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Conditional Acceptance of Digitized Business Model Innovation at the BoP: A 

Stakeholder Analysis of eKutir in India 

 

Abstract 

The current research explores the contingencies behind the acceptance or rejection of digitized 

business model innovation at the Bottom of the Pyramid (BoP). Building on the existing 

literature on business model innovation and using the lens of stakeholder theory, we explore 

the contingencies that decide the success or failure of digitized business models at the BoP. We 

conducted an inductive case study of eKutir, an Indian social enterprise that uses a digital 

platform to deliver value for farmers in Orissa. Our analysis reveals that stakeholder’s stability 

and stakeholder’s incentives are the critical contingencies deciding the conditional acceptance 

of the digitized business model innovation. Our results also confirm that accessibility, 

availability, affordability, awarness and acceptability are the most important factors 

contributing to the stakeholder’s adoption of digitized business model innovation. Further, we 

infer that age, respect, power and authority are key differentiating factors contributing to 

stakeholder’s stability which can significantly influence the acceptance of digitized business 

model innovation. We conclude with a framework that can guide the successful implementation 

of digitized business model innovation at the BoP. 

Keywords: Business Model Innovation, Digitization, Bottom of the Pyramid, Stakeholder 

Theory, Agri-Supply Chain, Social Enterprise 
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Conditional Acceptance of Digitized Business Model Innovation at the BoP: A 

Stakeholder Analysis of eKutir in India 

 

1.0 Introduction 

According to an estimate by the Boston consulting group1, the average business 

model lifespan has decreased from fifteen to five years in the past few decades. As a result, 

business model innovation (BMI) has become one of the essential capabilities of an 

organization to ensure a higher than normal growth trajectory (Love et al. 2011; Pohle & 

Chapman 2006). Further, BMI helps organizations to defend against possible industry 

disruptions due to the emergence of new players or technologies.  

 While pursuing BMI, organizations need to bring in changes at the value proposition 

level with the objective of catering to a certain target segment by offering a different product 

or service, designing a different revenue model, achieving financial viability, securing 

stakeholder credibility or a combination of these (Fround et al. 2009; Amit & Zott 2012). 

Although organizations follow such procedure in order to drive competitive advantage and 

profitability, challenges remain in terms of how to deliver the value proposition (Chesbrough 

2010). Organizations need to decide where in the value chain they need to redesign to produce 

the value they intend to create (Kuehnl et al. 2017; Thorpe et al. 2011). In order to create that 

value, organizations have to invest in capabilities to ensure that they achieve the target value 

from their BMI. For instance, Sengupta & Ray (2017) examined how universities choose 

specific organizational models for their knowledge transfer offices to develop a unified 

theoretical framework around the structure, business model and strategic preferences linked to 

university‐specific contextual factors. 

                                                           
1 Available at https://www.bcg.com/en-in/capabilities/strategy/business-model-innovation.aspx (last accessed 
on 8 March 2021) 

https://www.bcg.com/en-in/capabilities/strategy/business-model-innovation.aspx
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The Bottom of the Pyramid (BoP) has emerged as one of the dominant areas of BMI 

in the last decade (Prahalad 2009; Karnani 2007). The BoP proposition argues that firms can 

make a fortune by selling to poor people and at the same time help improve livelihood 

conditions in the region (Karnani 2007). As a result, there have been numerous studies on the 

application of business model innovation at the BoP market. For instance, Schaefers et al. 

(2018) show the role of an access-based business model in reducing non-consumption at the 

BoP population in rural India. Sanchez and Ricart (2010), through multiple case study analysis 

in low income countries, explored the factors influencing business model innovation in such 

contexts. Anderson and Billou (2007) through the lens on 4A’s (availability, affordability, 

acceptability and awareness), explored the case of a mobile network operator that not only 

delivered innovative prepaid mobile telecommunication systems to the BoP population in the 

Philippines but also achieved substantial profits for the company. There are many such 

examples exemplifying the use of BMI in the BoP market.   

Due to digital convergence in the modern world, the innovating process is taking a 

significant shift in terms of its design and the way it is perceived (Yu et al. 2019; Yoo et al. 

2009). Integration of digital technologies into non-digital products and processes has led to 

radical innovation in business models. Through digitalization, products and services are not 

only becoming “smarter” but are also possessing the potential to “transform” the entire value 

chain. This has changed the way in which they are experienced and consumed in the market 

(Yoo et al. 2012). However, not much focus has been given to understand the acceptance or 

rejection of digitized business model innovation (DBMI) at the BoP (Wiprächtiger et al. 2019). 

To serve successfully at the BoP is not easy. For instance, Novartis launched the 

Arogya Parivar healthcare initiative in India. The scheme ensures affordable medication to the 

BoP markets as well as healthcare education to community members. According to a recent 
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report published in The Guardian2, the company took 30 months to break even highlighting the 

difficulty to successfully innovate in developing economies. The same report cites another 

example of CEMEX, a building company, started an initiative to address housing issues in low 

income communities. Ultimately, the model didn’t work and the company had to redesign its 

strategies by creating migrant clubs to market its products. As a result, the main outcome of 

the report points out the fact that organizations need to learn from the successes and failures of 

doing business in BoP markets. Further, another report from Forbes shows that 84% of the 

firms have failed in an attempt to successfully transform their business processes or products 

digitally3. Therefore, research needs to focus on understanding the contingencies based on 

which a certain DBMI would succeed or fail. Extending this motivation, in this study, we 

answer the overarching research question “what are the contingencies that decide the 

acceptance or rejection of a certain DBMI’s?”.  

We adopt an inductive case study approach to understand the contingencies under 

which acceptance or rejection of DBMI happens at the BoP market. We conducted a single in-

depth case study of eKutir, a firm which through its digital platform help find suppliers for 

agri-inputs and buyers for agri-produce of marginalized farmers at the BoP market in India. 

Since the majority of the farmers in India own less than two hectares of cultivable land (Mehta 

et al. 2014), our choice of case organization is more appropriate given the farmers’ financial 

and infrastructural constraints.  

Our results reveal that stakeholder’s stability and stakeholder’s incentives are the 

critical contingencies influencing the conditional acceptance of the digitized business model 

innovation. Accessibility, availability, affordability and acceptability drive the stakeholder’s 

                                                           
2 Available at https://www.theguardian.com/sustainable-business/business-models-base-of-the-pyramid-
poor-communities-live-chat (last accessed on 8 March 2021) 
3 Available at https://www.forbes.com/sites/brucerogers/2016/01/07/why-84-of-companies-fail-at-digital-
transformation/#128aa34c397b (last accessed on 8 March 2021) 

https://www.theguardian.com/sustainable-business/business-models-base-of-the-pyramid-poor-communities-live-chat
https://www.theguardian.com/sustainable-business/business-models-base-of-the-pyramid-poor-communities-live-chat
https://www.forbes.com/sites/brucerogers/2016/01/07/why-84-of-companies-fail-at-digital-transformation/#128aa34c397b
https://www.forbes.com/sites/brucerogers/2016/01/07/why-84-of-companies-fail-at-digital-transformation/#128aa34c397b
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adoption of DBMI. Stakeholder’s stability can be increased through three differentiating 

factors such as age, respect, power and authority that can significantly influence the acceptance 

of DBMI. Finally, we synthesize a framework to guide the successful implementation of DBMI 

at the BoP. 

Our research show how DBMI can prove to be an important tool to involve “poor 

as suppliers” and at the same time establish a sustainable business model for the buyer through 

the lens of stakeholder theory. We further identify and explain contingencies that have to be 

embraced by organizations in order to innovate successfully in BoP markets. Our paper makes 

an important contribution to the BMI literature at the BoP market as there is limited 

understanding of what makes a DBMI success or failure in such markets.  

The remainder of the paper is structured as follows. Section 2 presents a brief 

overview of the literature on the acceptance and rejection of business model innovation at the 

BoP and provides a detailed discussion on the rationale behind choosing the theoretical lens. 

Section 3 details the methodology adopted in the paper by explaining the rationale for an in-

depth case study approach and steps followed for data collection procedure and analysis. The 

findings of the paper are discussed in Section 4. Section 5 concludes by presenting the 

theoretical and managerial implications of our research.   

2.0 Theoretical Background 

The literature on BMI is relatively vast, diverse and emerging (Naor et al. 2018; 

Wells 2018; Casadesus‐Masanell & Zhu 2013; Sosna et al. 2010). Some of the articles 

discussing implementation studies of BMI documented in the literature have a specific focus 

towards certain industry (Olofsson et al. 2018; Karlsson et al. 2017; Karimi & Walter 2016; 

Sund et al. 2014). Very few focused on the BMI related to entrepreneurship (Ernkvist 2015).  

We observed that despite these studies conducted in multiple geographies, industries and 
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economies, the literature is relatively silent on documenting the reasons behind successful 

implementation in DBMI. Further, the literature on BMI or DBMI at the BoP is again very 

limited (Zhang et al. 2019; Wiprächtiger et al. 2019; Schaefers et al. 2018). Most of the papers 

just focused on documenting the social angle of the BMI (Pels & Kidd 2015; Basu 2014; Linna 

2012), and very few conducted a thorough case study and documented the contributions of the 

innovation (Wiprächtiger et al. 2019). 

The current literature can benefit by focusing on research in two major areas. Firstly, 

studying the implementation of DBMI at the BoP market, which will provide first-hand 

knowledge on how innovation is carried out under certain conditions. Second, understanding 

the reasons behind the outcome (success or failure) of DBMI implementation in the unique 

setting of BoP and thereby capture the differentiating factors for the outcome. Research in these 

areas will provide the missing understanding in the literature on what decides the acceptance 

or rejection (i.e. conditional acceptance) of a DBMI at the BoP. In this article, we attempt to 

fill this research gap by adopting an inductive case study approach. 

Understanding the supply side of the agricultural supply chain, especially at the BoP, 

is important owing to the lack of understanding of the incentive schemes as well as the lack of 

traceability to the upstream players. This amounts to supply shocks (uncertainty in the supply 

market in comparison to the demand realized) in the entire value chain. To improve traceability, 

the buyer needs to integrate and redesign its business process through DBMI in order to keep 

track of the upstream supply chain. However, to ensure proper implementation of DBMI, one 

has to understand that the BoP markets do not have the necessary infrastructure (e.g. digital 

awareness and education, digital infrastructure in terms of internet bandwidth, and accessibility 

and affordability issues in procuring digital platform). As a result, the buyer needs to involve 

different stakeholders in between to aide the implementation of DBMI. The greater number of 

players are integrated to increase the efficiency and effectiveness of the buyer-supplier 
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transaction, more is the responsibility and accountability of the buyer to ensure that all 

stakeholders are benefiting from the business model. We, therefore, study our problem context 

through the lens of stakeholder theory (Freeman 1994). 

The stakeholder theory essentially deals with the understanding of how firms and its 

associated people create value and trade among each other (Freeman et al. 2010). The idea that 

firms are surrounded by many stakeholders has now become commonplace both in the 

management and practitioner literature (Van Marrewijk et al. 2004). However, different studies 

have explained similar concepts and terms such as stakeholder theory, stakeholder, and 

stakeholder management in very different ways (Pedrini & Ferri 2019; Freudenreich et al. 

2019; Vershinina et al. 2019; Donaldson & Preston 1995). Stakeholder theory researchers have 

argued that all parties with legitimate interests interacting with a given organization participate 

in order to obtain specific benefits and there lies no priority of one set of benefits over the other 

(Clarkson 1995). Friedman and Miles (2002) highlight the lack of research in the area of 

stakeholder relations where the extent to which stakeholder engagement change over time and 

the rationale for such occurrence are not well documented in the literature.  

 Further, stakeholder theorists with an inclination towards the instrumental theory 

have posited that certain outcomes between firms and stakeholders will realize contingent on 

the behaviour of the stakeholder or the firm. In other words, if and only if certain behaviours 

take place, only then certain specific outcomes can be predicted. This type of lens does not 

require the researcher to assume that all parties behave in the motive of self-interest 

(opportunism).  Similarly, Jones and Wicks (1999) explain how the descriptive stakeholder 

view suggests that managers’ behaviour is contingent on the assumption that stakeholders are 

an important part of the organization because of their intrinsic claims to the firm. Thus, 

stakeholder theory remains a well discoursed theory in the literature and has been utilized 

extensively in different contexts across the management literature. Our research is aligned more 
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towards the instrumental stakeholder (Jones 1995) theory as outcomes are dependent on certain 

behaviour of the firm that wishes to implement BMI at the BoP market.  

 Many studies have used stakeholder theory to understand business model innovation 

(Miller et al. 2014; Padersen et al. 2018; Hullova et al. 2019). Although we did not find relevant 

literature at the interface of stakeholder theory and DBMI in particular, we strongly feel that 

stakeholder theory will give us the appropriate lens to not only understand the contingencies 

which affect the acceptance or rejection of DBMI but also clarify the rationale behind those 

underlying conditions. This is because multiple stakeholders may have competing objectives 

and there may be contextual conditions under which these objectives can be best fulfilled. It is 

therefore important to delve deeper and understand this phenomenon through the lens of 

stakeholder theory.  

 

3.0 Methodology 

 

We adopt an in-depth single case study methodology to answer the research question. 

Along with the rationale for adopting this methodology, in this section, we explain the context, 

the reasons for opting for the case study methodology and in particular the sampling procedure. 

Further, we present a brief description of the case organization along with the data collection 

procedure. 

3.1 Empirical context 

With the rising population in India and sluggish growth of total cultivable land, the 

agricultural sector in India is facing a number of key challenges especially the farmers. First, 

the average farm size per farmer is less than two hectares (Mehta et al. 2014). As a result, large 

farm equipment is difficult to operate in small holdings leading to decreased farm productivity 

across the nation (FICCI 2015). Second, small farm equipment is expensive to own and the 

unwillingness of banks to finance farm equipment to marginalized farmers further deteriorate 

the social inclusion of marginalized population in rural India (Ferroni & Zhou 2012). Further, 



10 
 

recent literature has shown how farmers in the emerging and frontier markets face severe issues 

due to growing price uncertainty (Tang et al. 2016) and the need to design contracts to mitigate 

such issues (Aiello et al. 2015). As a result, firms have started integrating business model 

innovation with the help of digitization in the agricultural sector (Devalkar et al. 2018). This 

serves as a strong motivation to study the role of digitization and business models towards 

social sustainability in the BoP market and improved efficiency in the value chain.  

3.2 Case study rationale and sampling  

We adopt an inductive case study approach (Eisenhardt & Graebner 2007; Yin 2003) primarily 

for two reasons. First, the case study approach is typically found to be appropriate in the initial 

stage of theory development (Eisenhardt 1989), where the overarching aim is to formulate new 

insights (Voss 2010). Since digitization in agriculture is in the early stages of adoption in India, 

it is important to investigate the subject in depth before formulating the hypotheses (Stuart et 

al. 2002). Case study approach helps us to triangulate opinions from different stakeholders in 

the supply chain, which is an important aspect to answer our research question (Maestrini et al. 

2018).  

Recognizing the paucity of in-depth field studies on digitization in agriculture, our 

strategy is to study one unique case in depth (Sarker et al. 2012). Our study is based on a 

qualitative design involving a single multi-stage case study with the objective to capture the 

conditional acceptance aspect of digitization in the business model at the BoP. The existence 

of the phenomenon can be properly explained through a single case study approach instead of 

multiple case studies (Siggelkow 2007). The single case allowed us to delve deeply into the 

organization and thus develop a richer understanding of the phenomena under consideration 

(Tripsas 2009). Also, our approach of inductive case study assumes importance as a single in-

depth case study contribute more towards theory (Dyer & Wilkens 1991). Further, our study 

involves interactions across multiple actors i.e., focal organization, farmers, micro-
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entrepreneurs which strengthens our conclusion and justification for conducting a single in-

depth case study. Following suggestions from the methodologists (e.g., Patton 1990), we 

identified an organization that could potentially be a unique and exemplary source of insights 

on this topic.  

We chose eKutir as the case organization. eKutir is a social enterprise providing the 

digitized solution to small landholding farmers. The digitized solution is offered through a 

decentralized network of stakeholders who are equipped with low cost digital mobile 

application to provide agricultural services such as soil analysis, input analysis, sustainable 

agricultural practice and key market connections.  In our study, digitization in the agricultural 

supply chain at the BoP is the unit of analysis and we investigate the contingencies that led to 

acceptance or rejection of such models through interaction with different stakeholders in the 

agricultural supply chain with eKutir as the focal organization. 

3.3 Digitization by eKutir at the BoP 

eKutir has done multiple digitization attempts in the field with mixed outcomes of 

acceptance and rejection. Our data focus on these experiences to answer the research question. 

eKutir has built a digital platform that connects three major players in the agricultural supply 

chain (farmers, buyers and suppliers). The marginalized farmers are severely challenged 

because of unfair prices, high demand variability, decreasing crop yield, lack of know-how in 

terms of standard operating procedures, poor seed quality and risk arising out of calamities and 

accidents. This was an opportunity for eKutir to address what they commonly refer to as “Pain 

Points of Farmers”. These pain points are addressed simultaneously by bringing in suppliers 

and buyers. For instance, the “smart farming” section of the platform offers five services to the 

farmers (i.e. Agri-Score, Agri-Plan, Agri-Seed, Agri-Protect and Agri-Nurture). Genuine 

“suppliers” of these services are identified and listed in the system after rigorous price and 
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quality evaluation to ensure that the farmers can afford high quality services. To sustain, eKutir 

charges a service fee on every transaction between the farmer and the supplier.  

The next player is the buyer who procures the agricultural commodity from the farmers 

through “Smart Trading” section in the platform. To address the issues of unfair prices and 

uncertain demand, the platform offers different trading modes (such as Future Market, Spot 

Market and Impact Market) to ensure that the entire produce is getting sold at a reasonable 

price agreed by the involved players in the transaction. We present the digitized business model 

innovation framework as operated by eKutir in Figure 1 and digital platform screenshots of 

smart farming and smart trading in Figure 2 and Figure 3 respectively. Currently, 1032 farmers 

are divided into 68 FIG’s (Farmer Interest Groups) where each FIG typically has a target of 

15-20 farmers as its members. Overall, 26 villages are getting benefited through this DBMI. 

Each FIG has a micro-entrepreneur who directly reports to the CEO of the cooperative (Farmer 

Producer Company), who is the de-facto employee of eKutir in the village.  

<Insert Figure 1> 

<Insert Figure 2> 

<Insert Figure 3> 

3.4 Data collection procedure 

After selecting eKutir for our study, we collect data primarily through semi structured 

interviews and support it with field observations, secondary sources, and documents from the 

organizations. The data collection is primarily divided into three parts. The first part is to 

understand the various stakeholders eKutir operates within its umbrella and also how the 

digitized mobile application functions at the grass-root level. Here, we interviewed all 

stakeholders of eKutir which includes employees of eKutir, farmers and micro-entrepreneurs.  
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The second part of data collection involve understanding the reasons for acceptance (or 

rejection) of such applications from the perspective of eKutir (also a key stakeholder enabling 

the functioning of this business model), who conceptualized and developed platforms for the 

agricultural sector. Here, we specifically capture the digital platform and how different 

stakeholders are attached to it. Further, we tried to understand the reasons for such stakeholders 

to enter the digital platform and the current difficulties faced by the platform in adding new 

members. This understanding was derived from the perspective of eKutir’s employees. 

The third part is intended to understand and triangulate the opinions of farmers and 

other stakeholders involved in the business model. A total of 18 key informants are interviewed 

distributed across the employees of eKutir, farmers using the digital platform of eKutir, and 

micro-entrepreneurs supporting the farmers to use the digital platform. For conducting the 

semi-structured interviews, we prepare an interview protocol, containing an outline of topics 

to be covered, with suggested questions (Yin 2003). We present the initial protocol to an expert 

panel of three academicians, who reviewed the protocol and suggested suitable modifications, 

which were further incorporated in to the interview protocol. We follow established guidelines 

by Rubin & Rubin (2011), while administering the interview protocol. Interviews were 

scheduled based on the date and time suggested by each participant. Prior to the start of the 

interview, we briefly introduce the research in terms of its objectives, expectations from 

participants and possible contributions (Rubin & Rubin 2011). A detailed information sheet is 

provided to each interviewee. Subsequently, an informed consent form is presented to each 

interview for their consent to be part of the interview process. Whenever possible, the 

interviews are recorded for further transcriptions and analysis. We provide the details of the 

interviewees in Table 1.  

<Insert Table 1> 
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The average time of the interview is 40 minutes. The questionnaire has been 

provided in Table 2. The interview is conducted in three different languages wherever 

appropriate. For the farmers and micro-entrepreneurs, the interview was conducted in Oriya 

language. We always had a local representative from the company who translated the questions 

to Oriya. One of the co-authors conducting the interview could understand the regional 

language with reasonable proficiency. Another co-author, who was not part of direct 

interviewing but was well-versed with Oriya, English and Hindi language, carried the process 

of back-translation to ensure the accuracy of the translation (Temple & Young 2004). To 

triangulate and to confirm our inferences, we discuss the findings with the core management 

team, which satisfies the criteria of member check as suggested by qualitative methodologists 

(Miles et al. 2014). We also repeat the questions to different respondents both within and 

outside the same department in the case organization to triangulate our findings.  

<Insert Table 2> 

3.5 Data analysis procedure 

Data analysis started while the data collection process was on going as the authors were 

discussing on the collected data and one of the authors writing his reflections on his data 

collection exercise in the form of memos (Yin 2011). After the interviews were done, they were 

transcribed. Finally, the interview transcripts, field notes, and other secondary data are 

compiled for further analysis (Yin 2011). Our overall analysis follows an established process 

of inductive theory building research (Eisenhardt 1989; Strauss & Corbin 1998), involving 

moving back and forth between the data and emerging theoretical categories (Locke 2001). In 

our analysis, we were looking for data related to the implementation of digitized business 

model for the organization. The analytical goal is to identify theoretical constructs and patterns 

in the case with respect to the research question. While iterative in nature, our analysis is 

conducted by the following two coding cycles (Miles et al. 2014), as explained below. 
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First cycle coding: In this cycle, the goal is to identify a set of primary-closer to observation- 

codes for further analysis (Miles et al. 2014). As we started comparing, categorizing the texts 

and assigning level to them, we arrive at the primary codes. We use the concept of meaning 

unit (Campbell et al. 2013; Garrison et al. 2006) to select a segment of data for coding. In this 

step, we code and recode the data based on our evolving understanding (Strauss & Corbin 

1998). Thus, the coding process is iterative in nature, with each iteration leading to refinement 

of the coding system. One of the examples of the primary code is “difficulty in accessing seeds 

and fertilizers for farming”. Similarly, another primary code is “challenges in selling farm 

produce”. 

Second cycle coding: In this stage, we follow the axial coding approach to integrate first-order 

codes and categories into more abstract theoretical sub-categories (Miles et al. 2014; Saldana 

2012; Strauss & Corbin 1998). As this phase progressed, we sought for similarities and 

differences among the different categories identified in the previous stage, which resulted in a 

set of relevant categories, which are also the second order code. For instance, the primary codes 

“difficulty in accessing seeds and fertilizers for farming”, “unavailability of knowledge support 

for farming”, “challenges in selling farm produce” and “difficulties in getting the right price 

for farm produce”, all discussing about the challenges faced by the farmers leading to the 

introduction of the digitized platform, were categorized into the secondary code “drivers of 

DBMI”.  The final objective in the data analysis is to understand the linkages between different 

dimensions (Langley et al. 2013). 

4.0 Results and discussion 

4.1 Observations from the field 
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Our data analysis following the established procedure of inductive theory building research 

resulted in the identification of three dimensions: drivers of DBMI, challenges in DBMI, and 

solution to the bottleneck. We discuss each of these dimensions below. 

4.1.1 Drivers of DBMI 

As one of the co-founders mentioned, eKutir was started to help the poor farmers in their agri-

process so that they can come out of financial constraints to lead a better life (Refer Quotation 

1, Table 3). While eKutir tried to help the farmers, it faced multiple challenges from both the 

input and output side. On the input side, farmers had bottlenecks to access advance knowledge 

for farming, tools for soil testing, and inputs such as seeds, fertilizers, and others. On the output 

side, the major bottleneck was to sell their agricultural produce at the right price. This was 

validated by the CEO of one farmer produce company (Refer Quotation 2, Table 3).  

 Moreover, on the output side, the gap in supply-demand is attributed to two main 

reasons: a) farmers are unaware of the potential demand (both short-term and long-term) in the 

market due to information asymmetry, and b) farmers are unaware of the total supply 

approaching the “mandi4” or “hath” on a particular day. This has a severe impact on the final 

quantity that is left unsold and the equilibrium price of the sold quantity. The demand for a 

given day in a mandi is exogenous and is almost fixed before the final produce by the farmers 

are brought in. However, the equilibrium price varies depending on the volume and quality of 

supply brought in by the farmers. As a result, farmers not only stand to lose on the final quantity 

sold but also incur heavy loss on the selling price.  

The challenges faced by eKutir, as discussed in the preceding section, led to the 

introduction of the DBMI. eKutir developed its digital platform with an intention to bring in 

suppliers, buyers and farmers within a single platform. However, the motivation for building 

the entire DBMI was to help the marginalized farmers. This was again validated by one of the 
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co-founders (Refer Quotation 3, Table 3). On the input side, the digital platform helped eKutir 

to provide farmers with specific inputs. For instance, one of the agri-entrepreneur validated 

that the digital platform had soil testing tools, that helped the farmers to get accurate soil testing 

reports at right time to make right decisions (Refer Quotation 4, Table 3).  

On the output side, the dual problem of price and quantity can be addressed by the 

digital platform. To tackle this problem, eKutir’s DBMI offered three different market 

transaction platforms - futures, spot and impact market. The futures market can ensure that one 

month prior to the harvest, the farmers can fix a price for a given quantity to be sold at a future 

date (typically just after the harvest date ends). The unsold quantity automatically goes to the 

spot market. The spot market opens 48 h before the harvest date. Buyers can buy the product 

and decide the price with the expected delivery (prior to?) a week from the day the spot market 

closes. Most of the farmers get their produce sold through either the futures market or spot 

market. However, if any proportion of the produce is unsold, it goes to the impact market where 

the platform is open on the day of the harvest. Typically, farmers now have the option of going 

directly to the local “mandi” or sell their produce at a discounted price to stop the produce from 

getting perishable. In this way, the platform ensures better price and improved sales volume 

which would not have been possible otherwise. One of the micro-entrepreneurs stated that the 

digital platform provides them with an assurance to sell all their produce at the right price 

(Refer Quotation 5, Table 3). 

Another driver of the DBMI is the difficulty in disseminating knowledge to rural 

farmers. While eKutir had knowledge inputs to help the farmers in their farming process, it 

was difficult for the organization to pass on that knowledge to the rural farmers effectively. A 

digital platform helped eKutir in this as mentioned by one of the co-founders (Refer Quotation 

6, Table 3).  
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4.1.2 Challenges faced in DBMI 

The integration through the digital platform introduced its own challenges. On one 

hand, the inability to use a smartphone and the lack of trust reduced the adoption of DBMI 

among the majority of farmers. On the other hand, the buyers who are registered in the digital 

platform are typically wholesalers and distributors. They require large agricultural produce and 

therefore it is the responsibility of eKutir to bring in as many farmers as possible. For the 

sustainability of the platform, eKutir had to ensure that the aggregate supply of farmers listed 

in the platform is at least equal to the aggregate demand of buyers listed in the platform. 

However, the DBMI adoption among the farmers is low because of the lack of familiarity in 

using digital platforms for agri-supply chain integration. This was evident from our interviews 

with micro-entrepreneurs (Refer Quotation 7, Table 3).  

A low adoption of DBMI among the farmers would push the potential buyers away 

from the digital marketplace of eKutir and thereby hurting the interests of those farmers who 

have adopted the DBMI. This meant that eKutir not only stand to lose financially because of 

the low transaction rate but also risk to lose the trust of existing farmers on board. As other 

farmers were closely observing the farmers who had adopted the digital platform, it was of 

utmost importance to ensure that they clearly see a tangible benefit for those “registered 

farmers”. If the non-adopting farmers fail to see the benefit through the already adopting 

farmers, they will not be willing to join the DBMI platform anytime in the future and also end 

up stigmatizing the DBMI platform through negative word of mouth. eKutir cannot afford to 

wait till the adoption rate of farmers crosses the tipping point.  

The other challenge faced in the process of DBMI implementation is the lack of trust 

at the village level. People in the village are reluctant to trust an organization which is from 

some other areas. This was evident from our interaction with one of the co-founders (Refer 

Quotation 8, Table 3). The same concern was highlighted by one of the micro-entrepreneurs 
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when he discussed the steps that need to be taken for enhancing the adoption of DBMI among 

the farmers (Refer Quotation 9, Table 3). 

<Insert Table 3> 

4.1.3 Solution to the bottleneck: Carving a new stakeholder from BoP 

eKutir addressed the inability to use a smartphone (Conditional Factor: Technology adoption) 

and the lack of trust (Conditional Factor: Trust) issues by devising a new stakeholder in the 

name of “Micro-entrepreneurs”. Micro-entrepreneurs were primarily farmers who were 

relatively well-educated and were the early adopters of DBMI platform. Each “Micro-

entrepreneurs” had 15-20 farmers under their supervision and assisted them in adopting DBMI. 

Micro-entrepreneurs captured the data at the farmer level for eKutir. In return, eKutir 

introduced an incentive system for “Micro-entrepreneurs” who will receive a percentage of 

commission for the transactions. 

After introducing the DBMI to micro-entrepreneurs, a different set of challenges 

pitched in. The challenge was on deciding the appropriate micro-entrepreneur who will be 

readily accepted by the farmers, buyers and suppliers. The straight-forward answer was to 

choose someone who knew the digital platform well. But it was interesting to observe that in 

addition to the knowledge of the digital platform, they have to be motivated by the financial 

incentive to take up the responsibility.  Although all farmers need that “additional money in 

the form of commission”, they do not have the time to invest for guiding 15-20 farmers and at 

the same time ensure that their own daily produce is not affected. So, there was only a handful 

number of farmers from which the “Micro-entrepreneurs” were chosen.   

The next immediate challenge appeared from the social dimension. Farmers within the 

village are a closed community and they have clear social preferences on who should or should 
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not take charge and guide them in their farming practices (Conditional Factor: Stakeholder 

Stability). For instance, we found the following “friction points”: 

 Young aged “Micro-entrepreneurs” are not taken well within the village community 

and many farmers are therefore not adopting DBMI just because they are senior and do 

not want to be supervised by someone younger (Conditional Sub-Factor: Age).  

 “Micro-entrepreneurs” who are respected in the village created a huge positive impact 

on the adoption rate of DBMI. “Respect” (Conditional Sub-Factor: Respect) within 

the village either comes from the good deeds of the person that has been observed over 

the years or the person is accepted to have sufficient knowledge in agricultural practice 

that has delivered tangible benefits.  

 An easy way to manage on-board farmers is to place “people from power and 

authority” as “Micro-entrepreneurs”. This was very well observed in the villages 

visited. Although the adoption rate was promising, there was a sense of 

reluctance/fear/scepticism about the utility of the platform and the people associated 

with it. This aspect can be considered as a positive development in terms of higher 

adoption rates of DBMI among villagers (Conditional Sub-Factor: Power and 

Authority). 

In order to minimize the existing institutional or social issues at the ground level, eKutir cannot 

stop by just connecting farmers and buyers. To incentivize further, they are providing services 

such as the supply of high quality seeds, advisory on which fertilizer or pesticides should be 

used for a given crop, soil testing services to predict the fertility of the soil, insurance services 

to protect crops from calamities or accidents and the most important is the “package of 

practice” which provides the standard operating procedures on agricultural practice 

(Conditional factor: stakeholder incentives in the form of agri-score, agri-seed, agri-nurture, 
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agri-plan and agri-protect services). For each of these services, an external supplier is brought 

in through the digital platform. This would not have been possible if eKutir could not have 

brought relevant suppliers, buyers at an acceptable level in the digital platform.  

4.2 Inferences from the observation  

We introduce the 5A (Accessibility, Availability, Affordability, Awareness and Acceptability) 

framework (Conditional Sub-factors to Stakeholder Incentives), which is an extension of the 

well known 4A framework (Prahalad 2012), to infer the observations documented in the 

previous sub-section. Our intention to extend the existing 4A framework is to highlight that 

“awareness” is a necessary condition for “acceptability” but not a sufficient condition. Farmers 

may be made aware of DBMI but it may not lead to acceptance. Hence, the role of micro-

entrepreneur is critical in ensuring acceptability. We treat farmers and micro-entrepreneurs as 

a single stakeholder for two reasons. First, every micro-entrepreneur is a farmer but not vice-

versa and therefore both of them are eligible to be included in the farmer group. Second, the 

addition of micro-entrepreneurs as a separate stakeholder came up due to the access challenges 

(i.e. low technology adoption, technology illiteracy) faced by the farmers at the BoP. However, 

the main issues of the farmers, as discussed in earlier sections, are uncertainty in price and sales 

volume. As a result, the inference of DBMI using 5A framework in this section will focus on 

how these two primary issues are properly addressed.  

While accessing the digital platform, farmers and micro-entrepreneurs could 

“access” a large number of buyers in the market who are willing to trade with the registered 

farming community. eKutir turns out to be the intermediary player, also commonly known as 

a “broker”, who ensures that buyers and farmers meet and transact directly. Here we observe 

that by ensuring “Accessibility” of the digital platform, eKutir ensured “Awareness” and 
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“Availability” of the market both for the buyer and the supplier. Both buyers and suppliers are 

taking advantage of the “Accessibility” and “Availability” through the same digital platform.  

Contingent on the fact that the market can be accessed by all stakeholders 

(“Accessibility”, “Awareness” and “Availability”), the issues which remain unsolved are the 

equilibrium price between buyers and suppliers and getting them registered on the platform. 

One must note here, that buyers too have supply uncertainty and as a result are concerned to 

procure the right quantities at the right price. eKutir ensures that the price set by the buyer is 

“acceptable” to the farmers or in other words the contracted price charged by the farmer is 

“affordable” to the buyer. To ensure that this works, the marketplace component (i.e. Future 

Market, Spot Market and Impact Market) of DBMI turns out to be very effective. The future 

market ensures that at a future date and an agreed upon price and quantity, a contract between 

buyer and supplier has been sealed. The spot market option in a situation when farmers still 

have unsold quantity left 48 h before the harvest maturity date (which typically arises often). 

The buyer is not revealed with the information on which market (future or spot) the quantity is 

coming from and therefore he cannot further negotiate the price of the produce. Any unsold 

produce goes to the impact market where the balance left over gets sold at a discounted price. 

Thus, marginalized farmers can contract reasonable prices for their produce using the digital 

platform rather than travelling, anywhere between 5 miles to 10 miles to reach the mandi for 

selling the produce. The same is the case for a buyer who does not need to travel to different 

places to buy the supplies. This feature of the digital platform ensures “Affordability” and 

“Acceptability” for the farmers at the BoP. We summarize the application of 5A framework on 

DBMI at the BoP in Table 4.   

<Insert Table 4> 

4.3 Framework for conditional acceptance of DBMI 
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Synthesizing the observations and inferences from the field visit, we triangulate the conditional 

factors responsible for the success or failure of DBMI at the BoP. At the start of the section, 

we observed that “Technology Adoption” and “Lack of Trust” was one of the prime 

motivations for bringing in an additional stakeholder, namely micro-entrepreneurs. Although 

technology adoption is a challenge to the BoP market, the success or failure lies in the firm’s 

ability to present the digital platform in a readily acceptable way. As a result, we introduce the 

term “Technological Capability” as one of the main conditional factors in our framework. Here, 

technological capability is nothing but the firm’s ability to present the digital solution in a way 

that fosters better adoption at the BoP. This also indicates that not only it needs to be user 

friendly, but also it needs to create an impact at the field level. This explains the reason for the 

failure of certain DBMIs at the BoP, which just considers digitization as a tool and fails to 

weave it into the core of the business model.  

 For the lack of trust, we observed that even when micro-entrepreneurs came as an 

intermediary stakeholder, trust issues remain. This slowly improved when farmers believed 

that the person that is handling the digital platform has sufficient knowledge about the product 

and the process. We, therefore, incorporate “Technological Awareness Effort” from eKutir to 

educate micro-entrepreneurs to the level that farmers can place their trust in them. However, 

trust is not sufficient to solve the problems at BoP. There are social and cultural contexts which 

can lead to instability in the network of farmers and micro-entrepreneurs. Hence, we include 

“Stakeholder Stability” as one of the key features in our framework which is contributed by 

sub-factors such as Age, Respect, Power and Authority.   

 The stakeholder stability feature cannot solve incentive related issues in DBMI. All 

stakeholders, especially the farmers need to be incentivized not only at the point of sale but 

also by building capabilities within themselves. We observed that incentives for all the 

stakeholders were achieved through the 5A framework and as a result, we incorporate 
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“Stakeholder Incentives” as one of the main conditional factors for the success or failure of 

DBMI. We present the framework for conditional acceptance of DBMI at BoP in Figure 4. We 

must also state that no one contingency is more or less important. The absence of any one of 

these factors will in the most probable scenario lead to the failure of DBMI, especially at the 

BoP.  

<Insert Figure 4> 

5.0 Conclusion 

In this research, we attempted to understand the reasons behind the success or failure 

of DBMI implementation in the BoP market. Through an inductive case study approach, we 

conducted field visits in one of the few agricultural companies in India that are using a digitized 

platform and at the same time working with marginalized farmers at the BoP. Through the lens 

of stakeholder theory, we conducted semi-structured interviews with each stakeholder of the 

case organization and analysed it along with different other secondary sources to triangulate 

our findings. It was interesting, although not surprising, to note that stakeholder stability and 

stakeholder incentives are key factors behind the successful implementation of DBMI at the 

BoP.  We found that marginalized farmers in India operate cohesively in a network due to three 

differentiating factors. The first factor is the age of the individual with whom the farmer is 

interacting. The second factor is mutual respect between stakeholders in the BoP. It was 

observed that mutual respect took years to get built and was dependent on a person’s behaviour 

towards others and also their technical competence in the farming community. The third factor 

was power and authority. People assuming important administrative positions do have 

significant leverage at the BoP due to the weak institutions and the power distance between 

marginalized farmers and the person of authority. We also observed that stakeholder’s 

incentives were easily achieved through the 5A framework, although sufficient challenges still 

remain in ensuring larger outreach of DBMI in nearby villages. Overall, we believe that our 
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paper makes an important contribution to the business model literature, especially when it 

comes to understanding the implementation of DBMI at the BoP.  

5.1 Research implications   

Our current study has many important research implications. First, this study brings 

a new perspective on how stakeholder theory can be utilized to understand issues related to the 

acceptance of DBMI in the BoP market. This is an important extension of past research which 

has used the perspectives of different stakeholders to conduct business model analysis and 

assess its innovation (Froud et al. 2009; Sengupta & Ray 2017). In particular, our paper 

contributes to both descriptive and instrumental stakeholder theory (De Gooyert et al. 2017; 

Frynas & Yamahaki 2016). For instance, although eKutir believed that stakeholders are an 

important part of the organization, the outcome of DBMI is contingent on the behavior of 

eKutir at the BoP. By behaviour, we refer to understanding the context and designing the 

incentive structure under the 5A framework (an extension to Prahalad (2012) model on 4A’s 

framework). This basically means that a descriptive stakeholder approach is a necessary 

condition for the acceptance of DBMI. However, it is never the sufficient condition. On the 

other hand, an instrumental stakeholder theory approach ensures that stakeholder stability 

within BoP and stakeholder incentives across the supply chain are addressed making it an 

important parameter towards the success or failure of DBMI. Hence, we believe that our paper 

makes a meaningful contribution of utilizing both perspectives of stakeholder theory (necessary 

and sufficient conditions) towards the acceptance of DBMI at the BoP (Hahn et al. 2018).  

Second, our paper attempts to enrich the emerging literature on “poor as suppliers” 

in the socially responsible business model (Lee & Tang 2017). Specifically, we show how 

marginalized community can be engaged in the business model by providing additional 

incentives so that they supply industry standard quality products. The interesting contribution 

of our paper to this literature is that in most cases the market exists for the financially poor to 
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supply a certain product in the value chain. For instance, the handicraft and handloom industry 

in India is specifically designed for this purpose. We show that the inefficiencies of the pre-

existing business model impacting the marginalized community can be bridged by bringing the 

market right at the doorstep of the community through the help of a digitized platform.  

Third, this paper contributes to both digitization literature at the BoP and business 

model innovation literature. The paper positions itself onto the factors leading to the 

conditional acceptance of DBMI by documenting key observations of the entire journey thus 

not only providing a different perspective in the way BMI was till now understood (Massa & 

Tucci 2013) but also enriching the existing knowledge base of sustainable development 

through innovation at the BoP (Caneque & Hart 2017).  

5.2 Practice implications  

We demonstrate key practice implications for entrepreneurs and SME’s to deploy DBMI in the 

BoP with specific reference to the agricultural sector. First, enterprises should carefully 

understand the context of the BoP in which it operates before implementing the DBMI. For 

instance, the dynamics of stakeholders at BoP inside India is different from other emerging 

countries such as the Philippines, Thailand etc. For instance, farmers can perceive DBMI 

providers negatively if not rightly oriented. This may be because of inertia towards change, 

lack of vision in evaluating the future benefits, and lack of trust between stakeholders residing 

at the BoP.  

Second, one must note that incentives need to be carefully designed to minimize 

conflict of interests within stakeholders inside the BoP. For instance, if micro-entrepreneurs 

are not incentivized beyond a certain threshold and over and above what the marginalized 

farmers would receive, they would cease to exist and would switch to operate as separate 

farmers.  
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Third, “Acceptability”, “Affordability” and “Availability” needs to be incorporated 

within the framework. To do so, enterprises must ensure that the community can first access 

the DBMI at the field level. Once “Awarness” followed by “Accessibility” is taken care of, it 

is the effort of the enterprise to ensure that other 3A’s are incorporated in the business model 

for successful implementation of DBMI at BoP.   

Summarizing the above three implications, we state that our proposed framework is 

sector agnostic and therefore, valuable to all enterprises planning to operate in the BoP context 

by offering products and/or services over a digital platform. The framework is contextually 

intelligent and embraces the needs of sustainability enhancing innovations in BoP context in 

developing nations. For instance, different case examples related to mobile networks, fuel 

efficient stoves, access to clean drinking water, and household electrification have stressed the 

importance of 4As for poverty alleviation at BoP and emphasized the need for designing the 

value chain with local business ecosystem for better integration (Khavul & Bruton, 2012). Our 

proposed 5A framework well integrates the important 4A characteristics along with local 

ecosystem in the form of micro-entrepreneurs and suppliers to deliver stakeholder incentives 

and achieve stakeholder stability.  Our framework also explains how DBMI not only contribute 

to all the stakeholders in the process but also create new markets and help involve players (e.g. 

micro-entrepreneur, farmers) who would otherwise not be a part of the system due to inherent 

constraints and complexities at the BoP (Prahalad & Hart 2002; Prahalad 2012). This should 

form a key characteristic for any DBMI wishing to sustainably offer value at the BoP. 

5.3 Social implications 

Our paper has important social implication for the BoP market. First, several of the enterprises 

operating at the BoP build their business models around digital platforms for achieving scaling 

benefits and to reduce transaction cost. These have mixed evidence with some of them 
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succeeding in their digitized business model innovations and the rest failing to crack it. The 

framework developed and contingencies identified will guide such enterprises and 

entrepreneurs (especially social and hybrid ones) to take the path of digitized business model 

innovation leading to success. Second, the impact of DBMI directly contributes to better 

income potential of the farmers both through higher selling prices and high sales volume, thus 

significantly contributing to the producer surplus (Adbi et al. 2018). Third, this research has 

demonstrated the idea of incentivizing the marginalized farmers in order to increase the 

adoption of digitized business model. Although literature has often documented the need to 

design effective contracts between two players in a supply chain (Letizia & Hendrikse 2016; 

Tang et al. 2016), our paper differs from the literature in the way incentives are operationalized 

at the field level in order to improve better participation and hence higher social inclusion 

towards the farming community. Fourth, it is extremely important to understand that replication 

of this DBMI would require important modifications based on contextual knowledge in the 

field. This holds true even for the studies in the agricultural sector but in different geographies. 

The success of the model and its social impact lies in the ability to not only incentivize 

stakeholders in the supply chain but also ensure that stakeholders who are operating at BoP are 

working as a network and have sufficient stability within them to carry out different activities 

(Halme & Laurilla 2009).  

5.4 Limitations & future research 

We believe that our study has certain limitations which present an opportunity for future 

research. First, the digital platform of eKutir is one of the first few mobile applications which 

connect multiple stakeholders through the same platform, each having its function and 

objectives. As we do not have a similar setting in India to compare, our study lacks 

generalizability in terms of replication of the model in the same sector. Second, we observed 

that the presence of eKutir employees could have restricted some of the respondent’s especially 
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marginalized farmers to open up completely. Such behaviour at the BoP is however predictable 

due to the perceived hierarchy between farmers and the concerned employees. 
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Figure 1: Digitized Business Model Innovation of eKutir 
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Figure 2: Smart Farming Digital Platform 

 

Note: The above figures (from left to right) represent Agri-Plan, Agri-Seed, Agri-Protect and Agri-Nurture respectively 
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Figure 3: Smart Trading Digital Platform 

 

Note: The figure on the left represents the dashboard for Future Market and the figure on the right represents the Spot Market
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Figure 4: Conditional Acceptance Framework for DBMI at BoP – A Stakeholder’s Perspective 
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Table 1: Semi-Structured Interview Details 

Name  Designation/Stakeholder Category/Role 

Respondent 1 CEO, MASCO, A Farmer Producer Organization 

Respondent 2 Micro-Entrepreneur 

Respondent 3 Farmer 

Respondent 4 Farmer 

Respondent 5 Micro-Entrepreneur 

Respondent 6 Farmer 

Respondent 7 Micro-Entrepreneur 

Respondent 8 Micro-Entrepreneur 

Respondent 9 CRM Executive, eKutir 

Respondent 10 Sourcing (Supplier Side), eKutir 

Respondent 11 CRM Executive, eKutir 

Respondent 12 

Technology, eKutir (Focused Group Discussion) Respondent 13 

Respondent 14 

Respondent 15 Product & Engineering, eKutir 

Respondent 16 Product & Engineering, eKutir 

Respondent 17 Senior Employee, eKutir  

Respondent 18 Founder, eKutir 
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Table 2: Semi-Structured Interview Questions 

Stakeholder One: eKutir Employees & Executives 

Description Questions 

Identifying and confirming the 

stakeholders of digital business 

model 

1. Who are the key stakeholders other than farmers, 

micro-entrepreneurs and eKutir?  

About farmers (stakeholder two) 

from eKutir’s perspective 

2. What are the difficulties faced in involving 

farmers into eKutir? 

About micro-entrepreneurs 

(stakeholder three) from eKutir’s 

perspective  

 

3. Who are micro-entrepreneurs? Are they part of 

the farmer community? How are they created? 

What is the incentive for them to get involved in 

this business model? 

4. Are there any difficulties in involving micro-

entrepreneurs into eKutir business model? Why 

can’t eKutir operate without the micro-

entrepreneurs? Is there any specific advantage of 

involving them other than creating employment 

in the rural sector?  

eKutir’s experience in digitized 

business model innovation (DBMI) 

 

 

 

5. How many DBMI have you implemented so far? 

Have all of them been successful? 

6. If not, why do you think only certain digital 

platform succeeds?  

7. What difficulties will you face in scaling up 

operations of DBMI other than cost and human 

capital? 

8. What do you think are the limitations in DBMI 

that is impeding the involvement of more 

farmers? 

9. Explain the role of customer support and service 

providers in the DBMI. 

Stakeholder Two: Farmers 

Description Questions 

Establishing the link between 

eKutir and Farmer 

1. How many DBMI’s of eKutir are you involved 

in? 

Acceptance/Rejection factors of 

DBMI 

2. Have you rejected or felt less efficient in using 

any of the eKutir’s DBMIs?  

a. If yes, could you please provide the list of 

relevant factors based on which the 

rejection decision was made? 

b. If no, could you please provide the list of 

relevant factors that made you accept 

eKutir’s DBMI? 

Rationale for intermediary 

stakeholder 

3. Why do you need micro-entrepreneurs?  

Utility of intermediary stakeholder 4. What recommendations are being currently 

provided by micro-entrepreneurs? 
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Conditions in absence of 

intermediary stakeholder 

5. What could be the conditions when you 

wouldn’t need the role of micro-entrepreneurs? 

Can such conditions be created within the 

mobile application such that you can take 

decisions independently? 

Establishing the utility of the 

information being provided through 

DBMI 

6. Why do you need farm related information and 

market related information? Can you explain the 

need in terms of farm yield benefits, price point 

benefits and potential income benefits?  

Highlighting the current problem 

which eKutir has addressed 

7. What is the current issue you are facing in the 

agricultural sector, which eKutir platform has 

addressed?  

Understanding the areas of 

improvement in the DBMI process 

8. What additional information do you need in the 

mobile application for better decision making?  

Capturing the acceptability factor 

in terms of additional feature in 

DBMI 

9. Is there any feature that can be added in the 

current mobile application to ensure more 

acceptability of the platform in the farmer 

community? 

Understanding the degree of 

engagement between eKutir and 

farmers 

10. How do you think eKutir can better engage you 

through the mobile application for ensuring 

farmers welfare and improved farm yield? 

Capturing the potential drawbacks 

in DBMI 

11. What are the drawbacks (if any) in the offered 

DBMI? 

Stakeholder Three: Micro-Entrepreneurs  

Description Questions 

Confirming the function of Micro-

entrepreneurs 

1. What is your role in connection with eKutir?  

Understanding the reason for the 

inclusion in the network? 

2. What is the incentive for being part of eKutir?  

Capturing the service offering to 

farmers 

3. How do you help farmers make decisions? 

Understanding the role and business 

model issues from the perspective 

of Micro-Entrepreneurs 

4. Why do you think you are needed to assist 

farmers? Explain the issues of internet 

connectivity, absence of readiness to technology 

adoption, infrastructural voids within the farmer 

community? How do you fit and fill the voids?  

Forming an opinion about eKutir’s 

DBMI from the perspective of 

Micro-Entrepreneurs 

5. Why do you think a DBMI (mobile 

applications), as provided by eKutir, is important 

and necessary to fill the voids as discussed 

above? Is there any other alternative you may 

suggest to fill the void other than digitized 

platform?  

Understanding the voids in the 

business model from the 

perspective of Micro-Entrepreneurs  

6. What additional steps do you feel is needed to 

bring in more farmers?  

Understanding the drawbacks in the 

digital platform from the 

perspective of Micro-Entrepreneurs 

7. Is the information contained in the platform self-

sufficient? Do you feel that farmers would need 
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more information and/or knowledge to be a part 

of the eKutir community? 

Capturing the acceptance/rejection 

of DBMI 

8. What could be the reason that certain farmers are 

opting for the eKutir’s DBMI and the other 

fraction of farmers are not incentivized on 

similar lines? 

Capturing the acceptance/rejection 

of DBMI 

9. What features of the DBMI from your side or 

from eKutir ensure that it is beneficial to some 

and not so beneficial to others? If it exists, what 

do you think are the reasons for such dichotomy? 

What is the feature that needs to be incorporated 

in the process flow or in the DBMI such that 

more farmers are incentivized? 
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Table 3: Quotations from Semi-Structured Interviews  

No. Quotations 

1 “our main objective was to provide the farmers tools and knowledge to reduce their operating cost that they incur in their farming 

practices and also provide them access to markets…the ultimate aim was to make their lives better” 

2 “There are certain challenges to the marginalized farmers. These include unsold agricultural produce, low yield in crops, pest 

issues, low prices in mandis etc. Some of the challenges are addressed by our input suppliers who provide good quality seeds, 

fertilizers etc which they do not get from local market” 

3 “we created a digital platform, which had a mobile interface at the front end and could be used by any … screened individual in 

that community and provide that information to the farmers. So, in the beginning we started with this intermediary, the human 

interface that would be using the mobile app to give the farmers services they require the most” 

4 “Earlier no one use to do soil testing to check the nutrient quality of the soil. However, with the growing concern of yield issues, 

we have been able to convince farmers to avail our services (eKutir SMART FARMING) so that they can rectify the damage done 

on the soil to boost their yield levels. This has been one of the successes for acceptance in the farming community. They cannot 

see things in future. They want their problems to be addressed now. This is where eKutir comes into play and immediately 

addresses the issues of the poor farmers and provides them assurance that they will get the right price and all their produce will 

get sold” 

5 “using human resources at the field level to engage with the smallholder farmer was very difficult at that point of time… for that 

we created a digital platform, which had a mobile interface at the front end and could be used by any … screened individual in 

that community and provide that information to the farmers” 

6 “The adoption of ICT in agriculture is time consuming and one has to give some time to mature. Sudden adoptions will not happen 

as they are unsure about the benefit of the product and the person handling the platform. That is more the reason that micro 

entrepreneurs are necessary to make them understand at a daily level on the advantages of the digital platform” 

7 “trust is one of the major factors when it comes to engaging rural poor farmers. It becomes extremely difficult for them to trust 

us if we approach them directly…they might think why should I use the solutions provided by these people. this was one of the 

biggest difficulties that we had to deal with” 

8 “The key is to build trust among farmers. This will take time. But if one farmer develops trust, the other farmer tends to place the 

trust. And this is how the adoption is happening.” 

9 “We go the rural village and identify a person from the village to act as a micro-entrepreneur for eKutir and deliver our products 

and services to the farmers…they are our channels to reach the farmers…since they are local people trusts are prebuilt and it 

becomes easy for us to operate” 
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Table 4: A “5A” framework application towards stakeholder participation in DBMI 

 

5A Framework Parameter 

 

Key Lessons Learned from the Case Study 

 

Availability 

1. “What?” The Marketplace 

2. “How?” Ensuring Buyers, Farmers and Suppliers 

are Registered 

3. “Where?” Digital Platform 

 

Accessibility  

1. “What?” Digital Platform  

2. “How?” Introduction of Micro-Entrepreneurs as a 

Stakeholder 

3. “Where?” BoP Community – Villages 

 

Affordability 

1. “What?” Support Services offered by eKutir 

2. “How?” Smart Farming - Agri-Seed, Agri-Score, 

Agri-Protect, Agri-Nurture etc. 

3. “Where?” BoP Community – Villages 

Awareness 1. “What?” Digital Platform  

2. “How?” Introduction of Micro-Entrepreneurs as a 

Stakeholder 

3. “Where?” BoP Community – Villages 

 

Acceptability 

1. “What?” Business Model Innovation (Better Price 

+ Higher Sales) 

2. “How?” Smart Trading - Futures Market, Spot 

Market, Impact Market 

3. “Where?” BoP Community – Villages 
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