular economy paradigm: a 
closed-loop vision of the material flows and maximize utilization by occupying the idle 
capacity’(Ranjbari et al., 2018) and further ‘ it reduces the environmental impact, results in an efficient 
utilization of physical assets and facilitates new social contacts’ (Gorog, 2018). 

  
Summary of findings  

In summary, one of the main reasons for the existence of AMHSEs is the high costs farmers face 
in terms of machinery ownership, operating costs and replacement of aging machinery. In the simplest, 
and perhaps most common form of sharing, farmers simply lend each other equipment they individually 
own on an informal, neighbourly basis. But the most commonly cited concerns with machinery-sharing 
arrangements, include having access to the equipment when most needed, repairs, maintenance and 
access to spare parts. However sharing is nothing new, it is as old as humankind and has been 
commonplace across cultures for millennia, but in the modern era the game changer for sharing has not 
been only the increment of technology (digitalization) novelties, but its ease of access and low cost 
which are all critical components that facilitate sharing.  

The sharing economy refers to a market model that enables and facilitates the sharing of access 
to goods and services. In particular it matches demand to the supply of under-used assets or skills via 
intermediaries, with the aid of digital technologies, and does so with speed and efficiency, and on a 
large scale and in most cases, does not entail any change of ownership. But all this requires novel 
perspectives and tools to address challenges and identify opportunities. Further barriers to the sharing 
economy in low-income countries include: a lack of trust, social and cultural norms regarding 
ownership, inadequate technology, a lack of electronic payment systems, a lack of assets and skills and 
a lack of appropriate regulations. However the sharing economy has clearly large environmental 
benefits: the circular economy paradigm: a closed-loop vision of the material flows and maximize 
utilization by occupying the idle capacity.  
 
Agricultural mechanization hire service enterprises in Iraq  

The first impetus towards modern farm mechanization in Iraq, ‘resulted from the availability of 
more than 100 heavy tractors obtained via the lend-Lease programme in 1944’ (WB, 1951). In fact 
mechanization of agriculture in Iraq progressed relatively ‘rapidly from 1944 to 1949 as the types of 
equipment most suitable for Iraqi conditions had been established: heavy tractors and implements from 
the USA had proven to be most viable ‘ (WB, 1951). During the 1950s, international companies traded 
agricultural machinery and equipment via local offices in Iraq, which traded directly with farmers, who 
were mostly big landowners and post-sale services were frequently offered by the same international 
companies (Telleria et al., 2014). But in 1958 ‘ the new Iraqi Republic prohibited international 
companies operating through local offices and such offices were nationalized, and therefore the 
machinery and equipment businesses were completely in the hands of the government’ 29 (Telleria et 
al., 2014). In later decades, up until the late 1980s, the national government was in charge of trading in 
mechanization equipment and in the 1970s and 1980s ‘ the state became fully in charge of 
mechanization services that consisted of government-run machine stations that used to rent tractors and 
harvesters to farmers or farmer groups unable to buy such equipment by themselves’(Telleria et al., 
2014). In 1987, along with other liberalization policies, the sales of mechanization equipment was 
privatized , but, ‘the government kept its role as main importer and seller of agricultural machinery, 
sometimes at subsidized prices’(Telleria et al., 2014). However sanctions after the invasion of Kuwait 

                                                           
29 The central economic policy question for mechanization is ‘not whether to mechanize, but how to do so in a 
cost-effective manner that advances a country’s economic and development objectives (growth, poverty 
reduction, political and economic stability, etc). Mechanization is a means to achieve these objectives – not an 
objective in and of itself’ (Binswanger & Donovan, 1987) 
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in 1990 provided for ‘the ban on importation also on farming tools, machinery and spare parts’ 
(Abdullah, 2006).  

After 2003, the government tendered with the many agricultural issues, that prevalently impacted 
on small and medium-sized farms. In terms of agricultural mechanization in particular what was 
identified was: 

 ‘A relatively small number of agricultural machinery and equipment in relation to the 
agricultural population; 

 A lack of equipment versatility in terms of horse power; 
 A lack of adaptability to perform different agricultural cultivars; 
 An obsolete equipment; 
 A lack of specific machines to conduct particular tasks such as uprooting potatoes, beets or 

cranes required for servicing the date palms’(Telleria et al., 2014).  
Within this background ‘the private sector imported and supplied, in coordination with the 

government’s Agricultural Supply Company, the needed equipment for farmers’ (Telleria et al., 2014). 
Iraq‘s imports of agricultural machinery between 2012 and 2016 was worth Euro 547 million (Fairtrade, 
2019). However in the ensuing conflict with daesh, essential machinery and tools used by farmers were 
‘either looted or damaged and farmers’ financial constraints, combined with the higher prices of 
equipment, prevented most from repairing or replacing their equipment and tools’ (FAO, 2017). In fact 
farmers in liberated areas who returned ‘revealed that most, if not all, crops, livestock and agricultural 
machinery and tools left behind were lost ‘ (FAO, 2017). 

In terms of AMHSEs in particular, Kahdim, (2018a) looked at the period between 2000 to 2017, 
and found that ‘despite the numerical increase in tractors and combine harvesters, Iraq still suffered 
from a shortage of machinery services’. Machinery and related equipment for the agricultural sector 
can be divided into various types: ‘tractors, combine harvesters, irrigation sprayers, water pumps for 
irrigation, ploughs, shredding machines, spades, trucks, shovels, settling machines, drills for seed tillage 
and other equipment for seeding and planting’ (Kahdim, 2018a). Estimates provided indicate that only 
’30 percent of farmers operate their own equipment, whereas 70 percent hire to undertake harvesting 
and seedbed preparation’(Kahdim, 2018a). The main challenges for small-scale farmers to actually 
invest in machinery, were the public sector, machinery that was not efficient on small plots, a lack of 
know-how on how to use such machinery and the lack of spare parts (Kahdim, 2018a). Also, Al 
Khanfous (2012), provides that in terms of challenges the main issues were that farmers used machinery 
inappropriately as they were not familiar with modern technology, had little experience with it and did 
not have good skills in its use. Further maintenance was not carried out and if breakdowns did occur, 
farmers could not seem to identify the malfunctions. Al Khanfous (2012) traced these challenges to 
personal factors of farmers, such as lack of education, the inability to read and write, inherited farms 
from their parents and the use of old agricultural techniques, such as carrying out operations with farmer 
muscle power and animal power. But Al Khanfous (2012) also provided that there are contextual 
matters to this situation as per old machinery (30 to 40 years old), the lack of maintenance workshops 
and availability of spare parts. The predominance of old machinery , lack of spare parts and the 
impossibility of manufacturing equipment in country is related to wars, internal conflict and over 30 
years of sanctions (Al Khanfous, 2012).  

In terms of extension services support, Saleh et al., (2016) find that agricultural extension officers 
were in need of training in terms of farm equipment and machines. Further Abi-Ghanem (2013) 
provides the perspectives of agricultural extension personnel on , among other matters, new agricultural 
technologies in Iraq30. In specific, it was reported that access to new technologies on a regional basis 
showed that a greater proportion of extension personnel from south and central Iraq noted increased 
access to new technologies, while those from Kurdistan frequently designated that new technologies 
were exceedingly limited (Abi-Ghanem, 2013).  

                                                           
30 The study noted that ‘regional differences in responses were found between extension agents from Kurdistan 

and southern Iraq compared to those from central Iraq (Abi-Ghanem et al., 2013). This much in line with the 

previously identified diversity of Iraq’s agricultural sector based on regional, but in particular on provincial 
specific local contexts and circumstances.  
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After 2003, and attempts at liberalization, the private sector, in central and southern Iraq, become 
the main suppliers of services to farmers, but based mainly on a neighbour-to-neighbour model 
(Kahdim, 2018a). These operations, though as many other typologies of service provision, were 
informal, with old machinery and such business enterprises bought low-quality spare parts for their 
equipment (Kahdim, 2018a), with obvious consequences for their operating rates. However, for such 
enterprises, usage rates are still low and can be attributed to the following: ‘the continued use of 
cultivation practices which are not suitable for using machinery, the lack of expertise in the maintenance 
and operation of machines, the lack of skills to manage machines, the irregular distribution of 
agricultural holdings, the lack of optimal utilization as well as the lack of scientific research and studies 
related to the agricultural mechanization in Iraq and the general and overall lack of interest in 
developing a machinery industry ’(Kahdim, 2018a).  

Kahdim (2018b) provides an example from Al Najaf province on the decision by farmers to hire 
or invest in machinery. This provided that depending on the costs involved, the skills needed and the 
amount of work to be done, services prevailed, but only under current farm conditions (Kahdim, 2018b). 
Further Man et al., (2016) found that ‘specificity, uncertainty, frequency and measurability of the 
services concerned were important determinants of hiring decision and can also be influenced by some 
socioeconomic factors such as age, years of experience, farm income, farm size, education level, and 
the desire to make use of agricultural machinery’. Kahdim (2018a) finds that the rates for tractor and 
machinery for soil preparation, farm sprayer and combine harvester services were US$112, US$12.80, 
and US$272 per hectare respectively. In fact and overall Kahdim et al., (2018) find that AMHSEs 
should be used, as investment in agricultural machinery was seemingly non-viable for farmers. 

  
Summary of findings  

In terms of agricultural mechanization, Iraq went from a private sector operation to a public sector 
run mechanization sector that provided for the importing and sales of machinery and equipment. The 
public sector, even after attempted liberalization at the end of the 1980s kept its role in the importing 
and sales of machinery equipment. Even after more liberalization policies in 2003 were put in place, 
the public sector coordinated with the private sector for the importation and selling of machinery and 
equipment. In this period a series of issues were identified in terms of agricultural mechanization for 
Iraq: a relatively small number of agricultural machinery and equipment in relation to the agricultural 
population; a lack of equipment versatility in terms of horse power; a lack of adaptability to perform 
different agricultural cultivars; an obsolete equipment; and a lack of specific machines to conduct 
particular tasks such as uprooting potatoes, beets or cranes required for servicing the date palms. 

In terms of AMHSEs, over many decades have been run prevalently by the public sector, with 
informal private sector AMHSEs operating also. Machinery and related equipment for the agricultural 
sector can be divided into various types: tractors, combine harvesters, irrigation sprayers, water pumps 
for irrigation, ploughs, shredding machines, spades, trucks, shovels, settling machines, drills for seed 
tillage and other equipment for seeding and planting. Current estimates indicate that only 30 percent of 
farmers operate their own equipment, whereas 70 percent hire to undertake harvesting and seedbed 
preparation. Commonly AMHSEs are informal, work mainly on a neighbour to neighbour model, use 
outdated machinery, using low quality spare parts, and have overall low usage rates per unit of 
machinery. Low usage rates are attributable to the continued use of cultivation practices which are not 
suitable for using machinery, the lack of expertise in the maintenance and operation of machines, the 
lack of skills to manage machines, the irregular distribution of agricultural holdings, the lack of optimal 
utilization as well as the lack of scientific research and studies related to the agricultural mechanization 
in Iraq and the general and overall lack of interest in developing a machinery industry. In terms of 
farmers using services, uncertainty, frequency, measurability of the services concerned and the desire 
to make use of agricultural machinery are important determinants of hiring decision. These can also be 
influenced by socioeconomic factors such as age, years of experience, farm income, farm size, 
education level. 

  

5. Findings from key informant interviews  
Agripreneurship and agripreneurs in small-scale farm enterprises   

The key informant interviews provided for a good deal of diversity between Iraq’s 18 provinces 
and within its provinces and in provinces diversity between between rural and peri-urban areas. For 
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example within some defined provinces, that provided for a more stable environment from a political, 
economic, social and business point of view, these tended to provide for a greater degree of 
transformational agripreneurs. These agripreneurs tended to have more of a propensity for 
commercialization, even though commercialization was intended not just in money and profit making, 
in some cases. Commonly this tendency for being more proactive in terms of capturing opportunities 
and being risk takers, derived for example, as reported, from more secure property rights, more reliable 
support services, such as extension services, a more reliable infrastructure as well as more reliable 
access to markets. However in these same provinces there were some significant cases reported of land 
property rights not being clearly defined and guaranteed, lack of market access as a result of unsecure 
institutional arrangements as well as a lack of overall support services. This tended to soften 
considerably the transformational stance of agripreneurs. Very much the same situation was found in 
other provinces, while in other provinces still, which had been recently under conflict, agripreneurs 
were attempting to rebuild farm enterprises on the one side, while on the other side, those agripreneurs 
and their farms who had survived the ravages of conflict had found opportunities which increased their 
entrepreneurial stance and provided for considerable growth of the their farm enterprises. Hence it is 
clear that the diversity of agripreneurship and agripreneurs within and between the 18 provinces of Iraq 
is considerable. Consequently, and in the impossibility of providing the findings of such diversity within 
the space available, what is reported in the findings from the key informant interviews has taken a 
‘median road’, in terms of reporting on what themes were found most commonly (frequently) in all the 
interviews.  

The interviews provided that for many decades there has been a regular highly uncertain business 
climate deriving mainly from pre-conflict, conflict and post-conflict contexts, both as a result of internal 
and external factors to the country. Such uncertainties have mainly affected economic and security 
matters and have hence provided for a high degree of instability. This instability has made it quite 
challenging for agripreneurs to plan to any greater degree and has led to a highly opportunistic 
perspective by agripreneurs. On the one side this may be seen as being viable for agripreneurship and 
agripreneurs, being opportunistic, but as provided, in reality it is more of an opportunistic daily struggle 
for survival of the small-scale farm enterprise and the agripreneur. Uncertainty and volatility of the 
business climate, and overall context in country, provides for a highly changeable environment where 
agripreneurs seem to be operating regularly on the ‘brink’. This has provided, for example, that many 
agripreneurs at the farming level have had to either search for other off farm jobs, for example in urban 
areas and hence left the family to tender to most of the farm enterprise or sell the farm holding and 
search for a better life and job in urban areas. This selling of farm holdings has also provided for issues 
over land property rights. In some cases where the farm has been sold, controversies over the exact 
delimitations of the property have arisen and the contending parties have had little opportunities than 
to resort to traditional forms of resolution31. In some cases, as reported, this has led to the abandonment 
of productive land, until the contestations have been settled. Still in terms of land property rights, in 
some provinces, as a result of conflict, land property rights have become a very contentious issue as, 
for example, property deeds had been destroyed in public registries, land had been arbitrarily 
redistributed by the winning side of the conflict and direct land property seizure had also occurred. This 
land property uncertainty provided to be also one of the main driving factors, as reported, for why many 
of the next younger generation of potential agripreneurs had not taken up farming.  

These above aspects have been further exasperated by an unfavorable business enabling 
environment that has added into the ‘business climate of uncertainties’. Many agripreneurs have little 
access to regular electricity, clean and potable water, reliable communication systems as well as a safe 
road system, both in terms of infrastructure as well as the numerous informal roadblocks and highway 
‘robin hoods’ , both in rural as well as peri-urban and urban areas. Most of the farm enterprises suffer 
from informal payments to be made as well as legislation that is interpreted differently by officials and 
security services alike. In particular, in terms of agripreneurs, this situation tends to stifle efforts to grow 
the farm enterprise in terms of produce and/or livestock commercialization as costs in terms of personal 
efforts and money tend to exceed the benefits and hence have pushed many to produce for farm family 
needs and commercialize produce and /or livestock locally, via known and fairly secure relational 

                                                           
31 This situation of land property rights has only but aggravated the historical contentions in Iraq over land 
property rights  
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networks, mainly, but not always, based on tribal and inter-tribal networks. Those few agripreneurs who 
have in fact attempted to increase their level of commercialization have in most cases, after strenuous 
attempts, reverted back to local-based commercialization. It was reported that many markets in larger 
sized urban centers tend to have informal oligopolies composed of a mix of market traders, public 
officials and security services that provide ‘licensing’ for trading and selling.  

In fact most, but not all, of the commercialization of produce and/or livestock derives, in most 
cases, from a ‘mix’ of the informal and formal agri-food economy and hence rests mostly, but not 
entirely, on the ‘grey area’ of the sector’s economy. This is further exasperated by the informal imports 
(contraband) of produce and livestock from neighboring countries. This aspect, coupled with the formal 
imports of cheaper produce and livestock, depresses prices to a point that locally produced crops and 
livestock become uncompetitive. As reported, for example, rice that is produced locally provides for a 
price three times higher than that of imported rice. This situation of low prices on certain commodities 
is further aggravated by the public distribution systems (PDS) which provides for a downward pressure 
on prices. This provides for unfair competition between the public and private sector, where the public 
sector can provide a more intensive distribution system at lower prices, and leaves little room for private 
sector distribution and prices. In this context, it was also reported, that those farms, commonly large 
scale, which operated in a private-public form of ‘agreement’ , outstrip smaller farm holdings and in 
some cases, such large-scale farms act as broker/traders, between such small holdings and market 
outlets. As further reported, there was a history of state owned large farms as there was also a history 
of large farms that were managed in a private-public parentship, with relational networks within the 
local provincial public administration and governments.  

The lack of market access was also a result of little market knowledge and of marketing know-
how. As reported, there was a history to this, as for some decades marketing was not a necessary topic 
to cover as it was provided for by the public sector. But with the onset of more liberal agricultural 
policies, even during the Hussein regime times, many agripreneurs were unprepared for marketing 
operations and were in competition with well ramified marketing agri-food networks that had existed 
during regime times. Once markets were far more liberalized after 2003, most agripreneurs were not 
familiar with such marketing systems and hence failed to capture the opportunities that lay within. This 
was further aggravated by the younger generation of possible agripreneurs, not wanting to work in the 
sector and preferring to seek job opportunities in other sectors and in urban areas. This was also fostered 
by the poverty levels found in some rural and remote areas as young aspiring agripreneurs experienced 
that farming did not change their living standards and hence risk for risk, it was possibly better to risk 
in urban settings and in other economic sectors. 

The lack of market access was also aggravated by low farm productivity and by rural-urban 
migration that has been ongoing for decades, thus depleting labor supply for farm work in rural areas. 
The lack of productivity is seemingly owed not only to the attachment of agripreneurs to traditional 
farming methods, but also to the lack of buying external inputs, for example, certified seeds, as well as 
the lack of extension services and support. This lack of services and support, has also been reported in 
terms of credit availability and financing for agripreneurs.  

Interestingly though, and as reported, many agripreneurs in rural areas have resorted to bounding 
together in a form of community-based enterprise, where they mutually provide support to each other 
in times of need and when viable market produce together. This community-based type enterprise is 
mostly not a formally registered enterprise, but an informal network of agripreneurs who act in unison, 
pending on needs of the members of the network and external conditions. Further ‘self-help networks’ 
were also reported, these not necessarily being based on same village community and tribal basis, but 
cross village communities and tribal association as well as ethnic and religious affiliation in local 
contexts. It was reported that in some instances, a good number of small villages and relevant 
agriprenuers had formed such self-help networks and the networks had provided to be very effective in 
terms of agripreneurship and in supporting single agripreneurs. There were references also made to a 
form of social enterprise as free food was provided to needy families, but not only in areas where such 
self-help networks operated. However these self-help networks seemed to be far more active in rural 
areas, as more the agripreneurs were located closer to larger urban areas, and hence closer to larger 
markets, the less such self-help networks existed.  

Interestingly within this background of emerging characteristics of agripreneurship and 
agripreneurs, (community-based enterprises, self-help networks and social enterprises), other factors 
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also emerged. In some cases, the farm enterprise was seen as a livelihood enterprise only and not as a 
business per se. In other words, money and profit making were not the main objectives of the farm 
enterprise, but as a means of enabling the farm family to be supported via the livelihood activity of 
farming. There was also a focus on attempting to conserve natural resources as far as possible as this 
would support the livelihood activity, in conscience of the changing landscapes, for example 
desertification, and climate change. There was further an aversion to taking risks both in farm 
production as well as in marketing. Agripreneurs seemingly would not change production techniques 
as well as apply technologies they were not familiar with. In terms of marketing there would be a 
predilection to favor traditional forms of marketing, direct marketing to final consumers and via 
relational networks, and even if opportunities were provided for differing marketing arrangements, that 
may have been far more profitable, as a form of risk management, these were not taken. The farm 
family, it was also reported, had a strong influence in decision making in terms of marketing and food 
donations, this mainly provided by the agripreneur’s spouse. Further in terms of commercialization and 
in particular selling directly to final consumers this was provided to be more based on a social event 
and on hospitality, where for example, consumers visiting farms to buy produce were considered as a 
social event and consumers as guests. This was also provided in weekly farmer markets in urban centers, 
where in fact, selling was perceived to be more of a social event and a gesture of hospitality with 
consumers. Consequently there were strong relational networks between the agripreneur and 
consumers. This provided, as reported, also for another form of self-help network, where, for example, 
if a consumer was passing through hard times, credit would be extended in the form of produce that 
would be paid for at a later date and when possible. This provided for a high degree of trust between 
the parties and as per social and cultural norms: non-payment would be seen as something dishonorable. 
For some agripreneurs, religious belief played a significant part of their farm enterprise and this, for 
example, played a major role in marketing. For example, if participating in a farmers’ market, what 
produce was left over at the end of the trading day would be in part donated to local religious institutions 
and /or to the needy.  

However, as reported, some agripreneurs did take high risks in terms of marketing and did find, 
among the numerous challenges of the Iraqi context, ‘gaps’ (opportunities) to make money and profits. 
Most of these same agripreneurs were also more prone to experimenting and then adopting, if found to 
be successful, new production techniques and technologies. These same agripreneurs were more prone 
to have transactional relationships with consumers, commonly required payment up front and would 
not extend credit, unless selling to large retail outlets, for example. These agripeneurs would also act as 
brokers and/or as traders for other farmers in marketing produce. Commonly, these agripreneurs were 
found prevalently in peri-urban areas, even though some were, a minority, also found in rural and remote 
areas. Seemingly closeness to larger urban markets provided the impetus for running a farm enterprise 
as a business with the main objectives of money making and profit. These same agripreneurs were 
willing to learn new production and marketing techniques, via learning from others, but also via 
conducting research for new knowledge themselves. Most of these agripreneurs also were ‘digitalized’ 
in that they used on-line social media for marketing purposes. 

  
Summary of findings  

In terms of agripreneruship and agripreneurs, there are a large amount of differences within 
provinces (rural and peri-urban) and between the 18 provinces of Iraq. For many decades there has been 
high instability, this leading to many agripreneurs to operate on a day to day basis, without the 
possibility of plaining, hence creating a farm enterprise environment of working on the ‘brink’. This 
has spurred seeking for off-farm employment and/or the selling of farms. This has, in turn, created 
problems of land property rights, in some cases land abandonment, and has provided to be a disincentive 
for younger agripreneurs to continue and/or enter the farming sector. This situation of uncertainty and 
brinkmanship has been further aggravated by an unfavorable business enabling environment translating 
into agriprenuers ‘refugeeing’ into local relational and tribal networks and thus constraining enterprise 
growth. Further the informal/formal nature of the agri-food economy, the increase in formal and 
informal imports and the PDS have provided for a downward pressure on agri-food product prices. This 
being further impinged by large scale farms and the nature of operating such large scale enterprises as 
private-public enterprises. Moreover the lack of marketing know-how, low farm productivity, and the 
lack of labor, financing and support services have all contributed also to hinder agripreneurship and 
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agripreneurs at the small-scale level. This has spurred agripreneurs to resort to community- based 
enterprises, self-help networks and social enterprises, which have also expanded to include final 
consumers. These forms of enterprises cross village, tribal and religious affiliations. These are found 
most prevalently, but not only, in rural and remote areas, but when the farm enterprise is located closer 
to larger towns and cities, the more money and profit motivated such enterprises become. Typically in 
rural and remote areas agripreneurs see the farm enterprise as a source of livelihood to tender to the 
family and see it less as a business enterprise. However, some agripreneurs in rural and remote locations, 
but more prevalently cited in peri-urban areas, take high risks in terms of marketing and find, among 
the numerous challenges of the Iraqi context ‘gaps’ (opportunities) to make money and profits. Most of 
these same agripreneurs are also more prone to experimenting and then adopting, if found to be 
successful, new production techniques and technologies. These same agripreneurs are willing to learn 
new production and marketing techniques, via learning from others, but also via conducting research 
for new knowledge. Most of these agripreneurs are also ‘digitalized’ in that they use on-line social 
media for marketing purposes.  
 
Agripreneurship and agripreneurs in small-scale farm-based agricultural mechanization hire 
service enterprises 

In terms of key informant interviews devoted to AMHSEs there was much diversity found 
between and within the 18 provinces of Iraq. In some provinces it was reported that not only animal 
traction enterprises were rented to provide for farm and non-farm services, but also human muscle on 
behalf of the agripreneur running the AMHSE. In other provinces, attempting to recover from conflict, 
the rental of arial drones was reported as this provided to be more secure in surveying areas for 
agricultural land restoration, for example. Further in provinces close to border regions with other 
countries, many AMHSEs were working as fully fledged business enterprises, but were also involved 
in providing repair and maintenance services as well as also acting as fuel and spare parts suppliers. 
Consequently, and much the same as in the previous section, in the impossibility of providing the full 
findings of such diversity within the space available, what is reported in the findings from the key 
informant interviews has taken a ‘median road’, in terms of reporting on what themes were found most 
commonly (frequently) in all the interviews. 

The majority of small-scale AMHSEs are located on farm premises, operate as part-time business 
enterprises: the agripreneur has some spare time for renting out some services, most often in their local 
area. The common business objective of the AMHSE is to possibly make some extra money, but in 
many cases this does not apply, as the objective is to support and help local community members with 
their farming operations. In fact, in some instances, for example, it was reported that such AMHSEs 
work mainly for the common good of the local community, for example in providing potable water 
transport as well as transport of people. This provides for a more community-based and social type 
enterprise in terms of AMHSEs.  

Commonly AMHSEs are informal, tend to provide services at farm level (ploughing, seeding, 
harvesting and on-farm transport) and also provide for off-farm services in terms of transport services. 
A few services are provided along the agri-food value chain, for example post-harvest processing 
operations. Services by AMHSEs, in some instances, were reported, for example in irrigation repair and 
maintenance, land rehabilitation in post conflict areas as well as road repairs and maintenance. 
AMHSEs tend to more prevalently provide for animal driven services in some provinces, mainly in 
rural and remote areas, while in other provinces there is a prevalence of machine-based services. It was 
reported that also in some provinces human muscle was rented out as an ‘enterprise’ along with that of 
animal and machine-based services. Most agripreneurs running AMHSEs tend to have ‘self-learnt’ 
skills in terms of machine operation, repairs and maintenance as well as in terms of animal health, 
medication and welfare. However their know-how in terms of using machinery, for example, to 
maximize its usage rates, has been reported to be limited.  

Prevalently AMHSEs work within the local area and via local relational networks, have strong 
community and social connotations and prevalently provide services within a defined radius of where 
the AMHSE is located32. Most AMHSEs work under risky, uncertain and unstable conditions in some 

                                                           
32 It was also reported that some non-farm based hire service enterprises, machinery dealerships, do provide 
services in different areas of a province, have makeshift digital platforms for hiring services, and tend to have a 
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provinces as per the overall context of farming, and the country in general, and this makes business 
planning somewhat complicated and tends to stifle innovation and entrepreneurial stance. This provides 
to be, for example, in terms of innovation a disincentive to investment in new machinery for the 
enterprise, as high cost fixed assets can easily deteriorate in such contexts. This also comes to explain 
in part why the machinery park of AMHSEs, as reported, are old and obsolete as the risk of investment 
in new machinery is perceived to be too high. This is further reinforced by the perceived lower costs 
and risks of providing for make shift repairs on aging machinery, instead of renewing the machinery.  

Services, provided by AMHSEs, more often than not, are paid in kind, in return for work and 
often if money is involved, credit is provided. These forms of ‘payment’ are based prevalently on the 
social and cultural relational aspects found in local areas. However, and as reported, direct payments in 
monetary terms do occur and such a factor is on the rise, especially in more stable and prosperous 
farming community areas of the country. For example, where farm plots are over a certain size, 
commonly above seven hectares, and provide for single plots and not scattered plots over a defined 
area, monetary payments are requested for services. However, most small-scale farms, tend to have 
scattered small-sized farm plots and this makes service operations not only highly costly, but also highly 
time consuming, commonly in periods of high demand for AMHSE services, hence agripreneurs tend 
to shy away from providing such services to a full. For example they may service only one plot owned 
by one farmer and then move on to another plot, owned by a different farmer. This farm plot 
fragmentation, difficulty of access to such plots, distance to such plots and time of travel between plots 
and time to work on the plots, commonly provide to be a series of barriers for service provision as 
agripreneurs tend prevalently to prefer less cumbersome service provision. This is also due to fact that 
agripreneurs tend to be risk adverse with their AMHSEs. While providing such arduous services on 
such plots and traveling in-between such plots, which can be impervious in terms of connection roads, 
machinery and/or animals can breakdown or get injured, and as such the agripreneur risks not only the 
AMHSE main source of income, but also that of the agripreneur’s own farm. This is further aggravated 
by the lack and availability in rural and remote areas of fuel, spare parts, maintenance and repair services 
as well as veterinarians, para veterinarians and veterinarian medicine.  

Commonly AMHSEs, in terms of machinery, work with dated equipment, that are not versatile, 
tend to provide more often than not mechanical problems, running costs are high, tend to be 
underutilized and know-how of using of such machinery is not very high. This last point of know-how 
is in fact, as reported, a reoccurring problem, where many agripreneurs, running AMHSEs have some 
basic self-acquired knowledge in running machinery and equipment, but lack the more detailed and 
required knowledge for running such machinery and equipment efficiently and effectively. These 
impediments in fact limit, to some degree, the services that can be offered and services that are 
completed to a full. This hampers motivation and opportunity seeking for increasing the work rate of 
such machinery as the agripreneur, more often than not, is fully aware of the limits of the enterprise‘s 
machinery. This stifling of services reduces considerably the overall entrepreneurial stance, especially 
in rural and remote areas and tends to place a greater emphasis to reverting to animal power, even with 
all of its limitations. However, in consideration of risk, such a kind of power source, animals, tends to 
be more reliable than dated and obsolete machinery. Thus animal power seems to provide for more 
reliability and thus stability in terms of making services available.  

However in farming areas closer to large towns and cities and also those found directly situated 
in peri-urban settings, AMHSEs commonly operate mainly with machinery and more as fully fledged 
businesses. This is because, as reported, there is a more ‘enabling infrastructure’ in terms of availability 
of fuel, maintenance and spare parts services, equipment dealerships, more accessible information as 
well as a more viable road network. In fact in such areas, as reported, agripreneurs tend to be far more 
motivated and entrepreneurial, can offer more and reliable services, are more money and profit oriented, 
even though with some community and social overtones to such entrepreneurial motivation, regularly 
seek for and provide services and also often take advantage of non-farm related service opportunities 
that can arise in such areas, as for example road maintenance services. Such agripreneurs tend to have 
a good market knowledge for services of not only their immediate local market area, via their local 
relational networks, but can also tap into wider relational networks as a result of their proximity to large 

                                                           
greater service reach then local farm-based AMHSEs. However such services are not provided very often as per 
lack of demand.  
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towns and cities. As reported, some of these AMHSEs have been operational for decades as they thrived 
from the spill-over effects of state owned machinery services that existed in the 1970s and 1980s. This 
enabled the agripreneurs and the next generation of agripreneurs to, for example, have easy access to 
know-how in terms of machinery usage, maintenance and repairs, access to spare parts as well as fuel 
and access to market knowledge of what services were most requested in the area, the typology of 
services, and who the services were for. This enabled over the years, after the demise of publicly-owned 
machine stations, to take full advantage of this acquired knowledge. In fact, and as reported, some 
agripreneurs, moved out of farming completely and into providing only hire services for farm work and 
then also branching out into offering non-farming services , with differing machinery, such as for 
example bulldozers, cranes, etc., which provided services, for example, to road and real estate 
development. These hire service enterprises run as fully fledged businesses.  

It was also reported that AMHSEs that operate close to border regions, tend also to use more 
machinery as well as operate as more fully fledged businesses. This seemingly as they have more ready 
access to fuel, maintenance, spare parts and know how in the use of machinery. However, two of the 
major issues reported, was/is the quality of fuel as in many instances fuel33 has been found to be 
adulterated and quality of spare parts which in some cases have been found to be either non-original 
spare parts and /or second-hand recycled spare parts34.  

AMHSEs also face a good degree of competition, not only from other small-scale AMHSEs, but 
also from large-scale AMHSEs. These for example tend to operate as fully fledged businesses, 
commonly tend to have larger machinery, for example combines, and thus can furnish services to large-
scale farms and tend to have good marketing networks within local areas and within public 
administrations. This enables to have a more guaranteed market for services and thus a more stable 
income and hence enables a better planning of business activities to occur and facilitates investments, 
for example in new machinery. However, even in such large-scale AMHSEs, the instability and 
uncertainties, found in defined provinces, makes doing business risky and complicated.  

On the demand side there is apparently a large market for services provided by AMHSEs. This 
owed to numerous factors such as, for example the high cost of buying and running machinery, low 
farm income, uncertainty over the future in farming and the aging of the farming population. However, 
the demand seems to be more apparent than real as farmers, especially in rural and remote areas, for 
example tend to stick to traditional farming patterns and practices, prefer muscle and hand labor, lack 
knowledge and experience of what, for example, machinery can actually do and tend to be risk averse 
to adopting new practices, as such practices could potentially jeopardize, if they go wrong, an already 
precarious farming situation along with the uncertainties of marketing organization for farm produce. 
Hence risk for risk, farmers tend to keep to traditional ways as even though, for example output is not 
as productive as it could be , it still provides for the farm and the farm family. This situation seems to 
be stagnating as per the low generational turnover in farming in rural and remote areas and hence 
AMHSEs find markets, in rural and remote areas, that demand the same services year in and year out. 
This, for example, not enabling offering some differentiation of services and possibly the introduction 
of innovative services. However, and interestingly, in provinces that were affected by strife in the recent 
years and the upsetting of farm lands, farming systems and equipment, has created the impetus for 
introducing new and innovative services. For example the introduction of new machinery and 
equipment, along with training in how to use and maintain such machinery and equipment, has created 
new entrepreneurial motivation for AMHSEs. This, as reported, has also created an opportunity for non-
farm based hire service enterprises to be set up. For example in one province a group of young university 
graduates set up a hire service enterprise that provides drone services for agriculture.  

 
Summary of findings  

Commonly AMHSE are located on farm premises and operate as part-time business enterprises: 
the agripreneur has some spare time for renting out some services, most often in their local area. The 
common business objective of the AMHSE is to possibly make some extra money, but in many cases 

                                                           
33 Fuel adulteration was also reported in other provinces of Iraq and this causing major machinery 
malfunctions and breakdowns. However the adulterations, as reported, were also due to differing degrees of 
fuel refining quality and not provided deliberately by fuel suppliers.  
34 There is a running second hand market within Iraq in terms of machinery, equipment and spare parts.  
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this does not apply, as the objective is to support and help local community members with their farming 
operations as well as help the overall community with, for example the transport of potable water and 
transport of people. AMHSEs are informal, work mainly in their local areas and tend to provide services 
at farm level (ploughing, seeding, harvesting and on-farm transport) and also provide for off-farm 
services in terms of transport services. Most agripreneurs running AMHSEs tend to have ‘self-learnt’ 
skills in terms of machine operation, repairs and maintenance as well as in terms of animal health, 
medication and welfare. However their know-how in terms of using machinery, for example, to 
maximize its usage rates, has been reported to be limited. Prevalently AMHSEs enterprises work within 
the local area and via local relational networks, have strong community and social connotations and 
prevalently provide services within a defined radius of where the AMHSE is located. Services, provided 
by the AMHSE, more often than not, are paid in kind, in return for work and often if money is involved, 
credit is provided. These forms of ‘payment’ are based prevalently on the social and cultural relational 
aspects found in local areas. However in farming areas closer to large towns and cities and also those 
found in peri-urban settings, AMHSEs commonly operate mainly with machinery and more as fully 
fledged businesses. In such areas AMHSEs tend to be far more motivated and entrepreneurial, can offer 
more and reliable services, are more money and profit oriented, even though with some community and 
social overtones to such entrepreneurial motivation, regularly seek for and provide services and also 
often take advantage of non-farm related service opportunities that can arise in such areas, as for 
example road maintenance services.  

On the demand side there is apparently a large market for services provided by AMHSEs. 
However, the demand seems to be more apparent than real as farmers, especially in rural and remote 
areas, for example tend to stick to traditional farming patterns and practices, prefer muscle and hand 
labor, lack knowledge and experience of what, for example, machinery can actually do and tend to be 
risk averse to adopting new practices, as such practices could potentially jeopardize, if they go wrong, 
an already precarious farming situation along with the uncertainties of marketing organization for farm 
produce. This situation seems to be stagnating as per the low generational turnover in farming in rural 
and remote areas and hence AMHSEs find markets, in rural and remote areas, that demand the same 
services year in and year out. 

  

6. Analysis of findings  
From the analysis conducted, the factors found, in the overall Iraqi current context, that effect 

entrepreneurship in general and in particular agripreneurs and agripreneurship are as follows:  
 Security concerns;  
 The uncertain economic outlook; 
 The import-based structure of the Iraqi economy; 
 The mainly cash-based economy;  
 Banking finance not accessible to all; 
 Lack of reasonable loan terms; 
 Lack of access and usage of microfinance;  
 Insufficient knowledge on trading across borders and on wider regional and global markets; 
 Widespread informal payments;  
 Access to infrastructure;  
 A crumbling infrastructure;  
 Public intervention and management of the economy;  
 An absence of constructive public-private sector dialogue;  
 Unfair competition from the public sector; 
 Public sector distribution channels;  
 Large bureaucracy; 
 Outdated legislation; 
 Externally promoted policies and interventions; 
 Complexities in starting a business formally and related public sector capture; 
 Numerous regulations dependent on personal relations between private parties and dominant 

families, who hold key positions in political parties and government;  
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 High attractiveness of working for the public sector;  
 High taxes on private enterprises; 
 Tribal economic networks;  
 Lack of entrepreneurial incentives;  
 Low levels of modern entrepreneurial culture; 
 Lack of competitive culture, in particular in rural areas;  
 Large spatial differences in poverty across, and within, the provinces of Iraq; 
 Food insecurity; 
 Decline in levels of formal education;  
 Internal displacement;  
 High levels of unemployment. 

In terms of the agricultural sector in specific, the factors in the current Iraqi context found that 
effect agripreneurship and agripreneurs are as follows:  

 Rapid growth in population; 
 Migration from rural to urban areas;  
 Increasing urbanization;  
 Labor shortages in rural areas; 
 Dependency on food imports; 
 Food import effects on prices; 
 Food imports far exceeding exports;  
 Public policy focused mainly on supporting large wheat farmers; 
 Low prices on farm produce as per public distribution system (PDS) ;  
 Lack of a conducive investment environment; 
 Lack of transparent and clear legal frameworks for rules–based market competition; 
 Stagnation in agricultural productivity; 
 Lack of production intensity; 
 Limited arable land;  
 Dependency on external water resources; 
 Decreased water inflows;  
 Insufficient maintenance and funding of irrigation network; 
 Increased salinity; 
 Lack of funding for agricultural services;  
 Degraded physical infrastructure; 
 Non-viable transport conditions; 
 Limited communications infrastructure; 
 Most farmers cultivating a single crop per year;  
 Lack of immediate payments on delivery and late payments;  
 Majority of farm households do not have bank accounts; 
 Focus on domestic production; 
 Lack of market access; 
 Lack of marketing know-how; 
 Lack of value adding on farm; 
 Harvesting methods which damage crops; 
 Lack of appropriate post-harvest handling;  
 Inappropriate packing;  
 Lack of packaging and storage;  
 Poor storage conditions;  
 Lack of cold storage;  
 Lack of food safety as per the over use of pesticides. 

The historical factors found that effect the agricultural sector, agripreneurship and agripreneurs 
are as follows:  

 Historically and fundamentally an agricultural country;  
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 Tigris and Euphrates rivers provided for needed farming water in central and southern Iraq; 
 Tigris and Euphrates rivers provided for facilitation paths for trade and communication; 
 The distinctive differences in geography implied defined and different lifestyles on various 

agricultural communities;  
 Rural tribalism in agricultural communities played a fundamental role in the dynamics of the 

agricultural sector; 
 People compelled to cooperation among the tribe and between tribes as per geography, climate 

and irrigation infrastructure needs; 
 The need for irrigation in the central and southern parts of Mesopotamia;  
 land salinization; 
 Desertification; 
 Central authority intervention in irrigation infrastructure for building and maintenance;  
 Agriculture sector reliant on state intervention and the cooperation of communities; 
 Technology development in agricultural communities: storage, plough, sledge, wheel and chart; 
 Cooperation pushed farming beyond subsistence to surplus;  
 Surplus trade provided for development of money, uniform weights, measures, prices, account-

keeping and annual reports; 
 Initially trade via reciprocal gift exchange, as primary aim was to promote cohesion among the 

community’s members, and peaceful relations among chiefs of neighbouring tribes; 
  Breaking of conventions as per ‘profit-seeking’, initially conducted mainly in association with 

public institutions (Mesopotamia’s temples) that provided to be a ‘mediation entity’; 
 Entrepreneurs first emerged in conjunction with the public temples and palaces of 

Mesopotamia; 
 Mesopotamian words for entrepreneurship: the ‘Sumerian word damgar, and the Babylonian 

word tamkarum ;  
  The charging of interest and profit-sharing required arrangements between public institutions 

and private entrepreneurs; 
 Public and private sector cooperation in trade; 
 Most common forms of entrepreneurship, apart from farming, but were related, the transport 

and marketing of commodities as well as management enterprises;  
 As per economic growth, shift away from productive enterprise to land acquisition, usury, 

profiteering from political office, and extraction of foreign tribute by force; 
 The non-elites reversion to survival strategies: fall back on sub-national or primary forms of 

association such as family, tribe and the neighbourhood mosque; 
 Cycles of trade liberalization, economic growth, increase of monopolies, market distortions and 

market stagnations; 
 Development of formal and informal public-private and private-public partnerships; 
 Development of import trade, as southern Mesopotamia was in a uniquely resource-dependent 

position; 
 Land tenure agreements and dissolutions; 
 the discovery and commercialization of oil; 
 Socialization of agriculture; 
 Distorted liberalization;  
 Growth of sectarianism;  
 Religion; 
 Public distribution system (PDS);  
 Oil for Food Programme (OFFP);  
 External conflict; 
 Sanctions;  
 Internal conflict.  

In the analysis if the same characteristic of agripreneurship and agripreneurs was found in both 
small-scale farm enterprises and farm-based AMHSEs, the characteristic would be recorded and would 
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hence provide for some degree of validity. Further the characteristics were divided by geographical 
location, rural and peri-urban, as in the analysis the characteristics tended to be more distinct, to some 
degree, within this geographical context and hence were categorized accordingly. The results of the 
analysis can be seen in Table 2.  
 
Table 2: The characteristics of agripreneurship and agripreneurs  

Agripreneurship   
Rural  Peri-urban  
Part-time  Full time  
Sharing  More transformational oriented  
Locally networked  Socially-oriented  
Consumer networked  Growth-oriented  
Tribally networked  Public agripreneurship 
Inter-tribal networked Private-public partnership-oriented 
 Inter-religious networked  Relational networked  
Self-help networked  Public and private networked  
Community- based  Innovation-oriented  
 Socially-oriented Adoption of innovations-oriented 
Environmentally-sensitive  Digitalized  
Survivalist (subsistence)-oriented   
Low innovation oriented    
Low adoption rate of innovations-oriented   
Informal    
Low risk direct marketing    
Public agripreneurship   
Public-private partnership-oriented    
Agripreneurs   
Rural  Peri-urban  
Traditionalists Risk-takers 
Part-time agripreneurs  Full-time agripreneurs  
Trusting  Proactive  
High degree of cooperativeness  Opportunists 
Non-opportunistic  Non-planner  
Risk averse Growth-oriented 
Inward looking  Profit-oriented  
Relational Experimental  
Religiously influenced Transactional 
Food donors Networking  
Low productivity  Prone to diversification  
Low agriprenurial motivation Innovative 
Local community and socially focused Adoption of innovations 
Family decision making   High degree of commercialization  
 Non-growth focused  Socially focused 
 Livelihood-oriented    
Non-planners   
Non-innovators   
Non-adopters of new innovations   
Limited commercialization   
Local networking    
Lack of marketing knowledge   
Lack of competition culture   
Lack of profit culture   

 
7. Discussion  

As per the analysis, and as shown Table 2, survivalist (subsistence) agripreneruship and 
agripreneurs are found more commonly in rural areas, but not always, and more transformational 
agripreneurship and agripreneurs are found in areas close to and/or in peri-urban areas, but also here 
not always. This geographical diversity in characteristics is seemingly provided for by a number of 
reasons. For example in rural areas agripreneurs tend to be more traditionalists, are risk averse and are 
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far more livelihood- oriented, instead of being profit-oriented. In peri-urban areas agripreneurs tend to 
be far more proactive, open to innovations and to the adoption of such innovations. Further still in peri-
urban areas there is a closeness to larger final agri-food markets, an enabling infrastructure (roads, 
water, communications, fuel services, repair services, etc.) as well as being more exposed to digital 
communications and hence tend to be more prone for change, this to a degree, making agripreneurship 
and agripreneurs more transformational. In rural areas, on the contrary, final agri-food markets tend to 
be far smaller, there is not the same enabling infrastructure and there is less exposure to digital 
communications and hence agripreneurship and agripreneurs are seemingly highly risk averse, more 
inward-looking and non-opportunistic and hence are more ‘survivalists’.  

However this rural and peri-urban divergence in terms of agripreneurship and agripreneurs is not 
an absolute. For example from the analysis what emerged is that some agripreneurs in rural areas were 
very proactive, innovative and profit-oriented, while some agripreneurs in peri-urban areas were found 
to be more traditionalist, less proactive and less profit-oriented. Further it was also found that some 
agripreneurs in rural areas would consider their farm enterprise as a fully-fledged business, in other 
words full time agripreneurship, but would not see their AMHSE in the same manner. In peri-urban 
areas quite the opposite was found, where in fact some agripreneurs considered their farm enterprise as 
part-time agripreneurship, while their AMHSE as a fully-fledged business. Moreover some agripreneurs 
were found that treated only one defined crop and/or livestock as their main agriprenurial asset as also 
per one particular type of equipment in their AMHSE. Hence it seems that both agripreneurship and 
agripreneurs found in Iraq are on a continuum between on the one side subsistence (survivalist) types 
of agripreneurship and agripreneurs, and on the other side transformational types of agripreneurship 
and agripreneurs, and laying in-between there is a mixture of both typologies and more. This diversity 
found on the two opposing sides of the continuum and in between the two sides of the continuum, 
seemingly is a result of, for example the distinctive differences in geography that has implied defined 
and different lifestyles on various agricultural communities, tribalism, insecure land property rights, 
religion, personal characteristics of agripreneurs, internal and external conflict, the instability and 
uncertainty of the context, as well as the transitional nature of the Iraqi economy35. This last point, as 
provided by Estrin et al., (2008) provides that in transition economies, for each stage of transition, there 
are differing kinds of entrepreneurship. Further, and as provided by Sullivan (2017b), in conflict zones 
entrepreneurs face ‘limited choices and/or mobility, their enterprises tend to be informal, ranging in size 
from a small family business to medium-size enterprises and in such conflict zones, commonly 
agripreneurship efforts comprise about 99 percent of businesses’. Moreover, it seems also that the oil-
focused economy provides for a higher dependence on oil rents and has a significant dampening effect 
on new business formation density (Farzanegan, 2014).  

The current contextual factors and their influence on agripreneurship and agripreneurs seem to 
be nothing new as when looking back historically much the same levels of uncertainties and instability 
appear. This seems to be in line with the constant reoccurring cycle which is clearly prevalent in Iraq: 
in periods of growth and prosperity, for example, formal institutional arrangements do not seem capable 
of mediating and mitigating the growth and concentration of ‘power’ in the hands of ‘the few’, be they, 
for example based in political, economic and tribal affiliation, or more often than not, a mix of these36. 
Such institutional arrangements are commonly informal, tend to be highly relational and pervasive in 
terms of their effects on agripreneurship and agripreneurs. This cyclical pattern has over many centuries 
provided for the appearance of oligopolies and/or monopolies and these have, in the long run, stifled 
growth and provided for disincentives to agripreneurship and in particular to agripreneurs from 
participating in markets. This has in turn caused agripreneurs to refugee into highly localized, 
community-based, cooperative, relational, social, and tribal networks, that hamper investments and 
innovations, for example, and thus make farming and AMHSEs to be seen more as ways of survival, 

                                                           
35 Interestingly these findings seem to coincide with those of Desai (2011) ‘where local conditions and its 
effects on incentives to entrepreneurship development and the forms it may take are a consequence of the 
high diversity of Iraq’s regions in terms of geographic conditions, location, natural resources, population 
trends, strong culture of tribalism and community self-governance’.  
36 In fact both Desai (2011) and Yousif (2016) point to the fact that institutions are critical to determining how 
much, what kind, and what effects of entrepreneurship there will be  
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than more transformational types of agripreneurship. This cyclical pattern seemingly occurs at regular 
points in time over the ancient and modern history of Iraq.  

There is also the involvement of the public sector, public economy and public entrepreneurship 
that seems culturally and socially natural as clearly demonstrated in the findings. Historically for 
example, the ‘game changer’ for agripreneurship and agripreneurs, moving from reciprocal gift 
exchange, so as to maintain peaceful relations among chiefs of neighbouring tribes, to the breaking of 
conventions as per ‘profit-seeking’, was mediated by public institutions (Mesopotamia’s temples). This 
involvement of a public central authority was seemingly intended so as to avert on the one side conflict 
among communities, but also on the other side to have a third party involved that could ‘cushion’ and 
‘soften’ profit-making and thus making profit gain more acceptable and more justifiable from a cultural 
and social point of view37. Further, and as another example, of the public sector playing a pivotal role 
in the agriculture sector, is the nature of agriculture in central and southern Iraq were irrigation 
infrastructure and its maintenance are a necessity. By the very nature of such irrigation tasks, 
cooperation among communities was required and needed management and coordination by a central 
and recognized public authority. However this has provided for the public sector that is not only 
perceived as a mediator, but also as an active player in agripreneurship and as an agripreneur and 
intertwined with private sector agripreneurship and agripreneurship. The public sector as an agripreneur 
has taken on various roles in varying degrees, from on the one side being fully in charge of the agri-
food economy and markets, and on the other side being only marginally present, but still there. This 
involvement though has created, for example, social benefits such as the PDS for those within the Iraqi 
population who are food insecure, but on the side, still the PDS, has considerably made agripreneurship 
far less remunerative and thus less transformational in nature. Further and as identified previously, this 
public sector intervention seemingly has created formal institutional arrangements that have been 
unable to cater for the growth of oligopolies and monopolies within the public sector domain and with 
relational networks in the private sector and vice versa where the private sector has sought relational 
networks within the public sector that have provided for elite capture of markets. This has created, in 
turn, degrees of distrust in private initiatives (agripreneurship), favoring more secure employment in 
the public sector and hence dampening private agriprenurial motivation and drive. This has also created 
wider spread inequality as per the elite capture of markets, on many occasions internal civil strife as 
well as induced common foreign intervention. Such foreign intervention, for example, has been 
motivated under various ‘flags’ over the centuries, but has mainly been to protect lucrative food import 
markets in Iraq. For example the OFFP was an institutionalized clear example of ensuring markets for 
imported food.  

The public sector agripreneurship, though, did provide for some agriprenurial motivation and 
drive as well as introducing, for example innovations to the country. For example guaranteed minimum 
prices provided on defined agricultural commodities, with all its considered economic maladies, has 
provided for a social safety net for agripreneurs, but has also provided some motivational stance in 
agripreneurs to keep on farming. Further, for example, public AMHSEs enabled the introduction of new 
technologies, exposure to such technologies as well as know-how in using such technologies. This 
provided for innovations within agriculture and also motivation within agripreneurs as per the 
commonly found ‘spill-over’ effects, such as new acquired technology usage skills in agripreneurs, in 
the local areas where such public AMHSEs were located.  

Other factors, over and above those already mentioned above, for example, such as land 
entitlement insecurity38, lack of targeted and appropriate financing, access to financing on favourable 
terms, lack of good practices in harvesting, post-harvest handling and marketing, and the lack of 
adoption of innovations have all contributed to making agripreneurship and agripreneurs in Iraq, 
somewhat unique. Even though, there are some similarities with other countries on some characteristics. 
For example in comparing Table 2 with Table 1, these similarities to a greater degree found in the 
characteristics of agripreneurship were: 

                                                           
37 As provided by Licht & Siegel (2008) culture also provides for a large, if not profound, impact on all aspects of 
entrepreneurship in societies as a social system that places a high value on innovation, risk-taking and 
independence is more likely to produce entrepreneurial events than a system with contrasting values. 
38 As provided by Licht & Siegel (2008) core social institutions required for promoting entrepreneurship are 
well defined property rights and the rule of law 
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 Directly-marketed agriculture; 
 Converts agricultural activity into an entrepreneurial activity; 
 Using a unique set of resources; 
 Rural; 
 Community-oriented; 
 Improved livelihoods. 

But the characterises from Table 1 which were not similar to those in Table 2 to a greater degree 
were:  

 The profitable marriage of agriculture and entrepreneurship;  
 Sustainable.  

 
In terms of the characteristics of agripreneurs in a comparison between Table 2 and Table 1, only 

one character was found to be similar to a greater degree: 
 Works within a food system, located in but not necessarily limited to, a rural location. 

Still the characteristics found in the comparison between Table 2 and Table 1 which were not 
similar to a greater degree were as follows:  

 Has a special foresight with regards to resource and environmental constraints, to learn from 
others and his or her own past, according to modern and indigenous knowledge; 

 Willing to make it (the farm business) more sustainable (in the long term) ;  
 Adopt new technologies to farming; 
 An individual or group with the right to use or exploit the land or other related elements required 

to carry out agricultural, forestry or mixed activities; 
 Consider the full range of ‘agribusiness’ opportunities within the extended food system; 
 Creating new ways of doing things in the agriculture sector; 
 Utilizing innovative and sustainable production methods. 

As per the above thus it seems that Iraqi agripreneurship has more similar characteristics, to a 
degree, to those found in other countries, but Iraqi agripreneurs have far less similarities to those found 
in other countries. This seemingly pointing to, yet again, the high degree of uniqueness of Iraqi 
agripreneurs and to a lesser degree the uniqueness of Iraqi agripreneurship.  

What emerges also from the analysis is that there are common characteristics within subsistence 
(survivalist) as well as transformational agripreneurship and agripreneurs in both rural and peri-urban 
areas of Iraq. These are, for example, social, community-based, self-help, relationally networked and 
partnership (public-private and private-public) characteristics. This seemingly pointing, yet again, to a 
defined set of typologies of agripreneurship and agripreneurs that are specific to Iraq and its diversity 
within.  
 
8. Conclusions  

The main aim of the research was to attempt to better understand the characteristics of 
agripreneurship and agripreneurs in Iraq via using the small-scale farm enterprises and farm-based 
AMHSEs as ‘measures’. The historical and current contextual factors found, along with the 
characteristics of Iraqi agripreneurship and agripreneurs as shown in Table 2, do go some way to attempt 
to better understand Iraqi agripreneurship and agripreneurs. The focus on cross comparison between the 
characteristics of the farm enterprises as well as farm-based AMHSEs has provided for some degree of 
validity to such findings.  

What emerges clearly also from this research is the strong network, community-based and social 
connotations of agripreneurship and agripreneurs, be they transformational or subsistence/survivalist. 
The role of the public sector also emerges in agripreneurship and in being an agripreneur, be it a alone 
and/or in public-private and/or private-public partnerships. Further what also emerges is the highly 
localized diversity of agripreneurship and agripreneurs within Iraq, this not only between the 18 
provinces of Iraq, but also within the 18 provinces of Iraq. Another fact that has also emerges is the 
uniqueness of agripreneurship and agripreneurs within Iraq. This is seemingly owed to historical and 
current contextual factors, and the characteristics of Iraqi agripreneurship and agripreneurs themselves.  

However there is also, and seemingly, an emergence of something more to Iraqi agripreneurship 
and agripreneurs that deems further and far more research. This in particular should be based at the 
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local level of the 18 provinces of Iraq, so as to attempt to better ascertain the diversity and uniqueness 
of agripreneurship and agripreneurs within provinces, but also between the provinces. Importantly this 
further research should focus and accent much further on the uniqueness of agripreneurship and 
agripreneurs in Iraq and attempt to better define it. In this line, such further research should consider 
that there are clear connotations and variations to the meaning of agripreneurship and agripreneurs, that 
are spatially, culturally, socially, and economically bound (Hilmi, 2018a). As per this call for further 
research, the characteristics found in Table 2 and the historical and current contextual factors identified 
can possibly be used as a guiding framework for such further research at the provincial and local level 
within Iraq.  
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