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Abstract 

Agricultural entrepreneurship in Himalayan economies faces compounding challenges such as 

geographic isolation, fragmented markets, institutional voids, climate variability and limited 

infrastructure. Inclusive Business Models (IBMs) have emerged as a promising response, 

however most inclusive agri enterprises struggle to scale because they lack the strategic 

flexibility needed to respond to a rapidly shifting environment. This study addresses that gap 

by developing the Strategic Agility in inclusive Digital Business Models (SA-IDBM) 

framework, a conceptual model that integrates strategic agility theory dynamic capabilities, 

and inclusive innovation literature to explain how agri-enterprises in resource constrained 

mountain economies can build multidimensional resilience. Based in an integrative conceptual 

synthesis of interdisciplinary literature, the framework identifies four mutually reinforcing 

enablers which are digital sensing capabilities, adaptive strategic decision-making, inclusive 

value co-creation, and learning-reconfiguration mechanisms. These enablers operate 

recursively by forming an agility loop and are more moderated by the distinctive Himalayan 

context. Four theoretically grounded propositions are advanced to guide future empirical 

research. A key conceptual contribution is the reconceptualization of digital technologies not 

as efficiency tools but as strategic-social enablers that simultaneously strengthen organizational 

adaptability and social inclusivity. The framework extends strategic agility theory into 

subsistence-oriented and inclusive market contexts largely overlooked in mainstream strategy 

literature, and offers actionable guidance for entrepreneurs, policymakers, cooperatives and 

development organizations working in the vulnerable Himalayan region.  
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Introduction 

Agricultural entrepreneurship remains a key driver of economic activities in the context of 

Himalayan economies (Bhatnagar et al., 2026) such as Nepal and Bhutan, where agriculture 

provides employment to over 60% of the population (Gautam & Dhakal, 2022, p. 89) and 

somehow contributing to their food security and rural income generation (Halvorson et al., 

2024). Yet, those agri-enterprises in these regions contend with a cluster of structural 

vulnerabilities such as geographic remoteness (Yogi et al., 2025), weak or inadequate 

infrastructure (Shrivastava et al., 2024), fragmented markets (Mwakatwila et al., 2025, p. 2). 

Climatic variability compound these constraints (Reddy & Rahut, 2025), as do weak 

institutional frameworks that limit access to credit and contract enforcement  (Baumgartner et 

al., 2020; Schreefel et al., 2022).These vulnerabilities are further intensified by increasing 

market volatility and the pace of technological change in the digital era (Edgar et al., 2026). 

However, Inclusive business models (IBMs) have become a  prominent tools to include women 

(Khatibu & Kissoka, 2025), smallholder farmers (Asante et al., 2025), and marginalized 

communities (Nyamolo et al., 2026) in value chains while creating commercial and social value 

(Prahalad, 2011; Reficco & Márquez, 2009; Simanis et al., 2008). Rooted in the Base of 

Pyramid (BoP) perspective and inclusive innovation research, these frameworks emphasize 

participation, equity, and cocreation in entrepreneurial setting, Inclusive Business Model 

frequently operate through cooperatives, social enterprises and community based organizations 

(Fischer & Qaim, 2011; Wadkar et al., 2025; Weng et al., 2024). However, these models are 

widely adopted as pathway towards rural transformation and poverty reduction, prevalence 

studies suggest that majority of inclusive agricultural enterprises struggle to scale because of 

weak governance (Wangu et al., 2021), dependence of donor-driven interventions (Gebru et 

al., 2022), low digital technology adoption (Lashitew et al., 2019; London et al., 2009) and 

restricted strategic responsiveness in highly uncertain environments (Agcaoili et al., 2023, p. 

2035).  

However, digital technologies are gradually transforming agricultural entrepreneurship in 

emerging and subsistence markets. Digital payment systems, e-commerce platforms, data 

analytics (Keerthana & J., 2025), mobile technologies (Fausiyat, 2025), and climate advisory 

systems are creating new opportunities for market access, information exchange, coordination, 

and resilience building (Deichmann et al., 2016; Hamill, 2017). In Himalayan setting, such 

technologies hold particular importance because they can help overcome geographic isolation 

and reduce transaction costs across dispersed communities (Apostolopoulos et al., 2025; Dey 

et al., 2024). At the same time, digital transformation in resource-constrained mountain 

economies differs substantially from that of technologically advanced markets because of 

persistent digital literacy gaps, infrastructure limitations, affordability concerns, and trust-

related barriers (Raji et al., 2024, p. 740; Shah et al., 2025). Existing studies have largely treated 
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digital technologies as operational tools for efficiency enhancement rather than as strategic 

enablers capable of strengthening agility, adaptation, and resilience within inclusive business 

systems (Judijanto, 2026; Karakeçe, 2026). 

The concept of strategic agility provides an important theoretical lens for addressing these 

vulnerabilities. Strategic agility is defined as the organization’s ability to sense environmental 

changes, make timely and informed decisions, and continuously reconfigure resources in 

response to uncertainty (Diego et al., 2022, p. 600, 2024, p. 1937; Shawabkeh, 2024, p. 448; 

Tarpey et al., 2023, p. 2). Based on dynamic capabilities perspective (Dubey et al., 2019, p. 

107606), strategic agility emphasizes sensing, seizing, and reconfiguring capabilities as 

essential organizational processes for long-term resilience. Although strategic agility has been 

extensively examined in large organizations and technology-intensive firms in developed 

countries (Hurel et al., 2026; Wajid & Tayşir, 2026; Wilopo et al., 2026), its application within 

inclusive and subsistence-oriented agricultural entrepreneurship remains significantly 

underexplored (Jayampathi, 2025; Vrontis et al., 2022, p. 1365). This limitation is particularly 

evident in Himalayan economies, where enterprises operate under conditions of environmental 

vulnerability, institutional fragility, social complexity, and emerging digital ecosystems 

(Gonibeed et al., 2023, p. 1274; Nyaupane, 2022). 

Similarly, resilience has become a central concern in agricultural entrepreneurship research 

because agricultural enterprises increasingly face market disruptions, climate risks and socio-

economic uncertainties. In mountain economies, resilience extends beyond economic survival 

to environmental adaptation, social inclusion, and community sustainability (Rashid et al., 

2026; Raza, 2026a, 2026b). Existing studies suggest that resilience in such contexts depends 

heavily on social networks, learning systems, participatory governance, and adaptive 

capabilities embedded within organizational and business model structures (Fuentes et al., 

2024, p. 2; Kassier, 2024, p. 20; Kaus & Entsminger, 2026). However, the relationship between 

inclusive business models, strategic agility, and digital transformation in generating 

multidimensional resilience outcomes has not been sufficiently theorized (Hurel et al., 2026; 

Malik & Terzidis, 2026; Sánchez et al., 2026). 

Despite the growing literature on inclusive business models, strategic agility, digital 

transformation, and resilience, these research streams largely remain disconnected. First, 

strategic agility research has rarely been integrated with inclusive business model research, 

particularly in agricultural entrepreneurship contexts. Second, digital technologies are largely 

conceptualized as instruments of operational efficiency rather than as mechanisms that enhance 

sensing, adaptive decision-making, stakeholder co-creation, and organizational learning (Chen 

et al., 2025, p. 21; Olan et al., 2024, p. 235; Raza et al., 2024, p. 15). Third, mountain economies 

remain underrepresented in management and entrepreneurship research despite their distinctive 

socio-ecological conditions and growing importance in discussions of sustainability, climate 

adaptation, and rural transformation. Accordingly, this study seeks to address the following 

central research problem: How can strategic agility be integrated into IBMs to strengthen 

resilience among agricultural entrepreneurship initiatives in Himalayan Economics? 
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This paper aims to address these theoretical and contextual gaps by developing the Strategic 

Agility in Inclusive Digital Business Models (SA-IDBM) Framework for resilient agri-

entrepreneurship in Himalayan economies. Based on strategic agility theory, dynamic 

capabilities, inclusive innovation, and digital transformation literature, the study conceptually 

explains how digital sensing capabilities, adaptive strategic decision-making, inclusive value 

co-creation, and learning-reconfiguration mechanisms collectively contribute to 

multidimensional resilience outcomes. This paper further conceptualizes digital technologies 

not merely as operational tools but as strategic-social enablers that strengthen both inclusivity 

and organizational adaptability. In doing so, the study extends strategic agility theory into 

resource-constrained and subsistence-oriented contexts while offering a theoretically grounded 

framework for future empirical research and practical interventions in Himalayan and other 

vulnerable mountain economies. 

 

Literature Review 

Strategic Agility and Dynamic Capabilities 

Strategic agility refers to an organization's competence to sense changes in the environment, 

pivotal moves, and reacting changes through resource configuration (Asghar et al., 2025; Doz 

& Kosonen, 2008, 2009; Malik & Terzidis, 2025, p. 4). Rooted in the dynamic capabilities 

perspective of Teece et al. (1997), strategic agility emphasizes reconfiguration and adaptability 

over long-term static planning (Silva et al., 2023, p. 55). The dynamic capabilities model 

proposes three underlying micro-foundations, which are; sensing (identifying and shaping 

opportunities and threats), seizing (mobilizing resources to seize opportunities), and 

reconfiguring (continuous renewal of the enterprise's asset base) (Asghar et al., 2025). 

Previous studies suggest that there are three underlying dimensions to strategic agility: 

environmental sensing, strategic decision-making speed, and resource fluidity (Çavuşgil & 

Deligonul, 2024; Ljungkvist et al., 2024, p. 396; Sambamurthy et al., 2003; Weber & Tarba, 

2014). Sambamurthy et al. (2003) were one of the first researchers to explicitly connect digital 

technology with organizational agility through three channels: digitizing processes, supporting 

process integration, and supporting business partner integration. Nowadays, researchers have 

extended this literature to cover platformized digital ecosystems (Nambisan et al., 2017) and 

crisis management situations (Teece et al., 2016). Yet, majority of studies have focused on 

large organizations or digitally advanced institutions in developed countries (Eisenhardt & 

Martin, 2000; Kale & Singh, 2007; Tao & Shi, 2025), undermine small or resource-constraint 

organizations operating within informal institutional settings such as Himalayan agri-markets 

(Baumgartner et al., 2020; Krishnan, 2025, p. 90; Lashitew et al., 2019). 

The strategic agility literature provides a strong theoretical basis for understanding adaptation 

under uncertainty; yet, its dominant focus on large firms and technologically advanced markets 

limits its applicability to inclusive agricultural entrepreneurship in Himalayan economies. 

Thus, there is a need to reinterpret strategic agility through the realities of informal institutions, 

resource constraints, and community centered entrepreneurial systems.  

Inclusive Business Models in Agri-Entrepreneurship 
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Inclusive business models (IBMs) emphasize to integrate low-income populations into value 

chains as producers, consumers, or partners (Baltenweck et al., 2022, p. 2; Kumar et al., 2025; 

Mangnus, 2023; Prahalad, 2011; Simanis et al., 2008). This concept is built on the "Base of the 

Pyramid" (BoP) tradition and has evolved toward a mutual value creation logic that 

foregrounds equity, dignity and community agency (Dellevoet & Jones, 2023, p. 100; Santos 

& Facca-Miess, 2024). In the agricultural setting, IBMs often involve contract farming, social 

enterprises, cooperatives, and community-based organizations (Anseeuw, 2017, p. 13; 

Schoneveld, 2022). Despite their prescriptive appeal, inclusive agricultural enterprises often 

face structural limitations (Geza et al., 2020, p. 10) such as dependence on funding agencies or 

donors, weak governance systems, and limited strategic flexibility (Orr et al., 2018, p. 23). 

Therefore, social science researchers increasingly argue that inclusivity alone does not 

guarantee resilience (Gebru et al., 2022) by ignoring the need for an adaptive and agile business 

model (Verwaal et al., 2021, p. 609). A growing strand of literature investigates gender 

dimensions of inclusive business in mountain and vulnerable economies (Resurrección et al., 

2019, p. 494), which demand for the need for co-creation and participatory mechanisms 

embedded within the business model architecture itself (Nahi, 2016). 

Although inclusive business models have advanced discussions on equity and participation in 

agricultural value chains, existing approaches often remain structurally rigid and externally 

driven. Consequently, inclusiveness alone is insufficient for long term sustainability unless 

these business models also integrate strategic flexibility, adaptive governance, and resilience 

oriented capabilities.  

Digital Transformation in Emerging and Subsistence Markets 

Digital technologies are also effective in breaking down distances (Lloyd & Vengrouskie, 

2019, p. 3), reducing transactional costs (Bindeeba et al., 2026), and expanding market access 

for rural entrepreneurs (Mweha, 2025). For instance, mobile applications, digital payment 

systems, and data-driven decision tools are increasingly adopted in agriculture (Zhang et al., 

2025) through digital financial and technology solutions in Asian and African countries 

(Rayhan et al., 2024; Saxena et al., 2026). However, the trajectory of digital transformation in 

subsistence markets is significantly different from that in other markets (Baumüller, 2025, p. 

1; Manzoor et al., 2025, p. 1), mainly because of the issues of digital literacy, infrastructure, 

trust, and costs (Dumo, 2026; Saxena et al., 2026). In the literature, these technologies are 

treated in isolation rather than as part of an overall strategic system (Aryeh-Adjei et al., 2025; 

Sambamurthy et al., 2003; Viswanathan et al., 2024, p. 1280), which is inhibiting the potential 

of these technologies to bring about transformation in inclusive agri-business markets 

(Arangurí et al., 2025; Lububu & Twum‐Darko, 2025). 

Digital transformation and Himalayan economies should not be interpreted merely as 

technology advancement. Rather digital technologies must be conceptualized as strategic and 

social enablers capable of strengthening sensing, collaboration, learning, and adaptive 

decision-making within an inclusive entrepreneurial ecosystem.  

Resilience in Agri-Entrepreneurship 
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Organizational resilience is described as the capacity to anticipate problems (Wang et al., 

2025), adapt to change (Bullock et al., 2025, p. 11), and recover from adversity while keeping 

basic functions operational (Shamieh & Bastian, 2025, p. 5; Tete et al., 2026). In the context 

of agri-entrepreneurship, resilience encompasses multiple dimensions, including economic, 

social, and environmental aspects (Moumenihelali et al., 2023, p. 2; Stone & Rahimifard, 2018, 

p. 230). Similarly, research on mountain regions and critical ecosystems indicates that 

diversification, social networks, and deep integration into social institutions are critical 

elements of resilience (Baumgartner et al., 2020; Blanco et al., 2023, p. 1; Schreefel et al., 

2022). Critically, resilience in these contexts is not merely reactive but a proactive design 

orientation requiring purposeful embedding of sensing, learning, and adaptation mechanisms 

within the business model (Doz & Kosonen, 2009; Edgar et al., 2026; Eisenhardt & Martin, 

2000; Rashed et al., 2025). This relationship has not yet been fully explored, although it is 

critical for inclusive agri-entrepreneurship. 

Resilience in Himalayan agricultural entrepreneurship should be viewed as a proactive and 

embedded organizational capability rather than a reactive recovery mechanism. In this regard, 

resilience emerges through continuous learning, stakeholder participation, strategic agility, and 

adaptive business model design operating simultaneously within vulnerable social-ecological 

systems.  

Research Methodology 

Research Design 

This study employs an integrative conceptual synthesis approach to construct a theoretically 

grounded framework for strategic agility in inclusive digital business models within Himalayan 

agri-entrepreneurship contexts. Integrative conceptual synthesis represents a methodology for 

theory development that explicates conceptual underpinnings and builds enhanced 

conceptualizations by integrating different perspectives (Jaakkola, 2020, p. 21). As Jaakkola 

(2020, p. 25) identifies, conceptual papers can be of four types: Theory Synthesis, Theory 

Adaptation, Typology, and Model. This study primarily focuses on model-building in its intent, 

with an embedded agenda-setting function directed toward stimulating empirical research in 

under-theorised mountain economy contexts. 

Literature Search and Scope 

The review outlined from five interdisciplinary bodies of scholarship: (1) strategic agility and 

dynamic capabilities, (2) inclusive business models and Bottom of the Pyramid literature, (3) 

digital transformation in emerging and subsistence markets, (4) resilience in agri-

entrepreneurship, and (5) mountain and Himalayan development contexts. Literature searches 

were conducted in the following databases: Web of Science, Scopus, Google Scholar, and 

EBSCOhost Business Source Complete. The search combined terms such as “strategic agility,” 

“inclusive business models,” “agri-entrepreneurship,” “digital transformation,” “resilience,” 

“Himalayan economies,” “Nepal agriculture,” “subsistence markets,” and “Base of Pyramid.” 

Boolean operators (AND, OR) were used to construct compound queries across theoretical 

streams. No strict date range was imposed, given the need to capture seminal foundational work 
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(e.g., Teece et al., 1997; Prahalad, 2011), although the primary focus centred on work published 

between 2015 and 2025 to ensure currency. 

Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria 

Articles were included if they: (a) addressed one or more of the five literature streams identified 

above; (b) were published in peer-reviewed academic journals, edited academic volumes, or 

constituted well-established theoretical texts; and (c) offered conceptual, empirical, or 

methodological insights applicable to the research problem. Grey literature, including World 

Bank and development agency reports, was included selectively where it provided contextual 

evidence unavailable in academic sources (Raghunatha et al., 2025, p. 4). Articles were 

excluded if they were purely descriptive regional reports without theoretical grounding, or if 

they addressed agri-entrepreneurship in contexts with no relevant parallel to mountain or 

resource-constrained economies. 

Framework Development Process 

Following Torraco’s (2005) guidelines for integrative literature reviews, the conceptual 

synthesis proceeded through three stages. In the first stage, relevant constructs from each 

literature stream were identified and coded thematically: sensing capabilities, adaptive 

decision-making, co-creation, learning and reconfiguration, and resilience dimensions. In the 

second stage, cross-stream relationships were analysed to identify theoretical convergences, 

gaps, and tensions. In particular, the apparent disconnect between the strategic agility literature 

which predominantly addresses large firms in technologically advanced markets and the 

inclusive business model literature — which foregrounds equity and participation in resource-

constrained contexts was identified as the central theoretical gap motivating the SA-IDBM 

framework. In the third stage, the framework was constructed deductively by assembling 

theoretically justified relationships between constructs, and four propositions were derived to 

operationalise the framework for future empirical testing. 

Limitations of the Approach 

Conceptual synthesis carries innate limitations that should be acknowledged. First, the absence 

of a formal systematic review protocol means that the scope of literature reviewed may reflect 

the authors’ judgments about theoretical relevance rather than an exhaustive listing of all 

available evidence. Second, the model’s assumptions are theoretical rather than empirically 

verified, and their generalisability remains to be tested across diverse Himalayan and 

comparable mountain economy settings. These limitations do not reduce the contribution of 

the framework, which is to provide a theoretically grounded, actionable conceptual model for 

a nascent and underserved area of management and entrepreneurship scholarship. 

 

Results 

Conceptual Framework: The SA-IDBM Model (Proposed) 

Framework Overview 

The SA-IDBM Framework is rooted in three underlying literature streams: inclusive business 

model design (London et al., 2009; Prahalad, 2011), dynamic capabilities & strategic agility 

(Doz & Kosonen, 2009; Teece et al., 1997) and digital transformation in subsistence markets. 
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Scholars theorize that the mutually reinforcing interplay of digital adaptive strategic decision-

making, sensing capabilities, inclusive value co-creation, and learning and reconfiguration 

mechanisms are theorized to enable inclusive agri-enterprises to foster multidimensional 

resilience (Farace & Tarabella, 2025; Sengupta et al., 2024, p. 563; Wang et al., 2025, p. 2). 

The Himalayan region which is characterized as a geographical isolation, institutional voids, 

climate vulnerability, and nascent digital infrastructure acts as a moderator influencing the 

interrelations among the framework's core components (Edgar et al., 2026; Niraula et al., 2026; 

Phartiyal & Sharma, 2025). 

 
 

Figure 1.  The SA-IDBM Framework: Strategic Agility in Inclusive Business Models 

Note: The framework incorporates four mutually reinforcing enablers which collectively 

generates multidimensional resilience outcomes across economic, social, and environmental 

dimensions. Directional arrows represent primary theoretical influences and lateral 

interdependencies among components forming a recursive agility loop 

(P1→P2→P3→P4→P1). The Himalayan-context moderates all relationships within the 

framework. 

Digital Sensing Capabilities 

Digital sensing capabilities embrace digital tools & technologies, and data systems to 

continually monitor and interpret signals from the external environment (Dixit et al., 2025). In 

the context of Himalayan agricultural entrepreneurship, digital sensing involves various 

activities, including monitoring market prices via SMS-based price services or 

smartphone/mobile apps, climate and weather data via satellite-linked advisory systems, 

consumer demand signals via e-commerce data, and supply chain disruptions via logistics 
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tracking systems  (Grewal et al., 2024, p. 1417; Lashitew et al., 2019; Nchimbi et al., 2021, p. 

3; Sridhar et al., 2023, p. 797; Subramanian & Tomas, 2019). Digital sensing capability may 

differentiates strategically agile inclusive agri-enterprises from those relying solely on informal 

information networks, which are inherently slower, more prone to distortion, and 

geographically bounded (Alzate et al., 2025; Nambisan, 2016; Utama et al., 2025, p. 11). Even 

simple mobile technologies can generate useful data to improve decision-making in 

smallholder farming systems. 

Proposition 1 (P1): Inclusive agri-enterprises in Himalayan economies that develop digital 

sensing capabilities will demonstrate greater responsiveness to market, climate, and supply 

chain disruptions, thereby enhancing their economic resilience. 

Boundary Conditions. The association between digital sensing capability and economic resilience 

is likely to be moderated by several circumstances. First, digital infrastructure accessibility is a 

prerequisite — in regions where mobile connectivity remains unreliable or prohibitively expensive, 

even basic SMS-based market information systems may be inaccessible (Ke et al., 2026; Li, 2025; 

Zhang et al., 2026). Second, digital literacy among cooperative managers and farmers shapes how 

effectively sensing outputs are interpreted and acted upon; where literacy gaps are severe, raw data 

may not translate into actionable insight (Choruma et al., 2024, p. 101291; Paget et al., 2025). 

Third, the risk of information overload in data-dense environments may paradoxically reduce rather 

than enhance decision quality (Han et al., 2025, p. 3; Kahan & Worth, 2026). Accordingly, 

Proposition one is expected to hold most strongly where baseline digital infrastructure and literacy 

have been established and where sensing systems are appropriately simplified for the local context. 

Adaptive Strategic Decision-Making 

Adaptive strategic decision-making is connected with how institutions interpret their 

environment and translate these interpretations into timely (Priambada & Puterisari, 2025; 

ПАЛІЄВ et al., 2025, p. 239) and well-informed decisions that are made close to the action 

(Priambada & Puterisari, 2025; Shahzad et al., 2026). In agricultural entrepreneurship setting, 

adaptive strategic decision-making means governance structures that empower local farmers, 

cooperatives, and women's group to make autonomous decisions about their production, 

pricing, and market channel selection without requiring lengthy escalation to central authorities 

(Claeys et al., 2025; Harrington et al., 2023; Ibourk & Hninou, 2025; London et al., 2009). This 

component addresses a critical weakness of many development-oriented inclusive business 

ventures where external funders or senior management make strategic decisions far removed 

from ground realities (Mozheiko & Sund, 2024, p. 46; Mulder, 2023). Therefore, adaptive 

decision-making means designing governance architecture that is simultaneously inclusive and 

agile (Eisenhardt & Martin, 2000; Weber & Tarba, 2014). 

Proposition 2 (P2): Inclusive agri-enterprises that adopt decentralized, participatory 

governance structures will exhibit higher adaptive decision-making speed and quality under 

conditions of market and environmental uncertainty, enhancing both economic and social 

resilience outcomes. 

Boundary Conditions. The association between decentralised governance and adaptive decision-

making may be qualified by several conditions. In contexts characterised by deep social 

stratification — including  caste dynamics, gender hierarchies or ethnic differentiation — authority 

decentralisation may reproduce rather than redress existing power asymmetries unless deliberate 
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inclusion mechanisms are embedded in governance design (Nightingale, 2024, p. 23; Siangulube et 

al., 2023, p. 2; Zhang et al., 2023, p. 567). Furthermore, decentralisation without adequate support 

systems such as training, and financial management capacity may expose local leaders to decision 

burdens that exceed their capacity, reducing rather than improving outcomes. The proposition is 

expected to hold most strongly where participatory governance is accompanied by capacity-building 

investments and culturally contextualised facilitation. 

Inclusive Value Co-Creation 

Inclusive value co-creation is defined as the active participation of small holder farmers, 

women, indigenous communities, agricultural cooperatives and local stakeholders in the 

design, delivery, and continuous improvement of business models and their components, 

assisted by digital platforms (Combe & Camaréna, 2025; Ewijk et al., 2024; Sengupta et al., 

2024, p. 562). Similarly it treats beneficiaries as co-producers of value, not just recipients, 

which is different from the conventional top-down enterprise model (Kramer & Porter, 2011; 

Prahalad, 2011). Consequently, digital platforms are considered as powerful enablers of co-

creation in Himalayan region (Arora et al., 2025) because they bridge geographic distances that 

would otherwise render face-to-face co-design prohibitively costly (Nambisan, 2016; 

Nambisan et al., 2017). For instance, WhatsApp-based farmer collectives co-developing 

market strategies (Kudryavtsev, 2025, p. 15), mobile survey tools gathering community input 

on  designing business model (Richmond et al., 2023), and e-cooperative platforms aggregating 

smallholder preferences for input procurement (Kimotho, 2025; Nyamolo et al., 2026). 

Proposition 3 (P3): Inclusive agri-enterprises that embed digital platforms for stakeholder 

co-creation will develop stronger social resilience outcomes—including empowerment, 

gender equity, and community cohesion—that in turn reinforce the enterprise's overall 

strategic agility. 

Boundary Conditions. The anticipated association between digital platform-enabled co-creation 

and social resilience rests on assumptions about participation, access and trust that may not 

uniformly hold. In highly heterogeneous societies, digital platforms may intensify the voices of more 

connected or educated members while systematically excluding older farmers, women with limited 

smartphone access, or indigenous communities with low digital familiarity (Hoffmann et al., 2025, 

p. 4; Martinez‐Gil et al., 2025, p. 206). Furthermore, co-creation facilitated by externally designed 

platforms may unknowingly reproduce extractive research or data capture logics that conflict with 

community agency (Amar et al., 2026; Thaher et al., 2025, p. 2). The proposition is therefore 

expected to operate most effectively where co-creation platforms are locally co-designed, 

linguistically accessible, and governed by community rather than outsider interest. 

Learning and Reconfiguration Mechanisms 

Learning and reconfiguration mechanisms are the systematic processes by which inclusive 

agri-enterprises generate, capture, and apply knowledge from operational experience to 

continuously adapt their business models  (Mehrabi et al., 2024 ; Zubaedah, 2025 ; Sulemana 

et al., 2026). These mechanisms include regular structured feedback from farmers and 

customers (Kadzamira et al., 2024, p. 4), investigations with new products and distribution 

channels (Manyise et al., 2023, p. 40), after-implementation reviews, and networks that transfer 

learning across communities (Rohrbaugh et al., 2026). Formal knowledge management 

systems are confined in the Himalayan regions (Qureshi et al., 2022, p. 100412); digital 
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technologies can institutionalize accessible learning (Negi et al., 2025). In addition, mobile 

data collection through platforms like KoBo Toolbox or ODK can systematically gather farm-

level performance data that inform seasonal business model adjustments (Schreefel et al., 

2022). Furthermore, learning mechanisms in that particular region must be culturally 

appropriate and linguistically accessible (Kale et al., 2025, p. 13), particularly for women and 

indigenous farmers with limited formal education (Baumgartner et al., 2020; Fischer & Qaim, 

2011). 

Proposition 4 (P4): Inclusive agri-enterprises that institutionalize digital-enabled learning 

and reconfiguration mechanisms will achieve superior environmental resilience through 

iterative adaptation to climate variability, resource scarcity, and ecosystem change. 

Boundary Conditions. The relationship between digital-enabled learning mechanisms and 

environmental resilience may be enervated in contexts where knowledge systems are primarily oral, 

relational, and place-based rather than data-driven (Chaigneau et al., 2021, p. 302; Crabtree et al., 

2022, p. 102603). Imposing standardised digital learning tools without adaptation to local 

epistemologies and cultural practices risks generating data that is technically collected but 

institutionally dormant. Furthermore, the iterative adaptation implied by Proposition 4 requires 

seasonal stability sufficient to permit learning across cycles; where climate shocks are so acute or 

irregular as to prevent season-to-season comparison, the learning mechanism may be disrupted. 

Therefore, P4 is expected to hold most reliably where digital learning tools are adapted for cultural 

and linguistic appropriateness and where community institutions possess sufficient continuity to act 

on accumulated knowledge 

The Himalayan Environment as a contextual moderators 

The Himalayan context also offers moderating factors such as geographic remoteness, 

institutional voids, climate sensitivity, and digital infrastructure gaps(Parthiban et al., 2020, p. 

634; Thapa et al., 2019, p. 1), which may, in turn, influence the role of enablers in generating 

resilience outcomes(Parthiban et al., 2020, p. 634; Thapa et al., 2019, p. 1). Similarly, 

significant connectivity gaps (Akhtar et al., 2023) may limit digital sensing platforms, 

necessitating hybrid digital-analog systems to address such challenges (Morichetti, 2025, p. 1). 

However, deep institutional voids may require agri-enterprises to act as quasi-institutional 

functions (Abi et al., 2026) such as offering credit, extension services, conflict resolution (Hu 

et al., 2025; Luiz et al., 2021, p. 700), thereby making adaptive decision-making more intricate 

(Fiorini & Kaufmann, 2026).  

It is important to acknowledge that the Himalayan region constitutes a heterogeneous context, 

and the SA-IDBM framework’s applicability varies across Himalayan settings. For instance, 

Nepal and Bhutan also differ substantially in governance structure, digital infrastructure 

maturity, and development philosophy. Bhutan’s Gross National Happiness (GNH)-oriented 

governance framework creates a distinctive institutional environment in which social and 

ecological wellbeing are embedded in state policy (Tashi et al., 2025; Vajpayee, 2024), 

potentially creating more favourable conditions for the co-creation and environmental 

resilience propositions (P3, P4) than exist in Nepal’s more fragmented federal governance 

context (Ansell et al., 2026; Dahal et al., 2025, p. 40). Nepal, by contrast, has pursued more 

aggressive digital infrastructure expansion (Chalaune, 2026; Dawadi et al., 2026), which may 

strengthen the operating conditions for P1 and P2. Within each country, moreover, 
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heterogeneity between high-altitude pastoral systems, mid-hill smallholder agriculture, and 

peri-urban market-linked enterprises further conditions how the framework’s components 

interact. Future empirical research should treat Himalayan sub-contexts as distinct units of 

analysis rather than collapsing variation into a single regional category. The framework is also 

intended to travel conceptually: the Himalayan context serves as an illustrative extreme case 

of the conditions under which inclusive agri-enterprises operate, but analogous conditions exist 

in the Andes, the Hindu Kush, and the East African Highlands (Matthys et al., 2023, p. 250; 

Palau & Claramunt‐López, 2024, p. 1704). 

 Significantly, these contextual moderators are also generative conditions which may be 

leveraged digitally to achieve premium market positioning for such products (Hu et al., 2025, 

p. 5; Sinha et al., 2025; Subramanian & Tomas, 2019; Zhao et al., 2026). This dichotomy of 

context as both constraint and opportunity differentiates the SA-IDBM framework from agility 

models developed for flat, well-connected markets. 

 

Discussion 

Extending Strategic Agility Theory 

The SA-IDBM framework broadens the applicability of strategic agility theory to resource 

constrained, small-scale, and socially embedded agri-enterprises via three pivotal conceptual 

adaptations to the foundational model. Firstly, the speed imperative of traditional theory yields 

to contextual suitability tailored to Himalayan agri-markets. Secondly, resource fluidity gives 

way to agility via network automation, harnessing community social capital in Himalayan agri-

markets in lieu of internal resource reallocation. Thirdly, the stakeholder dimension of 

conventional strategic agility is augmented to stipulate that inclusive agri-enterprises must 

evince agility toward their social constituencies, whose backing is vital for upholding 

organizational legitimacy and ensuring enterprise longevity.  

The SA-IDBM framework promotes the strategic agility literature in ways that go beyond 

contextual extension. Existing agility frameworks including original Nokia-derived model 

(Doz & Kosonen, 2008) and Weber and Tarba’s state-of-the-art formulation (Ghezzi & 

Cavallo, 2018, p. 543) were developed primarily in the context of huge, technology-intensive 

firms in institutionally dense environments. In this context, agility is operationalised through 

rapid resource reallocation, top-management team sensitivity, and strategic unity (Diego et al., 

2022, p. 601; Ghezzi & Cavallo, 2018, p. 543). The SA-IDBM model challenges the 

assumption that agility is a top-down managerial property. In inclusive agri-enterprises, sensing 

occurs not only in boardrooms but in cooperative assemblies, community meetings, and farmer 

feedback loops. Decision-making speed is less about executive responsiveness and more about 

the design of governance architectures that empower local stakeholders. Reconfiguration is less 

about shifting financial capital and more about redirecting relational networks, social capital, 

and adaptive practices embedded in community knowledge systems. This reorientation 

advances a more distributed and socially embedded conception of strategic agility that may be 

generalisable to other informal-sector and community-based enterprise forms beyond the 

Himalayan settings.  
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Reconceptualizing Digital Technologies as Strategic-Social Enablers 

Previous studies on agribusiness development in the Himalayan region conventionally frames 

digital technologies as instruments for enhancing efficiency,  reducing transaction cost, 

facilitating market access, and enabling price discovery. In contrast, the SA-IDBM framework 

emphasizes digital technologies as strategic-social enablers of heightened significance in this 

context, empowering agri-enterprises to simultaneously attain greater strategic agility and 

social inclusivity owing to their dual functionality. 

This reconceptualization also has implications for the Bottom of Pyramid (BoP) and inclusive 

innovation research. Existing BoP literature tends to present digital technologies instrumentally 

as tools that reduce transaction costs, extend market access, and facilitate price discovery (Soni 

et al., 2021, p. 120843; Sridhar & Fang, 2019, p. 978). The SA-IDBM model argues that this 

positioning highlights digital technology’s transformative potential in inclusive agri-systems. 

By functioning as a substrate for sensing, co-creation, and learning simultaneously, digital tools 

in the SA-IDBM framework are theorised as constitutive of the agility system rather than 

merely supportive of it. This aligns with and broaden the digital innovation management 

literature, which incorporates platform-level and ecosystem-level theorising (Mukhopadhyay 

et al., 2023; Senyo et al., 2019, p. 54), while applying it to a social-ecological context where 

the dominant theoretical conversation has been about participation, equity and poverty rather 

than innovation management. 

The Recursive Agility Loop  

The four propositions collectively constitute a recursive agility loop which is defined as a 

dynamic cycle in which each enabling component generates conditions favourable to the next. 

Digital sensing (P1) provides the environmental intelligence that informs adaptive decision-

making (P2); decentralised, well-informed decision-making enables the co-creation processes 

(P3) through which stakeholders participate meaningfully in enterprise adaptation; co-creation, 

in turn, generates the experiential and relational learning inputs (P4) that refine sensing 

capabilities over time. This dynamic mirrors the “agility spiral” described by Teece et al. (2016) 

for crisis-response contexts, but extends it in two important ways. First, the loop is socially 

embedded in which each transition between components passes through community 

relationships, trust, and participation rather than through managerial decision hierarchies. 

Second, the loop is moderated by settings with severe digital infrastructure gaps, the loop may 

be initiated through analog or hybrid means and progressively digitised as infrastructure 

matures. This creates a developmental pathway logic: enterprises do not need to have fully 

digitised all four components simultaneously to benefit from agility gains; partial activation of 

the loop may still generate resilience dividends. Future empirical research should test whether 

the loop generates more resilience as a complete cycle than as a set of discrete, unconnected 

interventions a question with direct implications for programme design in development 

organisations. 

Theoretical Contributions 

This study extends strategic agility theory, as originally articulated in the extant literature to 

the domain of inclusive and subsistence-oriented markets. In this augmentation, it elucidates 
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that, although agility manifests differently in resource-constrained settings, the core sense-

decide-reconfigure process continues to constitute its foundational mechanism. Similarly, 

digital technology is conceptualized as a strategic-social enabler that synthesizes the literature 

on digital transformation with that of inclusive innovation thereby offering a holistic 

perspective on technology's role in socially embedded entrepreneurial systems. Furthermore, 

this study bridges a significant theoretical void by examining Himalayan settings, which 

amalgamate subsistence-oriented systems, institutional voids, climate vulnerability, and 

cultural heterogeneity, rendering them resistant to simple categorization as either emerging 

markets or paradigmatic development economics cases. Thus, SA-IDBM framework furnishes 

a robust, contextually embedded analytical lens, amenable to elaboration in prospective 

empirical investigations across Nepal, Bhutan, and comparable settings in global south. 

Practical Implications 

Agricultural entrepreneurs and leaders of cooperatives should prioritize the development of 

affordable digital sensing technologies, positioning these as an initial pathway to cultivating 

strategic agility. Similarly, decentralized governance structures, wherein community 

representatives hold decision-making authority, are recommended to embed strategic agility as 

an intrinsic organizational process rather than one dependent exclusively on entrepreneurial 

agency. Mountainous regions should accord primacy to investments in last-mile digital 

infrastructure as a foundational enabler of agility in inclusive agri-enterprises. Moreover, 

public procurement policies that favor Geographical Indication (GI)-tagged and organic 

highland products can establish enduring demand signals, mitigating vulnerabilities pending 

the maturation of agility mechanisms. Development agencies funded initiatives should 

integrate strategic agility tenets explicitly into the architecture of inclusive agri-businesses, 

transitioning from rigid project-cycle paradigms to dynamic adaptive management approaches. 

Future Research Directions 

The four propositions proposed here require empirical examination across multiple Himalayan 

agri-enterprise types. Mixed-method designs combining participatory action research and 

quantitative resilience measures are particularly appropriate for complex, context-sensitive 

phenomena (Ivankova & Wingo, 2018). However, researchers need to be cautious about 

imposing standardized survey instruments on communities with limited formal literacy that 

reflect indigenous knowledge and local language will be critical to validity. A specific 

methodological challenge concerns how multidimensional resilience outcomes (economic, 

social, and environmental) can be measured in subsistence contexts without imposing 

extractive research designs on vulnerable communities. Participatory resilience assessments 

represent a promising alternative to researcher-imposed constructs, generating locally relevant 

indicators and enhancing community resilience (Jere et al., 2026; Singh‐Peterson & Underhill, 

2016). Future researchers should develop and validate such instruments for Himalayan settings. 

As inclusive agri-enterprises grow in that particular setting, the decentralised governance and 

participatory co-creation mechanisms central to the SA-IDBM framework may come under 

pressure from efficiency imperatives. Research on how enterprises can scale agility 

mechanisms without eroding the inclusive foundations that generate social resilience is 
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urgently needed. This framework is theorised for Himalayan settings but advanced as 

applicable to analogous mountain economy contexts globally. Comparative research across the 

globe (Andes, the Hindu Kush, the East African Highlands, and the Himalayas) would allow 

identification of universal versus context-specific components of the SA-IDBM framework, 

building a more robust generalisation of strategic agility theory in resource-constrained 

settings. As AI tools are becoming more affordable in South Asian agricultural contexts, a 

critical question arises: does AI-assisted sensing enhance or displace the community-based 

knowledge networks that are central to social resilience in P3 and P4? This tension between 

social embeddedness and technological acceleration represents a key boundary condition for 

the framework as it encounters the next phase of digital transformation. 

Conclusion 

To conclude, strategic agility is a crucial, yet overlooked, competency for inclusive agri-

entrepreneurship. Importantly, this work and conceptual model provides a solid theoretical 

foundation along with practical steps for embedding digital technologies into inclusive business 

models, thereby laying a strong groundwork for robust agri-enterprises in the Himalayan 

economies and beyond. At its core, the SA-IDBM approach integrates the theoretical pillars of 

strategic agility, inclusive innovation, and digital transformation to form a unique conceptual 

model tailored to the specific challenges of these resource-scarce economies. Moreover, as 

these economies navigate the twin transitions of climate change and the digital age, the ability 

of agri-enterprises to sense, adapt, co-create, and learn will prove critical to their survival and 

the prosperity of the economies they serve. 
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