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ABSTRACT 
Agricultural mechanization hire service enterprises (AMHSEs) tend to be seen mainly as business 
enterprises that operate on servicing farm production operations and other services along the agri-food 
value chain. But what type of enterprise is an AMHSE and can it be considered as a business enterprise 
only or can it be defined in terms of other types of enterprise. The research attempted to better 
understand agricultural mechanization hire services as an enterprise, and in particular, if other 
typologies of enterprise, beyond that of being a business enterprise, may be found. The nature of the 
research was primarily qualitative and abductive. It took an exploratory, descriptive and historical 
approach and was based on two literature research and reviews. The findings from 19 countries, 
interestingly, provided that there is evidence that shows that AMHSEs are social and community-based 
types of enterprises to a greater degree, and that the public sector is a catalyst for AMHSEs and plays a 
pivotal role in terms of AMHSE, either directly or indirectly or both. What was also found was the lack 
of data and information about family involvement in AMHSEs, in terms of AMHSEs being family 
enterprises. What also emerged from the research was the particular type of marketing that was provided 
for AMHSEs, via, for example, marketing services of local and digital brokerage services, but, 
interestingly, the sources of secondary data and information provided little in terms of what actual 
marketing practices were carried out by AMHSEs themselves.  
 
Keywords: Enterprise; Entrepreneurship, Entrepreneurs, Agripreneurship, Agripreneurs, Business 

enterprise, Social enterprise, Community enterprise, Social entrepreneurship, Community 
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1. Introduction 

 
Agricultural mechanization hire service enterprises (AMHSEs) tend to be seen mainly as 

business enterprises that operate in servicing farm production operations and other services along the 
agri-food value chain. The most common services provided by AMHSEs are devoted to farm production 
and concern land preparation, planting and spraying (FAO, 2012). Hilmi (2013, 2018b, 2021) found 
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 people, products, potable 
water and waste collection. Issa (2017) reports that AMHSEs provide also services for electrification 
and road construction. Further, and as a result of the fast increase in technology innovation, the rapid 
diffusion of digitization and increasing automation, all have contributed to increasing the variety of 
services that are being provided. Krishna (2018), for example, provides that 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’.  
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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)1. 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. However, sharing farm equipment, as the sharing economy, is far from 
anything new, as it is as old as humankind and has been commonplace across cultures for millennia 
(Albinsson & Perera, 2018). For example, Postgate (1992) provides that in early Mesopotamia there 
were ‘prescribed legal levels for the hire of carts and animals as well as farmers’ 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).  

As per the above, AMHSEs tend to be seen mainly as business enterprises. This has been 
documented for example by Issa (2017), Paman et al., (2014), Belton et al., (2018) and Abaidoo & 
Belton, ( 2019), only to mention a few. Also efforts have been made to promote AMHSEs as becoming 
more business oriented, for example FAO (2012), CIMMYT (2016), CAPSA-ESCAP (2016) and FAO 
(2018). However as per the very nature of the agricultural mechanization hire service as an enterprise, 
local ‘infrastructure, climate and topography, the initial high investment requirements, and revenues 
and profits that are generated in the long term, all provide the need for a detailed and carefully planned 
feasibility study to be conducted prior to a AMHSE being set up as a business (Hilmi,  2013). This 
being provided in full consideration that AMHSEs may have other enterprise connotations. For 
example, in researching AMHSEs in Iraq, Hilmi (2021) found that AMHSEs could be considered, to a 
lesser degree, as being business enterprises, but to a much greater degree, being social and community-
based types of enterprises.  

 
The research aim  

The main research aim was to attempt to better understand agricultural mechanization hire 
services as an enterprise. In particular, what type of enterprise is an AMHSE and can it be considered 
as a business enterprise only or can it be defined in terms of other types of enterprise. The research also 
considered other pertinent factors linked to enterprise, (enterprise size, ownership, formal registration, 
family involvement, location [rural, peri-urban, urban), what type of entrepreneurship and entrepreneurs 
may be found within AMHSEs and what type of enterprise and entrepreneurship were found most 
commonly.  

 
Background to the research  
What is an enterprise? 

What is an enterprise, is commonly defined in numerous ways, for example Butler (2006) defines 
an enterprise as a business set up and operated by an individual, the European Commission (2019) 
defines an enterprise as ‘any entity engaged in an economic activity, irrespective of its legal form’, 
while QAA (2018) defines enterprise as ‘the generation and application of ideas, which are set within 
practical situations during a project or undertaking’. Differing perspectives are taken for the definition 
of enterprise and can vary from ‘narrow meanings specifically related to business, to wider meanings 
that indicate a behaviour that can be applied in a variety of contexts’ (Bridge et al., 2003). Most often, 
three main perspectives are found to be the most prevalent. One perspective is that an enterprise is 
simply related to doing business and involves people who actively do business (entrepreneurs) and 
usually provide for the enterprise to grow in business terms. Another perspective concerns enterprise 
‘as a group of qualities and competences that enable individuals, organisations, communities, societies 
and cultures to be flexible, creative and adaptable to the face of, and as contributors to, rapid social and 
economic change’ (Bridge et al., 2003). This perspective involves also, for example, social and 
community forms of enterprise behaviour i.e. doing activities in support of communities and concerning 
social matters. Further another perspective is that ‘not all enterprises are enterprising’ (Butler, 2006) 
i.e. not all enterprises and entrepreneurs grow their businesses. A good deal of literature, see for example 
Legge & Hindle (2004), Bygrave & Zacharakis (2011), Hisrich et al., (2017), Neck et al., (2018) is 

                                                           
1 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 production (Basarik & Yildirin, 2015). 
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devoted to looking at the enterprise as a business. There is also a good deal of literature that considers 
an enterprise as a adaptable entity, and can be provided for example in more social and community-
based types of activities, i.e. doing social good also via business,  for example see Peredo & Chrisman 
(2004),  Chahine (2016), Brindle & Layton (2017), and Kummitha (2017). There is also some literature 
devoted to an enterprise as non-enterprising, i.e. the enterprise does not grow its business, see for 
example Schoar (2010), Viswanathan et al., (2010), and Banerjee & Duflo (2011).  

Bridge et al., (2003) provide that in defining an enterprise in practical terms, some use turnover, 
some employment and others use market share. Dobrin (2015), provides that an enterprise can be 
defined by ‘field of activity, form of organization, use of production factors, and property owned’. 
Bloem (2012) provides that ‘definitions vary between countries depending on geographic location and 
the size and scope of the country’s economy’. Commonly, and most often, enterprises are usually 
defined by their size2, based on the number of employees, the annual turnover or the value of assets of 
the enterprise (ILO, 2015). Table 1 below provides an example of defining enterprise by number of 
employees, assets and sales. 

 
Table 1: Enterprise size definition by employee numbers, assets and sales  

Indicator / Size Of The 
Enterprise 

Micro 
Enterprise 

Small Enterprise Medium-Size 
Enterprise 

Number of Employees <10 10 < 50 50 - 300 
Total Assets <$100, 000 $100, 000 < $3 million $3 million <$15 million 
Annual Sales <$100, 000 $100, 000 < $3 million $3 million <$15 million 

(Source: Khodakivska, 2020)  

 
However, the most common method used for defining an enterprise is size and this is done via 

employee numbers. For example, the World Bank (2020b) provides that ‘there is no international 
standard definition of enterprise size, but employment numbers are used by many institutions that 
collect information and use the following size categories: micro enterprises have 0-9 employees, small 
enterprises have 10-49 employees, and medium-size enterprises have 50-249 employees’. But measures 
such as employment and turnover, for example, are eroded over time ‘by the influence of inflation and 
productivity, and internationally there are a wide variety of definitions’ (Greene & Mole, 2006). This 
all makes it difficult to compare, for example small-scale enterprises, across various countries, 
particularly with regard to turnover or assets, hence this why ‘there has been a focus upon simple 
employment thresholds when measuring small enterprises’ (Greene & Mole, 2006). In fact, Bloem 
(2012), for example, researched over 19 countries in different continents and found that in the majority 
of countries the number of employees is most often used to define small-scale enterprises, this also 
being provided by Simpson et al., (2011) and World Bank (2020b). Hence, UNIDO & OECD (2004) 
and World Bank (2020b) define a micro and small enterprise based on employees and subdivides this 
into: ‘self-employed micro enterprise with 0 to 9 employees; and small enterprise with 10 to 49 
employees’.  

Ownership of enterprise is either by private individuals or the public sector or both. There are 
many forms of private ownership and many forms of public sector ownership. For example an enterprise 
can be owned by an individual as well as a group of people, for example, like a family or a group of 
individuals in a partnership of various forms. The public sector enterprise can also take various forms. 
However there can also be mixed forms of enterprise ownership between the public and private sectors, 
for example in public-private partnerships and private-public partnerships.  

Enterprises that are legally registered with authorities are commonly regarded as ‘being a legal 
person in their own right i.e. an enterprise has a legal identity of its own, which is quite separate from 
the legal identity of its members’ (MacIntyre, 2016). However many enterprises, in developing 
contexts, in the private sector are not formally registered and operate in the informal economy. The 
informal economy is defined by all enterprises, workers and activities that operate outside the legal 
regulatory framework of society, and the output that they generate (WIEGO, 2012). In fact, the size of 
the informal economy, in emerging and developing economies accounts for 25 to 40 percent of GDP 
and often more than 60 percent of employment (World Bank 2020a). Usually against a ‘backdrop of 

                                                           
2 Bannock (2005)  provides that ‘where the line is drawn in the continuum of businesses size is inevitably arbitrary’ 
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high unemployment, enterprise creation is often seen as a way to get into the employment market’ 
(Boutillier & Uzunidis, 2016). Most common enterprises found in such contexts are micro and small-
scale enterprises, usually family-run, and it is estimated that about ‘a billion entrepreneurs worldwide 
run micro-enterprises to meet life’s basic consumption needs’ (Venugopal et al., 2015). 

  
What is entrepreneurship and the entrepreneur? 

Entrepreneurship and the entrepreneur, like for enterprise, can be defined from varying 
perspectives. Economists, for example, see entrepreneurship as ‘business owners (in industrial 
organisation and macroeconomics), the self-employed (in labour and microeconomics) and small firms 
(in industrial organisation) as working definitions and all of these rely implicitly on residual-claimant 
and risk-taking aspects of entrepreneurship, and facilitate the analysis of incentives, investments, 
resource allocation decisions and occupational choices’ (Parker, 2009). Casson (2010) provides that 
entrepreneurs are ‘people who specialize in the application of judgement to economic decisions. Good 
judgement leads to timely innovation and profitable arbitrage; it eliminates waste caused by the 
misallocation of resources, and reduces the risks associated with major projects’. Business researchers 
tend to, but not always, perceive that ‘there is nothing entrepreneurial about merely being an owner-
manager of a small enterprise’ (Parker, 2009). Outside the realms of mainstream economics, two main 
ways of defining entrepreneurs can be found: ‘one defines the entrepreneur as the founder or owner- 
manager of a small or medium- sized enterprise (SME) with growth potential, whilst the other defines 
the entrepreneur in terms of the economic function that he or she performs’ (Casson, 2010). 

Legge and Hindle (2004) consider the individual in entrepreneurship, the entrepreneur, and 
consider that it is he or she ‘ who takes charge of some project that will deliver value and benefits, 
manages uncertainty, and he or she has some advantage that the project will succeed’. Scarborough & 
Cornwall (2016) consider the entrepreneurial personality (traits and attributes), for example such as 
self-reliance, confidence in success, determination and future orientation. Neck et al., (2018) also 
consider personal aspects of an entrepreneur, but provide that he or she does not have ‘a special set of 
personal traits’. Bridge et al., (2003) still consider the individual as an entrepreneur, considering 
behavioural and cognitive theories, but also ‘economic and social approaches as well as a number of 
integrated approaches’. In terms of personality and behavioural theories this considers an individual’s 
personality (traits and attributes), cognitions and behaviour in terms of, for example, being goal 
directed, the competencies provided, the attributes, the need for achievement, initiative, motivation, 
determination, risk taking, creativity and decision-making (Bridge et al., 2003). The economic approach 
considers the role and function of the entrepreneur in the economy and its resources, while the social 
approach, considers external social and cultural structures and the conduciveness and non-
conduciveness of these towards enabling being entrepreneurial (Bridge et al., 2003). Further various 
theories have been integrated, for example combining two or more theories together. For example 
Hisrich et al., (2017) provide for an integrated perspective that combines the entrepreneurial mindset, 
thinking, cognitive adaptability, intentions, self-efficacy and action.  

Neck et al., (2018) provide that entrepreneurship can be seen in two main ways: ‘entrepreneurship 
as a linear process (predicative logic), and as a mindset and a method that requires practice (creation 
logic)’. In terms of the predicative logic, ‘entrepreneurs determine the goals they need to achieve and 
look for the resources to enable them to reach their goals, while in the creation logic this thinking goes 
upside-down: entrepreneurs determine their goals according to whatever resources they have at hand’ 
(Neck et al., 2018). Commonly the predicative logic is ‘used in situations of certainty, the creation logic 
is used when situations are more unpredictable and uncertain’ (Neck et al., 2018). Still Neck et al., 
(2018) provide that entrepreneurship is not focused on starting a business, it does not involve special 
traits, it needs to be practiced, it is a life skill, it can be learnt, entrepreneurs are not extreme risk takers 
and entrepreneurs collaborate more than they compete. Scarborough & Cornwall, (2016) provide that 
there are mainly two types of entrepreneurs: 

 
 Opportunity entrepreneurs who start businesses because they spot an opportunity in the 

marketplace ( opportunity entrepreneurs are also called transformational entrepreneurs);  
  Necessity entrepreneurs who start businesses because they cannot find work any other way 

(necessity entrepreneurs are also called subsistence/survivalist entrepreneurs). 
Within these two main domains there are many and various types of entrepreneurs, for example,  
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 Serial entrepreneurs ‘who repeatedly start businesses and grow them to a sustainable size 
before striking out again’ (Scarborough & Cornwall, 2016); 

  Social entrepreneurs who ‘design and implement an intervention, product, or service that 
improves the well-being of marginalized individuals and populations’ (Chahine, 2016); 

 Sustainable entrepreneurs who focus on ‘ preserving nature, life support, and community 
(sustainability) in the pursuit of perceived opportunities to bring future products, processes, 
and services into existence for gain (entrepreneurial action) where gain is broadly construed to 
include economic and noneconomic benefits to individuals, the economy, and society 
(development) (Hisrich et al., 2017). 
 

The agri-food enterprise and entrepreneurship in development contexts  
Within the agri-food sector the perspective on enterprise is seen in very much the same way as 

in the non-sector specific approach to enterprise. In terms of the enterprise as a business venture that is 
growth-oriented, the literature, for example, provides Sancho (2010), Alsos et al., (2012), Chan et al., 
(2017) and Ndedi (2017) that all consider this perspective and in some instances term entrepreneurship 
as agripreneurship and enterprising individuals (entrepreneurs) as agripreneurs. With regard to the 
perspective of a more social and community-based kind of enterprise behaviour, the literature, for 
example, provides FAO (1997), Shuman et al., (2009), IUCN (2009), and Nayak (2012), all considering 
this perspective. The perspective of the enterprise as non-enterprising, the literature, for example, 
provides Banerjee & Duflo (2007) and Sullivan (2017). However, in developing contexts, and in many 
cases, the notion of ‘enterprise is an abstraction, as what is primarily understood intuitively is exchange 
and expertise in survival’ (Viswanathan, 2016).  

In the agri-food sector in developing contexts most enterprises are micro- and small in size and 
are commonly run by an individual with his or her family as ‘family enterprises are the most common 
form of enterprise entity in the world’ (The Family Firm Institute, 2014, Alderson 2018) and typically 
family enterprises predominate the agricultural and food sector (Alderson, 2018). Still Alderson (2018) 
provides that ‘ as much as 75 percent to 90 percent of enterprises in the Middle East are family owned 
and in Latin America, 70 percent of all enterprises are owned or controlled by families’. Usually, the 
enterprise starts as a one family member enterprise and then often evolves into a full family-enterprise 
as family members join the enterprise. What is distinctive about a family enterprise ‘is the degree to 
which, and the ways through which, a family controls the enterprise’ (Zellweger, 2017). Family 
enterprises commonly provide ‘family objectives, concerns and priorities that are combined with 
entrepreneurial forces’ (Van Helvert & Nordqvist, 2018), along with ownership, values, trust, 
relationships, management, altruism, decision-making and enterprise continuity (Poza, 2010). Family 
enterprises commonly rely on ‘family-derived social capital, heightened effort of the family members 
working in the business and their long-term investment horizon’ (Van Helvert & Nordqvist, 2018). 
Commonly as per the ‘family-management–ownership interaction, the enterprise can produce 
significant adaptive capacity and competitive advantage or it can be the source of significant 
vulnerability in the face of generational or competitive change’ (Poza, 2010). Neck et al., (2018) define 
a family enterprise as ‘ that is owned and managed by multiple family members typically for more than 
one generation and that each generation has an opportunity to bring the organization forward in new 
innovative ways’.  

Micro and small-scale agri-food enterprises can commonly comprise anywhere between 1 to 20 
people, including family members and/or employees (SOAS, 2020). Most of these enterprises fall in 
line with the three perspectives of enterprise, but also and most often, as provided by Viswanathan, 
(2016), the ‘enterprise is an abstraction’. Hence the demarcation lines between differing enterprise 
perspectives are seemingly blurred. For example, in terms of the non-enterprising enterprise 
perspective, i.e. lack of or no business growth, within the agriculture and the food sector, FAO (2015) 
provides, that in regards to the farm enterprise and the farmer, regardless of the levels of 
commercialization, the farm enterprise can be considered in the realm of agripreneurship 
(entrepreneurship) and the farmer as an agripreneur (entrepreneur). Sullivan, (2017) defines 
agripreneurship as ‘ a combination of agriculture and business: it fosters agri-entrepreneurs who 
innovate, identify markets, and satisfy needs by developing different ways of doing things, and engage 
in a variety of activities in agriculture and related sectors’. Ndedi (2017) defines agripreneurs as 
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‘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 provided by FAO (2015) farmers ‘operate their farms as entrepreneurs operate their 
enterprises, or at least they try. They raise capital from multiple sources and invest in productive assets; 
for many of them even a spade or a bicycle are important assets. They make decisions and take both 
risks and profits. And agriculture involves many decisions: what to plant, which inputs to use and how, 
when to plough, to seed, to harvest; how much to keep for consumption in the household and how much 
to sell to raise cash, or how much to store. Smallholders often make these decisions in an economic 
environment in which markets do not function well, if at all, and which is also subject to many risks, 
such as adverse weather and price surges. And this has significant implications for their choices and 
their livelihoods. It also affects their choices on investing on themselves and their children, on how to 
attain social and human capital objectives, such as education and health’. Such a perspective is similar 
to those provided by Alsos et al., (2012), and Njegomir et al., (2017).  

Hilmi (2018a) and Hilmi (2021) finds that agripreneurship and agripreneurs have a strong 
cultural, social and community based orientation to their enterprises. This locking into the perspective 
of the enterprise as a cultural, social and community-based way of behaving. For example, Hilmi 
(2018a) in a review of secondary sources of data and information from a number of countries finds that 
there are strong social and community-based orientations to agripreneurship. Still Hilmi (2021) finds 
that agripreneurship and agripreneurs in Iraq, for example, have strong community-based and social 
connotations. Hence, and seemingly, many micro and small-scale enterprises in the agri-food sector are 
in reality social and community forms of enterprise. A social enterprise ‘ is an organization that is 
formed to meet a social challenge and generate revenues in so doing’ (MacMillan & Thompson, 2013, 
Chahine, 2016) and social entrepreneurs are those who ‘design and implement an intervention, product, 
or service that improves the well-being of marginalized individuals and populations’ (Chahine, 2016). 
A community enterprise is an organization that promotes economic and social renewal in communities,  
via ‘societal wealth creation as the main goal, and where economic values are used as a means to 
develop collective values and is likely to involve a range of stakeholders with different aims, for 
example, social, economic, environmental and cultural goals’ (Vestrum et al., 2012). Community 
entrepreneurship is ‘embedded in a specific geographical reality and bridges community and business 
practices’ (Vestrum et al., 2012), while community entrepreneurs, via ‘individual or collective action, 
pursue opportunities to generate an entrepreneurial environment, redeploy local resources, create and 
organise social change, create employment and income for community members or create new 
development opportunities within the community’ (Vestrum et al., 2012).  

In terms of the perspective of the enterprise being enterprising, i.e. focused on business growth, 
in terms of agripreneurship, Dollinger (2003) defines entrepreneurship in agriculture as ‘the creation of 
innovative economic organization for the purpose of growth or gain under conditions of risk and 
uncertainty in agriculture’, while Estahbanaty (2013), defines agricultural entrepreneurship as a ‘value 
creation process composed of a unique set of resources to exploit and take advantage of opportunities 
in rural areas’ and Bairwa et al., (2014) defines agripreneurship as ‘the profitable marriage of agriculture 
and entrepreneurship’. In terms of agripreneurs Rao and Kumar (2016) define an agriprenuer as ‘an 
innovator, who drives change in a rural economy, by adopting innovative ideas in agriculture and allied 
sectors’, Nagalakshmi and Sudhakar (2013) provide that an agripreneur is ‘an entrepreneur whose main 
business is agriculture or agriculture-related’ and Aleke, Ojiako, and Wainwright (2011) provide that 
an agripreneur ‘is a self-employed business owner who creates wealth within agricultural industry 
through pursuance of a venture’.  

Within this context, and as provided previously, there are two main types of agripreneurship 
(entrepreneurship) and agripreneurs (entrepreneurs): transformational (opportunity-based) and 
subsistence/survivalists (necessity-based). Subsistence/survivalist agripreneurship is set in poverty 
contexts ‘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). Transformational entrepreneurship provides for ‘opportunity-based 
entrepreneurs, who make a decision to start their own businesses based on their ability to create or 
exploit an opportunity’ (Neck et al., 2018). These types of agripreneurs are commonly in far smaller 
numbers than subsistence/survivalist entrepreneurs and ‘strive for growth, generally run larger 
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enterprises, provide relatively secure employment opportunities for others, are catalysts of innovation, 
job creation, productivity, and competitiveness’ (Seja, 2013). For example subsistence/survivalist 
agripreneurs in terms of farmers ‘typically have different objectives than commercial farmers. The 
difference in objectives is reflected in beliefs, attitudes, and investment patterns. Subsistence and 
commercial farmers also have ‘different risk tolerance levels when it comes to savings and issues of 
food security. Subsistence farmers tend to have less tolerance for risk than commercial farmers, as most 
of them are on the borderline in terms of savings and liquid assets. Due to the sensitivity of this category 
of farmers to risk, they tend to involve themselves with off-farm activities associated with low risk, 
such as taking up formal employment’ (USAID, 2012).  

In developing contexts, many micro and small-scale agri-food enterprises operate in the informal 
food economy. The informal food economy relates to activities of food production, transport, and 
retailing, for example, that occur in informal settings and are not under the direct preview of national 
governments (FAO, 2003). It includes small producers, manufacturing enterprises, traders and service 
providers, involved in legal as well as unrecognized activities related to food (FAO, 2007). The informal 
food sector is mainly characterised by: low capital investments, absence of specialization, strong 
relationships between sellers and buyers, little accounts and taxes and permeability with the formal food 
sector (FAO, 2003).  

 
2. Methodology  

The nature of the research was primarily qualitative and abductive. It took an exploratory, 
descriptive and historical approach and was based on two literature research and reviews3. The first 
literature research and review4 was mainly exploratory in nature and was based on four online search 
engines: Google Scholar, Microsoft Academic, ResearchGate, and the World Bank e-library. The 
specific research parameters (key words) used for the research were five as follows: agricultural 
mechanization hire service enterprise; agricultural mechanization hire enterprise; mechanization hire 
service enterprise; hire service enterprise; and hire service. A total number of 56 publications were 
found and comprised primarily journal articles, but also included technical research reports, survey 
reports, conference papers and presentations. The publications for review were selected on the 
following quality criteria5: the direct as well as indirect relevance to the research subject matter; value 
(methodological rigour, quality of the reasoning or arguments, references, etc., ); research evidence in 
terms of either or both primary source-based (credibility; reliability; ecological validity)and secondary 
source –based; location; derived from an identified and reliable source (author(s), scientific journal 
publisher, reputation of publisher, etc., ); date of publication (not older than 50 years); references used; 
and peer review conducted.  

The countries sampled in the research were based on convenience and purposive sampling and 
the sampling process proceeded as long as the breadth and depth of knowledge of the themes were 
expanding and continued until no new knowledge or insights were gained (Cooper & Schindler, 2014, 
Lune & Berg, 2017, Tracy, 2020). Countries were classified as per UNDESA (2021): ‘all countries of 
the world classified into one of three broad categories: developed economies, economies in transition 
and developing economies’. Further country classification was provided by the World Bank (2020c) 
classification of countries: the ‘term country, used interchangeably with economy, which does not imply 
political independence, but refers to any territory for which authorities report separate social or 
economic statistics and divides economies, currently, into four income groupings: low, lower-middle, 
upper-middle, and high, all measured by using gross national income (GNI)’.  

The sources of secondary data and information were analysed via thematic analysis. The initial 
findings, so as to assess for research quality, reliability and validity, were provided via a qualitative 
stance, hence trustworthiness (truth value, applicability, consistency, neutrality) and credibility (good 
research practice, peer review of findings) criteria (Bryman & Bell, 2011, Walle 2015). For example, 

                                                           
3 The research referred to  the characteristics of  purposiveness, rigor, testability, replicability, precision, 

confidence, objectivity, generalizability and parsimony as provided by Sekaran & Bougie (2016)    
4 The first literature research, review and preliminary analysis of findings  was conducted between July and August 

2020 
5 The quality criteria were  based on those as provided by Fisher (2010) , Adams et al., (2014) and  Saunders et 

al., (2016) 
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triangulation was provided for where at least three publications, derived from the same country in terms 
of research content, had to refer to the same theme directly or indirectly. If this was the case, then the 
theme found, would be ascertained as valid6.  

The findings from this first exploratory research, guided a second in-depth literature research and 
review7 that was exploratory, descriptive and historical in nature. The second research was based on 
nine online search engines: Agris, BASE, CORE, Google Scholar, JSTOR, Microsoft Academic, 
Refseek, Research Gate, and the World Bank e-library. The specific research parameters (key words) 
used for the research were 21 as follows:agricultural mechanization hire service enterprise; agricultural 
mechanization hire enterprise; mechanization hire service enterprise; hire service enterprise; hire 
service; machinery hire service; machinery hire service center; custom hire service enterprise; custom 
hire service; custom hiring farm machinery; custom hire; farm equipment service; tractor hire service; 
tractor service;draught animal hire service; draught animal service; cooperative hire service; 
agricultural equipment hire service enterprise; mechanization service provider; tillage service provider; 
farm hire service. A total number of 97 publications were found and comprised primarily journal 
articles, but also included technical research reports, survey reports, conference papers and 
presentations. The publications for review were selected on the following quality criteria: the direct as 
well as indirect relevance to the research subject matter; value (methodological rigour, quality of the 
reasoning or arguments references, etc., ); research evidence in terms of either or both primary source-
based (credibility; reliability; ecological validity)and secondary source –based; location; derived from 
an identified and reliable source (author(s), scientific journal publisher, reputation of publisher, etc., ); 
date of publication (not older than 50 years); references used; and peer review conducted.  

The countries sampled in the second research were also based on convenience and purposive 
sampling and the sampling process proceeded as long as the breadth and depth of knowledge of the 
themes were expanding and continued until no new knowledge or insights were gained ( Cooper & 
Schindler, 2014, Lune & Berg, 2017, Tracy, 2020). Countries were classified as per UNDESA(2021): 
‘all countries of the world classified into one of three broad categories: developed economies, 
economies in transition and developing economies’. Further country classification was provided by the 
World Bank (2020c) classification of countries: the ‘term country, used interchangeably with economy, 
which does not imply political independence, but refers to any territory for which authorities report 
separate social or economic statistics and divides economies, currently, into four income groupings: 
low, lower-middle, upper-middle, and high, measured using gross national income (GNI)’.  

The sources of secondary data and information were analysed via thematic analysis. The findings, 
so as to assess for research quality, reliability and validity, were provided via a qualitative stance, hence 
trustworthiness (truth value, applicability, consistency, neutrality) and credibility (good research 
practice, peer review of findings) criteria (Bryman & Bell, 2011, Walle 2015). For example, 
triangulation was provided for where at least three publications, derived from the same country in terms 
of research content, had to refer to the same theme directly or indirectly. If this was the case, then the 
theme found, would be ascertained as valid.  

Following the analysis, the draft findings of the research were reviewed by six subject matter 
specialists: two from Africa, two from the Middle East and two from Asia. Each review provided was 
followed-up by one-to-one online meetings with all of the six subject matter specialists8. The feedback 
provided on the draft results of the research were compared and then triangulated. This provided for a 
further layer of validation of the research results.  

 
3. Findings  

From the literature review, 19 countries were found that fitted the set research criteria. The 
countries and related literature that derived from the research can be seen in Table 1. 
 

                                                           
6 Exceptions  to this triangulation of the themes found  within three article contents were made only with countries 

where the author had directly carried out empirical research previously on AMHSEs and such research had been 
published via peer review (see Hilmi  2013, Hilmi 2018b, Hilmi 2021)   

7 The second literature research, review and analysis was conducted between September  to December 2020  
8 The reviews of the draft findings  and the follow-up one to one online meetings were conducted between late 

December 2020 and early January 2021 
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Table 1: Countries and related literature  
Country  Literature  
Algeria Hilmi (2018b) 

Bangladesh  
Soni & Ou (2012), Mottaleb & Krupnik (2015), USAID (2016), Mottaleb et al., (2017),  
Islam & Kabir ( 2017), Islam et al., ( 2019), Hasan et al., ( 2020)  

Benin 
Herbel et al., (2015), Diao et al., (2016), Mounirou (2016), Zhou (2016), Atidegla (2019), 
Dayou et al., ( 2020), Saliou et al., (2020)  

Chad Hilmi (2018b)  
China Yang et al., (2013), Yang et al., (2013), Renpu (2014), Qing et al., ( 2019)  

Ethiopia 
Challa (2011), CIMMYT (2014a), Diao et al., (2016), Malabo Montpellier Panel (2018), 
Takele & Sallassie ( 2018), Berhane et al., (2020) 

Gambia Hilmi (2018b)  

Ghana 
Diao et al., (2012), Houssou et al., (2013a), Houssou et al., (2013b), Houssou et al., 
(2015), Daum (2015), Diao et al., (2016), Kansanga ( 2017), TROTRO Tractor Limited 
(TTL) (2020), Diao & Takeshima (2020)  

India 

Mueller et al., (2002), Sidhua & Vatta (2012), Kamboj et al., ( 2012), Singh et al., (2013), 
Srinivasarao et al., ( 2013), Chahal et al., (2014), Vaja et al., (2016), Lokesh (2017), Singh 
(2017), Ranjith Kumar & Mahadevaiah ( 2017), NABARD (2018), Singh et al., (2018), 
Bagaitkar et al., (2019), JothiJahnavi et al., (2019), Daum et al., (2020), Sarkar (2020)  

Iran Hilmi (2013), Hilmi (2018b) 

Iraq 
Man et al., (2016), Kahdim (2018a), Kahdim (2018b), Kahdim et al., (2018), Hilmi 
(2021)  

Kenya 
CIMMYT (2014b), Diao et al., (2016), Wawire et al., (2016), Hilmi (2018b), De Groote 
et al., (2020), Tinga (2020)  

Myanmar 
Win et al., (2016), CAPSA-ESCAP (2017), Belton et al., (2018), Abaidoo & Belton 
(2019),  Win et al., (2020)  

Nepal Takeshima et al., (2016), Gauchan & Shrestha (2017), Takeshima & Justice (2020)  

Nigeria  

Akinbamowo (2011), Kehinde ( 2011), Abdulquadri & Mohammed (2012), Alabadan & 
Yusuf (2013), Julius (2014), Takeshima et al., (2014), PrOpCom (2014), Diao et al., 
(2016), Issa (2017), Hatzenbuehler et al., (2018), Hello tractor (2020), Takeshima & 
Lawal (2020), Daum et al., (2020)  

Tanzania  Diao et al., (2016), Hilmi (2018b), Malabo Montpellier Panel (2018)  
Thailand Koike (2009), Thepent (2015), Cramb & Thepent (2020)  
Tunisia  Hilmi (2018b)  
Zambia  Kakwaba & van Leeuwen (1999), Diao et al., (2016), Hilmi (2018b)  

 
From the findings, what emerges is that the most commonly found type of AMHSEs are mainly 

farm-based, rural, non-growth oriented in terms of agripreneurship and as an agripreneur, privately 
owned, informal, micro-sized, operate mostly on a seasonal basis and offer both draft animal and 
motorized services, even though in some cases also human muscle services9 are provided. Typically 
these micro- AMHSEs provide most commonly, but not always, farm production types of services, on 
a farmer to farmer basis, which most often does not involve monetary matters. Such services, as 
mentioned previously, are offered on a seasonal basis, and typically once the agripreneur has completed 
his or her own farm work. However, and as reported, such AMHSEs, provide in the majority of cases 
non-related farm services. These are for example transport services that are not agriculturally related, 
road maintenance and building and electrification building and maintenance. Hence the enterprise, 
agripreneur and agripreneurship stance has a strong social and community based connotations. Some 
of these types of micro- AMHSEs are also itinerant, in that they follow the seasonal patterns of farm 
production in a local geographical area as well as in wider geographical areas and travel to provide 
services. In some instances, it was found, that agripreneurs who operated micro-AMHSEs, used the 
enterprise to act as a catalyst for other related enterprises, for example the agripreneur would be also a 
grain trader.  

                                                           
9 In some instances it was found that AMHSEs were powered only by human muscle and would offer services 
mainly for farm related work, but also for transport services such as for example head and back loading. Such 
AMHSEs were micro-seized, informal, typically provided services during the main farming seasons and tended 
to be transformational in terms of enterprise, agripreneurship and as agripreneurs    
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In terms of the size of these farm-based AMHSE, micro-sized, this tends to be relative10, even 
though the farm size on which such AMHSEs are located tend on average to be slightly larger than 
other farms in the local area, and hence seemingly more able to ‘afford’ such an enterprise. Typically 
these types of micro-AMHSEs, provide basic farm services, such as ploughing for example, and 
commonly have motorized equipment, but also can commonly offer only draft animal services 
However, such AMHSEs commonly access motorized equipment, and to a much lesser degree, animal 
traction, via public sector subsidies. This confers, even though the AMHSE at the farm level is owned 
by the farmer exclusively, a form of public-private partnership, where to commence the enterprise of 
an AMHSE, public ‘funding’ is used as a ‘jump start’ for such an enterprise. In fact public intervention 
in setting up AMHSEs is found in all the countries covered in the research, even though it is not just 
via subsidizing motorized equipment. For example some public sector initiatives foster farmer groups 
to start AMHSEs as well as the setting up of AMHSEs as custom hire centres in rural locations such as 
villages and towns. In most cases found, this is provided via subsidized motorized equipment, but also 
can involve the setting up of repair services as well as training centres. The public sector is not involved, 
usually, in the running of these AMHSE, even though in some countries the public sector is. However, 
in some cases, for example that the AMHSE is run by the private sector, but set up with public funds, 
the public sector imposes subsidized prices for services.  

Another farm-based type of AMHSE found is that of medium-to large-scale commercial farms 
that are privately owned, formally registered, mainly rural, but also peri-urban,  transformational in the 
agripreneurship approach and are usually headed by a transformational agripreneur. Such AMHSEs are 
medium to large-sized, commonly operate motorized machinery, for example large four wheel tractors 
and combines, provide specialized services, can also be itinerant, and tend to be less socially and 
community focused as the majority of services are provided for farm operations, in the majority of 
cases. However such AMHSE also do provide non-related agricultural services, for example road 
building and maintenance. Motorized equipment, tends to be subsidized by the public sector also for 
such medium to large-scale types of AMHSEs. Hence yet again such AMHSEs can be seen as a form 
of public-private partnership.  

Another common form of AMHSE found, and as mentioned previously,  is that of a group of 
farmers, organized in various forms, for example cooperatives. These are commonly small to medium 
sized enterprises, but can also be large-scale, found most often in rural areas, but also in peri-urban 
areas, tend to be growth-oriented and hence transformational in their agripreneurship stance, but not 
always, mostly formally registered, mostly privately owned, but can also be private-public partnerships 
or public-private partnerships. Such AMHSEs offer, in most cases motorized services,  but also draft 
animal-based services, to their group members primarily. These types of AMHSEs seemingly provide 
for group agripreneurship that is transformational in nature. Typically, but not always, these kinds of 
AMHSEs are publicly facilitated, for example incentives are provided to form and maintain group 
AMHSEs, via for example,  subsidies, favourable loan arrangements, etc., to acquire motorized 
equipment. Hence these types of AMHSEs can also be seen as a form of public-private partnership. 
Such AMHSEs are usually focused mostly on farm production services and to some degree to post-
harvest and processing services, but seemingly do not provide services that are unrelated to agricultural 
work. This seemingly provides that such AMHSEs do not have a social and community based type of 
enterprise and agripreneurship stance. However, the existence of such AMHSEs are in fact a form of 
social and community-based enterprise as they provide AMHSEs services primarily to group members 
that are inevitably part of the local community as well as others in the local area. Some group AMHSEs 
have been organized into custom service centres at village and town level and some have also evolved 
and diversified and, for example, sell farm equipment, spare parts as well as repair and maintenance 
services. This providing for a higher degree of group transformational enterprise, agripreneurship and 
as agripreneurs.  

Itinerant AMHSEs were also found. These types of enterprise are commonly informal, but can 
also be formally registered, privately owned, by an individual or a group of individuals who may be 
farmers themselves or not be farmers, offer mainly motorized services, but can also offer draft animal 

                                                           
10 As per Bannock (2005): the essential point is that ‘small’ is a relative, not an absolute concept and where 
the line is drawn in the continuum of businesses size is inevitably arbitrary. 
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services, are typically micro, small and medium sized, but can also be large sized11 and are prevalently 
growth-oriented, denoting a transformational type of agripreneurship and as agripreneurs. Such 
AMHSEs provide services based prevalently on-farm and to some degree on post-harvest operations, 
for example threshing, and travel following the seasonal patterns of farming, for example for planting 
and harvesting, within a region of a country, throughout the entire country as well as in some cases, 
cross over into neighbouring countries. These types of AMHSEs also provide for transport services 
related to agriculture as well as not related to agriculture, for example, the transport of people. Such 
AMHSEs are also subsidized by the public sector, for example, in terms of motorized equipment, but it 
was also found that, in some cases, such itinerant AMHSEs were facilitated by the public sector, for 
example in terms of transport subsidies.  

Agricultural equipment dealerships that commonly sell farm equipment, spare parts and provide 
repair services were also found, in some cases, to also be AMHSEs. Such enterprises tended to be small, 
medium and large-sized, in most cases privately owned, found in rural, peri-urban and urban areas, 
formally registered, offer motorized services and are growth oriented as an enterprise with a strong 
connotation for transformational agripreneurship. Such AMHSEs tended to offer a good range of 
diverse services based on farm as well as for postharvest and processing services as well as non-
agricultural related services. It was also found that some dealerships were publicly-privately owned. In 
some cases equipment dealerships were found to be privately owned, but by small, medium and large-
scale farm equipment manufacturers, either nationally as well as internationally-owned. Such 
manufacturing enterprises being seemingly highly transformational in their agripreneurship and 
agripreneur stance. Dealership AMHSEs had some degree of social and community-based connotations 
as they provided services to local farming communities, but also offered, for example spare parts and 
repair services to other AMHSEs, for example micro and small AMHSEs.  

Local area brokerages enterprise services were also found. These are enterprises, commonly 
micro-sized, privately owned, informal, growth oriented with a transformational enterprise, 
agripreneurship and agripreneur stance. Typically such brokers enable and facilitate the service delivery 
of AMHSEs, via ascertaining demand for services and supply of services in local areas, hence have 
strong social and community-based enterprise orientation. Even though such enterprises commonly do 
not directly own motorized equipment and draft animals, in some cases such enterprises do and hence 
can be considered as AMHSEs.  

Digital brokerage enterprises were also found. These are enterprises that commonly do not own 
machinery and/or draft animals, but provide to be facilitative digital services for AMHSEs. Some 
examples of these digital enterprises are Hellotractor (Nigeria), TROTRO Tractor Limited (TTL) 
(Ghana) and EM3 Agri-Services Pvt. Ltd., (India). Typically these digital brokerage enterprises are 
small, medium and large-scale in size, are formally registered, privately owned, offer motorized 
services in the majority of cases, even though some offer animal-based services and are growth oriented 
and have a high transformational entrepreneurship and entrepreneur stance. However even though there 
only declared function as an enterprise is to facilitate the meeting of supply with demand for AMHSE 
services, some digital brokerage enterprises own motorized equipment as well as draft animals, and 
hence can be considered as AMHSEs. However the digital brokerage enterprises have strong social and 
community-based connotations as in their main role in facilitating the supply of services to meet local 
demand for services, supports, for example, local farming communities. Further such brokerage 
enterprises also support micro, small, medium and large-scale AMHSEs, be they farm or non-farm-
based in service delivery and hence in accessing customers that would have otherwise not been served. 
This is especially important for micro and small-scale AMHSEs that are often and commonly restricted 
in their service delivery options.  

Publicly -owned AMHSEs were also found and can range from small, to medium to large-sized 
enterprises, typically located with multiple AMHSEs throughout a country, for example in the forms of 
custom hire centres, village hire centres and tractor hire units,  but are not focused on business growth, 
and do not have a transformational agripreneurship stance and often subsidize service prices so as to 
enable easier access to services for small-scale farmers. This type of enterprise is hence socially and 
community-based focused as its main intent is to serve local farming areas in attempts to increment 

                                                           
11 In some instances it was found that combine harvesters were transported across regions of a country to 
provide services, following the harvest patterns  
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farm productivity. In other words the main drive of such AMHSEs is a social type of enterprise, 
agripreneurship and as an agripreneur. Such AMHSEs also provide for ‘spill-over’ effects in local areas, 
were simply by the existence of such AMHSEs, encourages in those areas small, medium and large-
scale farmers, dealerships and non-agriculture related entrepreneurs to learn about such enterprises and 
possibly foster setting up AMHSEs. Public AMHSEs have also evolved and do not provide only hire 
services, but also sell farm equipment, spare parts and training.  

Public AMHSEs were also found to be based on partnerships with the private sector, and these 
take various forms, for example directly operate what are commonly termed custom hire centres with 
the private sector or foster and facilitate the setting up of hire centres via incentivizing the private sector 
to do so on its own, most often with groups of individuals. These types of centres tend to range from 
small, to medium to large-scale, can be highly to moderately growth oriented and transformational in 
their agripreneurship stance and fosters related support services, that are also transformational in their 
stance such as repair services, spare parts supply and training.  

Non-governmental organizations (NGOs) have also been found to operate AMHSEs. These tend 
to be small and medium in size, usually privately owned, non-growth oriented, and socially and 
community-based focused. The focus is seemingly on social agripreneurship and agripreneur, so as to 
enable in local areas access to services provided by, most frequently, motorized equipment and to a 
lesser degree by draft animal. Such types of AMHSEs have been found also to be in public-private 
partnerships as well as based on national and international donor funding, for example via agricultural 
development programmes and projects. Some have also been found that operate village hire service 
centres. Some NGO projects were found that prioritized and incentivized the setting up of AMHSEs by 
local communities, focused on an enterprise growth orientation and a transformational agripreneurship 
and agripreneur stance.  
 
4. Discussion  

It appears that the most prevalent type of enterprise found is a micro-AMHSE. It is farm-based, 
rural, privately owned, indirectly public sector supported, non-growth and in part growth-oriented at 
the same time, with very strong social and community based connotations, and the majority of its 
services are not provided, for example for farm production, but for social and community-based work, 
such as for example the transport of people and products. This is interesting as it seems that in such 
cases this type of AMHSE is in reality a social and community-based enterprise, more than any other 
type of enterprise. It can be both transformational as well as necessity based in terms of its 
agripreneurship and agripreneur stance. Hence it seems that in the case of micro -AMHSEs the lines 
between the three common perspectives of enterprise and the two common perspective on 
agriperneurship are at best blurred. 

 In terms of medium to large-scale AMHSEs, these are typically farm-based, mainly rural, but 
also peri-urban, are growth oriented, can be itinerant, have a clear transformational agripreneurship and 
agripreneur stance, privately owned and formally registered. Such AMHSEs do not have a strong accent 
on social and community-based type of enterprise, even though providing services to other farmers in 
the local community can be considered as such, but such services are commonly provided for financial 
gain in monetary terms. Further motorized equipment owned, tends to be subsidized by the public sector 
also for such medium to large-scale types of AMHSEs. Hence yet again such AMHSEs can be seen as 
a being incentivized by the public sector. In this case it seems that the lines between three common 
perspectives of enterprise and the two common perspective on agriperneurship are well marked. 
Medium and large-scale AMHSEs are growth oriented, have some minor degree of social and 
community-based orientation as an enterprise, but are clearly transformational in their agripreneurship 
and agripreneur stance.  

In the case of group AMHSEs, these are commonly, but not always, growth oriented, small to 
medium sized enterprises, but can also be large-scale, formally registered, mostly privately owned, but 
can also be private-public partnerships or public-private partnerships. These types of AMHSEs provide 
for group agripreneurship that is transformational in nature and have a strong stance on social and 
community based type of enterprise, agripreneurship and agripreneurs. Here also the lines between three 
common perspectives of enterprise and the two common perspective on agriperneurship are more 
defined. Group AMHSEs are growth oriented, have a good degree of social and community-based 
enterprise stance and are transformational in their agripreneurship and agripreneur stance.  
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In terms of itinerant AMHSEs, these are commonly informal, but can also be formally registered, 
privately owned, by an individual or a group of individuals who may be farmers themselves, but can 
also be non-farmers, offer mainly motorized services, but can also offer draft animal services, are 
typically micro, small and medium sized, but can also be large sized and are prevalently growth-
oriented, denoting a transformational type of agripreneurship and as agripreneurs. Such AMHSEs do 
have a social and community focused commitment, as in some cases, are willing to travel to rural and 
remote areas that would otherwise be unable to be serviced by such enterprises and hence access 
motorized services. Also here the public sector plays a role, for example via subsidized motorized 
equipment, but also by transport subsidies. In the case of itinerant AMHSEs the lines between the three 
common perspectives of enterprise and the two common perspective on agriperneurship are more 
defined. Itinerant AMHSEs are growth oriented, have some degree of social and community-based 
enterprise stance and are transformational in their agripreneurship and agripreneur stance. 

Agricultural equipment dealerships that commonly sell farm equipment, spare parts and provide 
repair services were also found, in some cases, to be AMHSEs. Such enterprises tended to be small, 
medium and large-sized, in most cases privately owned, formally registered, offer motorized services 
and are growth oriented as an enterprise with a strong connotation for transformational agripreneurship. 
It was also found that some dealerships were publicly-privately owned. In some cases equipment 
dealerships were found to be privately owned, but by small, medium and large-scale farm equipment 
manufacturers, either nationally as well as internationally-owned. Dealership AMHSEs had some 
degree of social and community-based connotations as they provided services to local farming 
communities, but also offered, for example spare parts and repair services to other AMHSEs, for 
example micro and small AMHSEs. Also here the lines between the three common perspectives of 
enterprise and the two common perspective on agriperneurship are more defined. Dealership-based 
AMHSEs are growth oriented, have some degree of social and community-based enterprise stance and 
are transformational in their agripreneurship and agripreneur stance. 

Local area brokerages enterprise services were also found, in some cases, to be AMHSEs. These 
enterprises, being commonly micro-sized, privately owned, informal, growth oriented with a 
transformational enterprise, agripreneurship and agripreneur stance. The public sector here being 
involved only in terms of those brokerage enterprises that operated AMHSEs, via for example subsidies 
on equipment. Also here the lines between the three common perspectives of enterprise and the two 
common perspective on agriperneurship are more defined. Local brokerage AMHSEs are growth 
oriented, have some degree of social and community-based enterprise stance and are transformational 
in their agripreneurship and agripreneur stance. 

Digital brokerage enterprises were also found, in some cases, to be AMHSEs. Such enterprises 
range from being small, to medium to large, commonly registered, privately owned, growth oriented 
with a transformational enterprise, agripreneurship and agripreneur stance. These AMHSEs are 
supported by the public sector, via subsidized equipment for example. Hence also here the lines between 
the three common perspectives of enterprise and the two common perspective on agriperneurship are 
more defined. 

Non-governmental organizations (NGOs) have also been found to operate AMHSEs. These tend 
to be small and medium in size, usually privately owned, non-growth oriented, and socially and 
community-based focused. The focus is seemingly on social agripreneurship and agripreneur, so as to 
enable in local areas access to services provided by, most frequently, motorized equipment and to a 
lesser degree by draft animal. Such types of AMHSEs have been found also to be in public-private 
partnerships as well as based on national and international donor funding, for example via agricultural 
development programmes and projects. Hence also here the lines between the three common 
perspectives of enterprise and the two common perspective on agriperneurship are more defined. NGO-
based AMHSEs tend to be non-growth oriented, have a very strong social and community stance and 
the agripreneurship and agriprenuer perspective is social and community-based.  

Publicly -owned AMHSEs were also found and range from small, to medium to large-sized 
enterprises, typically located with multiple AMHSEs throughout a country, for example in the forms of 
custom hire centres, village hire centres and tractor hire units,  but are not focused on business growth, 
and do not have a transformational agripreneurship stance and often subsidize service prices so as to 
enable easier access to services for small-scale farmers. Also here the lines between the three common 
perspectives of enterprise and the two common perspective on agriperneurship are more defined. This 
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type of enterprise is socially and community-based focused as its main intent is to serve local farming 
areas in attempts to increment farm productivity. In other words the main drive of such AMHSEs is a 
social type of enterprise, agripreneurship and as an agripreneur stance.  

 
5. Conclusions  

From the above findings and discussion there is evidence that shows that overall AMHSEs have 
social and community-based types of enterprise connotations to a greater and lesser degree. Micro-
AMHSEs are seemingly social and community-based enterprises, much like public sector and NGO 
based AMHSEs. Being social and community-based enterprises, micro-AMHSEs have a growth focus 
in them as well as non-growth focus and provide for both a transformational and necessity-based 
agripreneurship and agripreneur stance. Interestingly, most of their services are provided for social and 
community related work. Hence it seems such micro-AMHSEs are more like a ‘rural services 
enterprise’ then a farm-based AMHSEs. Importantly as being the most prevalent types of AMHSEs 
found, and being supported indirectly and directly by the public sector, so as to provide, for example, 
for increased farm productivity, in fact in reality have had rather large ‘spill-over’ effects on local 
communities in terms of their services, which are non-farm related. Hence it seems clear that such 
micro-AMHSEs are not just business enterprises, but a farm more social and community-based type of 
enterprise, which are in partnership, directly and indirectly, with the public sector and public economy. 
These ‘other’ aspects of micro-AMHSEs should be researched further, especially in the context of rural 
settings and economy and in terms of providing rural social and community-based services.  

It was also found that the other AMHSEs, for example, medium to large scale, group, itinerant, 
local and digital brokerage and dealership, had with varying degrees, also social and community based 
connotations in terms of enterprise. This even though their main focus was on business growth and 
being transformational in their enterprise, agripreneurship and agripreneur stance. This further 
reinforcing that in fact AMHSEs are not only business enterprises, but also social and community-based 
types of enterprises.  

Another factor that emerged clearly from the findings and discussions is the role of the public 
sector. It appears clearly that the public sector is a catalyst for AMHSEs and the public sector provides 
a pivotal role in terms of AMHSE, either directly or indirectly or both. Commonly the public sector in 
terms of AMHSEs is an initiator, incentivizer and facilitator for the setting up of private sector AMHSEs 
as well as for providing partnerships of various kinds. It seems also that a great number of the various 
types of AMHSEs found, would not exist without public sector economic support and intervention. This 
is important as it is seemingly clear that in the majority of cases of AMHSE typologies could not do it 
alone, without support from the public economy and public sector economy intervention directly and 
indirectly in the private economy. The public economy intervention seemingly works as a incetivizer, 
facilitator and ‘jump starter’ for the private sector, but also as private-public and public-private 
partnership AMHSEs, be they individual, group, hire service centres and so forth. It has also been found 
that purely public sector AMHSEs from a business enterprise perspective may not seem viable, but 
from a more social and community-based type of enterprise are viable. Thus it seems that it is not that 
the public economy does not work, but the mismanagement of the public economy that does not make 
it work. Hence also here more research should be conducted on the role of the public sector and 
economy in AMHSEs.  

Further, and interestingly, the sources of secondary data and information did not provide any 
information with regard to family involvement in AMHSEs, even though, for example as provided by 
Alderson (2018), typically family enterprises predominate the agricultural and food sector. This is an 
interesting finding as there is a gap in terms of knowledge of, for example, what influence may family 
have on AMHSEs as a business. Hence also here further research should be conducted on the role of 
family in the enterprise of AMHSEs.  

What has also emerged to some degree from this research is the particular type of marketing that 
is provided for AMHSEs. The sources of secondary data and information, provided a good deal of 
information about local as well as digital brokerage services that in effect provide marketing services 
for AMHSEs, but provided for little information on AMHSEs’ marketing practices per se. This is also 
an interesting finding as it furthers and enhances Hilmi (2013) call for further research on this, in terms 
of what marketing practices do AMHSEs carry out.  
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Clearly the above findings have their limitations to inferences to a wider population as the 
countries reviewed in terms of AMHSEs were 19 out of a total number of recognized countries in the 
world of 195 (Nationsonline, 2020) and in fact can be considered more as per the World Bank (2020c) 
classification of countries. Hence undoubtedly such a research can be replicated, but based on a more 
statistically valid number of countries. However the results of this research, even though with inferential 
limitations to a wider universe, have provided for interesting insights into agricultural mechanization 
hire services as an enterprise and have shown that AMHSEs are not only business enterprises, but 
enterprises with a very strong degree of social and community enterprise, agripreneurship and 
agriprenuer within and with the public sector playing a pivotal role in all of this.  
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