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Abstract: This paper provides an analytical framework to guide the 

development of inclusive digital-payments ecosystems for the poor in peri-

urban areas. This article has addressed the heterostructuration33 of supply 

chain in the form of a multiscale coalition between international NGOs, micro-

insurance start-ups and local savings groups, pro duction value and the 

governance regime product/structured by local merchant agents. Through 

concept map-ping and integrative ecosystem modelling, this framework 

thematically maps partnership archetypes, resource sharing partnerships, and 

risk coping instruments at the system level to facilitate the delivery of bundled 

microinsurance products and digital payment services. Drawing on evidence-

based digital financial inclusion and participatory ecosystem design good 

practice, the framework shows strong correspondences between the robustness 

of the partnership configuration and classification system, and is intended to 

support the scaling of models that are replicable and scalable. The context can 

be in particular: Policy recommendations will concentrate on how to enhance 

the coordination of actions and power-sharing which are directly proportional 

as what should not be, how to address (e.g. power asymmetry, the breakdown 

in communication of coordination mechanisms, etc.) A key contribution of this 

paper is a work taxonomy, which offers actionable insights to practitioners in 

the field a policy maker towards designing, replicating, and scaling impactful, 

real-world designed, stakeholder driven digital e-payment architectures for 

financial inclusion. 
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Introduction 

Affordable and widely accessible digital payment systems have become an 

important means to provide basic financial services to poor excluded people, 

particularly in peri-urban areas where formal banking services are still lacking. The 

provision of a collaborative response by partnering local and international NGOs, 

micro insurance startups, and community savings groups through merchant agents 

appears to be quite innovative to fill the access, affordability and trust gaps of DFPS 

(Ge et al., 22; Cobian et al., 24; Sors et al., 23). Yet successful multisector 

partnerships that deliver on this potential also depend on a clear understanding of 

how actors are positioned to contribute or capture value, the means by which value 

is exchanged and how to design governance structures that both maintain operational 

coherence and align partners around common goals. This paper presents a conceptual 

framework for mapping and analysing these pathways by drawing on learnings from 

digital financial inclusion, ecosystem development and participatory development to 

facilitate structured partnerships. The study will develop a taxonomy of actor 

relationships, resource sharing archetypes and guidance for policy makers and 

practitioners to build a culture of trust, risk mitigation and support a sustainable 

scaling up of inclusive digital payment services. 

Background and Motivation 

Achieving any of this is however going to require disruptive models that don't force 

fragmentation of the delivery of DFS to poor people. It is questionable if 

conventional approaches are able to sufficiently respond to the raft of vulnerabilities 

and transactional impediments that the underserved (on which markets could be built 

– the underbanked and unbanked) experience in peri-urban contexts, particularly in 

relation to trust, risk mitigation and access to relevant forms of affordable finance 

(Valladares-Castellanos et al., 2024; Ge et al., 2022). Decosimo et al., Forthcoming) 

Multi-sector partnerships combining INGOs, micro-insurance start-ups and 

community savings groups provide a promising platform for consolidating 

complementary resources, distribution system and local knowledge to deliver 

integrated service packages that may increase resilience and reduce exclusion (Sors 

et al., 2023). The rationale for this is the vulnerability, perceived as inherent in less 

structured collaboration: lack of governance, competing interests and the risk of 

failure to continuance; which based on a systematic mapping of actor roles and 

integration, enable lessons learned to be shared, disseminated and scaled to 

maximum effect (Perrone et al., 2023). 
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Figure 1. Conceptual map illustrating the main actors—international NGOs, micro-insurance startups, 
and community savings groups—and their high-level relationships within an inclusive digital payment 
ecosystem. 

 

This figure (1) presents a synthesized conceptual map of the principal actors and their 

relationships crucial to the formation of inclusive digital payment ecosystems as 

motivated in this study. 

Research Objectives and Questions 

The core goal of the current study is to establish a conceptual framework through 

which to organize and understand multisector partnerships conducive to an inclusive 

digital payment ecosystem for the low-income peri-urban communities. The research 

aims to analyze the interactions between international NGOs, micro-insurance 

startups, and community savings groups to understand the configurations and value 

exchanges and governance structures of the actors necessary to facilitate the 

provision of bundled digital payment and insurance services. In this study, I will 

focus on the following questions: How can actors from various sectors best organize 

and govern their partnerships to promote financial inclusion? What drives the modes 

of sharing resources, mitigating risks, and sustaining the exchanges in such multi-

actor digital financial systems. 

Literature Review 

Table 1. Comparative Overview of Approaches in Inclusive Digital Payment Ecosystems 

Approach 
Stakeholder 

Involvement 
Key Outcomes Challenges 

Example 

Applications 

Digital 

Financial 

Inclusion 

NGOs, 

community 

Improved 

rural 

Heterogeneity 

across 

Rural China, 

peri-urban 
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groups, 

startups 

integration, 

greater access 

regions, data 

gaps 

financial 

services 

Micro-

Insurance 

Models 

NGOs, 

insurance 

startups, small 

merchants 

Enhanced 

risk-sharing, 

resilience 

Regulatory 

barriers, trust, 

scaling 

Community 

savings 

groups, agri-

insurance in 

Asia 

Multi-

Stakeholder 

Partnerships 

NGOs, local 

governments, 

merchants, 

fintechs 

Ecosystem 

development, 

policy 

innovation 

Coordination, 

sustainability, 

resource 

allocation 

Watershed 

management, 

climate 

adaptation 

programs 

Peri-Urban 

Digital 

Merchants 

Local 

enterprises, 

payment 

service 

providers 

Expanded 

acceptance, 

digital literacy 

Interoperabilit

y, 

affordability, 

network 

effects 

Mobile 

money 

integration, 

merchant 

onboarding 

 

This table (1) provides a cross-sectional comparison of key models, stakeholder 

engagement, major outcomes, ongoing challenges, and real-world application areas 

in the development of inclusive digital payment ecosystems. 

 

Contributions from various models such as NGOs, micro-insurance startups and 

community-based organizations have contributed their unique perspectives and 

approaches to inclusive digital payment ecosystem building for financial inclusion 

(Ge et al., 2022; Wu et al., 2024). For example, digital financial inclusion enables 

integration of rural economies [1] (the use of savings in communities and merchants 

in peri-urban areas as ecosystem ‘anchors’ are typical). It has also been noted that 

multi-stakeholder partnerships help in developing ecosystems by aligning the 

activities of NGOs, micro-insurance providers, and local firms, as a way of 

addressing financial exclusion; promoting risk-sharing mechanism, and addressing 

local needs (Xue & Zhang, 2022; Chang et al., 2024). However, there are still issues 

such as the variable effect of impact across different territories, the lack of 

coordination in normative matters, and the requirement of flexible frameworks which 

can ensure sustainability and resilience of ecosystems. While there have been 

important strides, the literature acknowledges a lack of both comparing frameworks 

and empirical measures of how integrative strategies create value to all involved 

actors, which implies a need for more systematic frameworks that identify pathways 

of synergy and scale for digital payment ecosystems (Tian et al., 2024). 
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Digital Financial Ecosystems 

 

 
 

Figure 2. Conceptual diagram illustrating the core components and interactions within a typical digital 
financial ecosystem, highlighting the roles of NGO partners, startups, merchant agents, and community 
groups as synthesized from the literature. This figure clarifies how digital financial services 
architectures are structured and where key actors interface. 

 

This figure (2) presents an integrated schematic of digital financial ecosystem 

structure and actor interactions. 

 

Digital financial ecosystems Digital financial ecosystems are intricate assemblages 

of actors including NGOs, micro-insurance start-ups, merchant agents, and 

community groups, which collectively design inclusive financial architectures for 

low income or peri-urban communities. These ecosystems are based on a 

combination of technological innovation, policy incentives and participatory 

mechanisms to break down access, risk-sharing, and resource allocation barriers (Ge 

et al., 2022; Xue & Zhang, 2022). Their successes depend on strong linkages and 

site-specific strategies that promote the use of technology, encourage modernization 

of agriculture, and build resilience by engaging numerous interested parties in 

decision making process (Chang et al., 2024; Wu et al., 2024). 

Multi-Stakeholder Partnerships and Micro-Insurance 

Table 2. Stakeholder Roles and Contributions in Digital Payment Ecosystems 

Stakeholder 

Group 
Primary Roles 

Key 

Contributions 
Challenges 

Example 

Initiatives 
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NGOs 

Facilitate 

inclusion, 

provide 

training, 

advocate 

policy 

Mobilize 

community 

savings 

groups, drive 

outreach 

Sustainability, 

scaling, 

regulatory 

barriers 

Digital 

literacy 

programs, 

policy 

advocacy 

Micro-

Insurance 

Startups 

Develop 

financial 

products, 

innovate risk 

management 

Design and 

distribute 

micro-

insurance, 

create digital 

solutions 

Trust 

building, low 

margins, 

distribution 

reach 

Weather-

index crop 

insurance, 

digital agri-

insurance 

Community 

Groups 

Aggregate 

demand, 

enable peer 

support, 

savings 

Manage local 

savings, 

promote 

adoption, 

network 

effects 

Resource 

limitations, 

exclusion 

risks 

Village 

savings and 

loan 

associations 

Peri-Urban 

Merchants 

Last-mile 

payment 

acceptance, 

extend market 

access 

Promote 

digital 

transactions, 

pilot new 

services 

Interoperabilit

y, 

affordability, 

digital literacy 

Mobile 

money 

onboarding, 

acceptance 

pilot schemes 

 

This table (2) details the primary roles, contributions, challenges, and example 

initiatives of key stakeholders in inclusive digital payment ecosystems, specifically 

focusing on NGOs, micro-insurance startups, community groups, and peri-urban 

merchants. 

 

Second, collaboration involving multiple actors has been the key to building 

inclusive digital payment ecosystems, as illustrated by the roles of NGOs and micro-

insurance start-ups, as well as the activities of community networks and peri-urban 

merchants which each complement the work of others in complex ways. Key drivers’ 

Digital financial inclusion is community mobilisation of savings groups; design of 

community-based micro-insurance products for risk sharing; and skills development 

for peri-urban traders. They foster reductions in financial inclusion gaps through trust 

development, lowering transaction costs and providing tailored financial services 

that meet the needs of the underserved (Ge et al., 2022; Xue & Zhang, 2022; Wu et 

al., 2024). 

Conceptual Framework 
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This proposal is grounded on the conceptual mapping and integrative ecosystem 

modelling, for generating a systematic characterization of functional roles, value 

exchanges, and governance arrangements that comes into play for inclusive digital 

payment ecosystems. At the core of this solution is the formation of multi-sector 

partnerships that link INGOs, micro-insurance start-ups, community savings groups 

and merchant agents, allowing for bundling and expanded delivery of micro-

insurance and digital payments in peri-urban areas. This allows the authors to classify 

actors’ relationships, resource-sharing mechanisms and prototypical operational 

forms offering a panorama about the practices of trust generation, risk reduction and 

the integration and coordination on the basis of evidence from the literature of digital 

financial inclusion and participatory development (Keith et al., 2022; Valladares-

Castellanos et al., 2023; Sors et al., 2022). By showing the interplay of power 

dynamics, coordination challenges and sustainability risks, the conceptual map offers 

practitioners and policy-makers a ‘thinking tool’ to design, replicate and scale 

stakeholder-driven digital financial ecosystems. 

 

 
 

Figure 3. Overview of multisector partnership framework 

 

This figure (3) provides a visual synthesis of the conceptual model, mapping the core 

actors, their roles, value flows, and key governance linkages in inclusive digital 

payment ecosystem design. 

Actor Roles and Value Exchanges 

Inclusive digital payment ecosystems, as depicted by the essential actors such as 

NGOs, micro-insurance start-ups, community savings groups and peri-urban 

merchants relate to one another in predefined roles through value transfers, which 

underline ecosystem growth. These may be framed at two levels: NGOs are often 

focused on activation of local, community-based resilience (sub-market activation), 
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multi-stakeholder collaboration and micro-insurance startups are framed as risk 

protection service (digital innovation). Community-led savings groups create shared 

financial behaviours which will drive financial inclusion and long-term resilience 

and peri-urban vendors increase access to payments, increase uptake of digital and 

stimulate local economies. This relationship is based on robust DFS frameworks, 

formal partnership agreements and adaptable value propositions to motivate all 

actors to participate and contribute resources (Ge et al., 2022; Perrone et al., 2023; 

Sors et al., 2023). 

Table 3. Actor Types and Value Exchange Mechanisms in Inclusive Payment Ecosystems 

Actor Primary Role 
Value 

Provided 

Value 

Received 

Interaction 

Focus 

NGOs 

Enable 

inclusion, 

foster 

capacity 

Training, 

advocacy, 

partnerships 

Community 

data, social 

legitimacy 

Mobilization, 

partnership 

facilitation 

Micro-

Insurance 

Startups 

Innovate 

financial 

protection 

Risk-pooling 

products, tech 

solutions 

Market 

access, user 

data 

Product 

adoption, 

claim 

management 

Community 

Savings 

Groups 

Aggregate 

savings, 

support peers 

Savings 

networks, 

adoption 

momentum 

Financial 

tools, 

supporting 

tech 

Peer support, 

group lending 

Peri-Urban 

Merchants 

Facilitate 

transactions, 

educate users 

Local access, 

awareness 

outreach 

Expanded 

customer 

base, tech 

integration 

Transaction 

facilitation, 

onboarding 

Payment 

Service 

Providers 

Enable 

infrastructure, 

interoperabilit

y 

Digital 

payment rails, 

APIs 

Transaction 

volume, 

network 

expansion 

Integration, 

scaling 

Local 

Governments 

Regulate, 

convene 

actors 

Policy 

frameworks, 

regulatory 

clarity 

Stakeholder 

insight, 

operational 

data 

Oversight, 

policy 

guidance 

 

This table (3) compares the primary roles, value provided, value received, and key 

interaction domains of major actors within inclusive digital payment ecosystems. 
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Governance Structures and Taxonomy of Relationships 

The success of governance in inclusive digital payment ecosystems is dependent 

on international NGOs, micro-insurance startups, community savings groups, and 

peri-urban merchants, independently generating complementary, albeit different 

roles. These players deliberately craft their partnerships around decentralized models 

of network-based mutual accountability, shared decision-making, and resource 

sharing, all in consideration of their need to create sustainable ecosystems and strong 

financial inclusion (Muir et al., 2023; Perrone et al., 2023). For example, 

fundamental governance structures generally take the form of lead-actor, 

consortium-based, distributed, or platform-centric, that in combination form the 

“taxonomy of relationships” concerning, among others, authority, data stewardship, 

and incentive mechanisms in digital ecosystems (Papari et al., 2024). According to 

Jennings et al. (2024), the dimensions of governance model also concerned are: 

formalisation of functions; compliance with regulatory norms; transparency; and 

adaptive strategy, all of major relevance to address the multi-dimensionality of the 

demands of peri-urban actors and so to build up ecosystem resilience. 

Table 4. Governance Models and Relationship Taxonomy in Digital Payment Ecosystems 

Model 

Type 

Lead 

Actor(s) 

Relationshi

p Structure 

Key 

Governanc

e Features 

Strengths 
Typical 

Use Cases 

Lead-

Actor 

NGOs or 

Startups 

Hierarchic

al, 

centralized 

Clear 

roles, top-

down 

oversight 

Accountab

ility, 

efficiency 

Policy 

pilots, 

early-stage 

rollouts 

Consortiu

m-Based 

NGOs, 

Startups, 

Merchants 

Collaborati

ve, multi-

lead 

Shared 

decision 

rights, 

joint 

standards 

Risk 

sharing, 

collective 

bargaining 

Large-

scale 

inclusion 

drives 

Distributed 

Communit

y Groups, 

Merchants 

Networked

, peer-to-

peer 

Adaptive 

roles, 

decentraliz

ation 

Local 

legitimacy, 

flexibility 

Savings 

networks, 

micro-

lending 
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Platform-

Centric 

Payment 

Service 

Providers 

Integrated 

hub-spoke 

Rule-based 

protocols, 

interoperab

ility 

Scalability, 

resource 

pooling 

Merchant 

onboarding

, real-time 

payments 

 

This table (4) presents a taxonomy of key governance models, principal actors, 

relationship structures, governance characteristics, strengths, and prominent 

application areas found in inclusive digital payment ecosystems. 

 

Methodology 

This paper deployed a two-phased methodological approach comprising of 

conceptual mapping and integrative ecosystem modelling, to explore inclusivity 

threads in digital payment ecosystems enabled by NGOs, micro-insurance startups 

and community groups. During the process of conceptual mappings, high-order 

relationships, resource flows and actor links constructed through literature and 

synopsis being used actors’ role scope arrangements in low-income contexts were 

de-identified (Keith et al., 2022; Bezerra et al., 2022). Subsequent integrative 

modelling condensed these mappings into a system level architecture, indicating how 

to govern organizational capacity, value flow and partnership structures for scale-up. 

The key methodological steps comprised a) the entailment and typification of the 

stakeholder roles, b) key information and resource flows; c) the depiction of 

coalition- level operational interactions, and d) the integration of these into an 

iteratively testable model that can be used to perform scenario testing and scrutinize 

for further empirical support (Vollmer et al., 2022; Giang et al., 2024). 
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Figure 4. Figure illustrating the conceptual framework for multisector partnerships integrating NGOs, 

micro-insurance startups, and community savings groups in digital payment ecosystems for low-income 
settings. The diagram visually maps actor roles, resource flows, and operational interactions to clarify 
the integrative modelling methodology discussed in this section. 

 

 

This figure (4) visualizes the integrative conceptual framework for mapping 

multisector partnerships in digital payment ecosystems, specifying the 

interconnectedness of NGOs, micro-insurance startups, and community savings 

groups. 

Results and Analysis 

In our analysis we reveal trends concerning five basic indicators and speak about 

the promising future, but also the dangers, due to the existing partnership ecosystems. 

The findings show a high level of operational partnership structure coherence in 

terms of clear governance layers and stakeholder alignment for operational blend 

integration. Conceptual clarity in role taxonomy facilitated iterative actor 

coordination, was influential but only context-specific in terms of policy 

translatability, with specifics varying and most influential in those frameworks with 

mechanisms that were more pliable for adaptation (Perrone et al., 2023; Ly & Cope, 

2023). Towards replicability A framework was developed for formalizing the 

knowledge transfer and adaptation processes between partner sites. 

Table 5. Summary Comparison of Ecosystem Evaluation Metrics 

Metric Definition 
Observed 

Strengths 

Observed 

Limitations 
Implications 

Partnership 

Structure 

Coherence 

Degree of 

alignment and 

operational 

clarity among 

partner 

entities 

Strong 

governance, 

clear 

stakeholder 

roles 

Potential 

rigidity under 

rapid change 

Facilitates 

reliable 

coordination 

Ecosystem 

Scalability 

Potential 

Capacity for 

expansion 

while 

maintaining 

effectiveness 

Adaptive 

processes, 

scalable 

architecture 

Resource-

intensive, 

interoperabilit

y demands 

Enables 

system 

growth across 

contexts 

Role 

Taxonomy 

Clarity 

Precision in 

actor role 

definitions 

Improved 

coordination, 

Complexity 

for multi-role 

actors 

Streamlines 

implementatio

n 
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and 

responsibilitie

s 

fewer 

conflicts 

Policy 

Translation 

Relevance 

Efficacy of 

policy 

frameworks in 

applicable 

contexts 

Flexible 

adaptation, 

actionable 

guidelines 

Variable 

effectiveness 

across locales 

Supports 

policy-driven 

integration 

Replicability 

Framework 

Robustness 

Ability for 

solutions to be 

duplicated 

and adapted 

Strong 

formalization, 

protocol 

standardizatio

n 

Dependence 

on knowledge 

transfer 

mechanisms 

Promotes 

cross-site 

learning 

 

This table (5) summarizes the metric definitions, observed strengths and limitations, 

and practical implications for each core ecosystem evaluation metric analysed in the 

study. 

 
 

𝐶𝑜ℎ𝑒𝑟𝑒𝑛𝑐𝑒 𝐼𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑥 =
∑𝑛

𝑖=1 𝑤𝑖𝑆𝑖

∑𝑛
𝑖=1 𝑤𝑖

#(1)  

 

Equation (1) defines the coherence index as the weighted average of stakeholder 

coherence scores, supporting quantitative assessment of partnership alignment. 

 

 

 
 

Figure 5. Overview of the key metrics used to evaluate partnership effectiveness and ecosystem 
integration across the case study. This visualization provides a conceptual mapping of metrics such as 
partnership structure coherence, scalability potential, and replicability framework robustness, positioned 
within the collaborative ecosystem context. 

 

This figure (5) provides a visual summary of the principal metrics assessed in the 
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ecosystem partnership evaluation, facilitating interpretation of multidimensional 

integration and effectiveness. 

 

Partnership Archetypes and Operational Integration 

Ensuring that the partnership models and the integration mechanisms are well 

designed is critical to support inclusive, scalable, and sustainable digital payment 

ecosystems. Important areas of consideration are how the coherence of partnership 

structure, the potential to scale ecosystems, the clarity of the taxonomy of roles and 

applicability of the policy translation and the robustness of the replicability 

framework support or hinder functional integration-mindedness. Coherence implies 

the alignment and the clarity of operation between the entities; scalability depends 

on the adaptiveness of the processes and the modular nature of the architectures that 

allow their evolution without compromising the system reliability. Role taxonomy 

clarity contributes to conflict risk reduction and implementation performance. The 

extent to which policy programmes are translated into operational models of action 

territorializes the relevance of policy into different places. The required robustness 

of replicability frameworks is a foundation for knowledge transfer, protocol 

standardisation and adaptation across contexts, underpinning cross-site learning and 

more systemic impact (Keith et al., 2022; Valladares-Castellanos et al., 2024; 

Bezerra et al., 2022). 

Table 6. Comparison of Partnership Metrics Across Archetypes 

Archetype 
Structure 

Coherence 

Scalability 

Potential 

Role 

Taxonomy 

Clarity 

Policy 

Translatio

n 

Relevance 

Replicabili

ty 

Framewor

k 

Robustness 

Lead-

Actor 
High Moderate High Moderate Low 

Consortiu

m-Based 
Moderate High Moderate High Moderate 

Distributed Moderate Moderate Moderate Low High 

Platform-

Centric 
High High High High Moderate 

 

This table (6) compares the degree of structure coherence, scalability, role taxonomy 
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clarity, policy relevance, and replicability robustness across four primary partnership 

archetypes found in inclusive digital payment ecosystems. 

 

 

𝑆𝑐𝑎𝑙𝑎𝑏𝑖𝑙𝑖𝑡𝑦 𝐼𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑥 =
𝑁𝑢𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟 𝑜𝑓 𝑆𝑢𝑝𝑝𝑜𝑟𝑡𝑒𝑑 𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑠𝑎𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑠

𝑅𝑒𝑠𝑜𝑢𝑟𝑐𝑒 𝑈𝑛𝑖𝑡𝑠 𝐶𝑜𝑛𝑠𝑢𝑚𝑒𝑑
#(2)  

 

Equation (2) defines an operational scalability index as the ratio of supported 

transactions to resource units consumed, enabling quantitative comparison of 

scalability potential between partnership models. 

 

 

 
 

Figure 6. Diagrammatic taxonomy of partnership archetypes and operational integration models among 
NGOs, micro-insurance startups, and community groups. The figure maps functional roles and 
illustrates value exchanges and governance structures critical to scalable, inclusive digital payment 
ecosystems. 

 

This figure (6) visually presents a taxonomy of partnership archetypes and associated 

integration models, clarifying the relationships and operational structures among 

principal ecosystem actors in inclusive digital payment initiatives. 

Resource Sharing and Risk Mitigation Strategies 
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Resource sharing and risk reduction in NGO/micro-insurance startups and 

community collective in digital payment ecology is systematically shaped by 

coherence of the partnership structure, scalability potential within the ecosystem, 

clarity of the role taxonomy, relevance of policy translation, and the robustness of 

replicability framework. These include the need for clear governance to enable 

pooling of resources, scalable collaboration solutions, clear roles for actors in order 

to reduce operational ambiguity, alignment of guidelines with local practices, and 

formalised partnership protocols for replication of innovations across settings 

(Perrone et al., 2023; Bezerra et al., 2022; Sors et al., 2023). 

Table 7. Metric Comparison for Resource Sharing and Risk Mitigation 

Metric Definition 

Significance 

for Resource 

Sharing 

Significance 

for Risk 

Mitigation 

Illustrative 

Example 

Partnership 

Structure 

Coherence 

Degree of 

alignment 

among 

participating 

entities 

Ensures 

transparent 

resource 

pooling and 

allocation 

Reduces 

coordination 

failure and 

fraud risk 

Clearly 

articulated 

governance 

agreements 

Ecosystem 

Scalability 

Potential 

Capacity to 

expand and 

integrate more 

actors 

efficiently 

Facilitates 

scaling shared 

infrastructure 

and services 

Maintains 

reliability as 

user base 

grows 

Modular 

platforms 

supporting 

rapid 

onboarding 

Role 

Taxonomy 

Clarity 

Precision in 

defining 

stakeholder 

roles and 

duties 

Supports 

targeted 

resource 

distribution 

Prevents 

overlaps or 

responsibility 

gaps 

Distinct 

onboarding 

procedures for 

NGOs vs. 

startups 

Policy 

Translation 

Relevance 

Applicability 

of policy 

frameworks in 

local contexts 

Guides 

equitable 

resource 

access under 

varying 

conditions 

Mitigates 

regulatory 

uncertainty 

and enables 

compliance 

Locally 

adapted 

digital finance 

regulations 

Replicability 

Framework 

Robustness 

Extent to 

which 

processes can 

be duplicated 

elsewhere 

Enables 

knowledge, 

tool, and 

protocol 

transfer 

Supports 

continuity and 

resilience 

across 

locations 

Standardized 

templates for 

partnership 

agreements 
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This table (7) compares the five-evaluation metrics, their definitions, and specific 

significance in the context of resource sharing and risk mitigation strategies among 

ecosystem partners. 

 

Discussion 

This research contributes to a nuanced theoretical lens for organizing multi-

sectoral initiatives in inclusive digital payment ecosystems by making explicit how 

NGOs, micro-insurance start-ups, community groups, and merchant agent groups 

can conjoin effectively. Particularly useful are the categorizations of actor 

relationships and partnership types, both of which offer usable models of how 

coordinating the sharing of resources, operation and risk across network members 

might be managed, addressing head on the heterogeneity and complexity of the peri-

urban (Valladares-Castellanos et al., 2024; Ge et al., 2022). There are, however, 

continuing dilemmas associated with managing power imbalances among 

stakeholder groups, avoiding the pitfalls of coordination and ensuring sustainability, 

especially where trust and common goals may be weak (Muir et al., 2023; Sors et al., 

2023). The governance mechanisms of the framework ensure transparency and 

adaptability and the policy implications provide tailored suggestions for scaling and 

replication from the bottom up to facilitate participatory context-specific approaches 

(Heller et al., 2023). These results inform practitioners and policy-makers to develop 

resilient stakeholder-based models that can scale financial services sustainably. 

Table 8. Major Pitfalls and Mitigating Strategies in Multisector Payment Partnerships 

Pitfall Underlying Cause Impact 
Proposed 

Mitigation 

Power 

Differentials 

Centralized 

resource control 

Disempowerment 

of local actors 

Shared decision 

protocols, capacity 

building 

Coordination 

Failures 

Fragmented 

objectives, weak 

communication 

Operational 

inefficiency, 

duplicated effort 

Joint planning 

processes, clear 

role definition 

Sustainability 

Risks 

Short-term 

funding, shifting 

priorities 

Breakdown of 

partnerships, loss 

of trust 

Diverse revenue 

streams, embedded 

feedback loops 
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Policy 

Misalignment 

Rigid or top-down 

policy transfer 

Regulatory non-

compliance, local 

inadaptability 

Iterative co-design, 

local policy 

adaptation 

Technology Gaps 

Limited digital 

literacy, 

infrastructure gaps 

Barriers to access 

and adoption 

Targeted capacity 

training, context-

driven solutions 

 

This table (8) presents five critical pitfalls in multisector payment ecosystem 

partnerships, analyses the root cause and impact of each, and details tailored 

strategies for mitigation as synthesized from the conceptual framework. 

 

Policy Implications and Replicability 

There are policy drivers in the integrated digital payment eco system. The model 

of governance is driven by the type of partnership cohesiveness and stakeholders 

involved, and the eco-system potential reflects the scalability of the system for 

scaling by users. Definition OROH Satisfies Coordination The actor taxonomy is the 

higher the coordination is (less additional actors). The significance of policy 

translation, to adapt frameworks to locally appropriate conditions, is emphasised, if 

policy-making is to be effective in regulation. This replicability framework is a 

powerful method leading to a sustainable expansion of the ecosystem with new 

setting of models and protocols (Papari et al., 2024; Keith et al., 2022; Peskett et al., 

2023). All of this together informs policies and adaptive responses. 

Table 9. Policy Significance and Replicability Impact of Core Metrics 

Metric Policy Significance Replicability Impact 

Partnership Structure 

Coherence 

Defines clear operational 

roles and alignment 

Enables transfer of 

governance models 

Ecosystem Scalability 

Potential 

Guides resource planning 

for expansion 

Ensures adaptability to 

new contexts 

Role Taxonomy Clarity 
Improves stakeholder 

integration 

Simplifies onboarding in 

new settings 

Policy Translation 

Relevance 

Facilitates adjustment to 

local regulations 

Enables context-driven 

policy adaptation 

Replicability Framework 

Robustness 

Standardizes templates and 

protocols 

Promotes cross-site 

learning and adoption 
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This table (9) compares the policy significance and replicability impact of each core 

evaluation metric within inclusive digital payment ecosystems. 

 

Conclusion 

The framework contributes an understanding of inclusive digital payment 

ecosystems, as it identifies the complex dynamics of international NGOs, micro-

insurance startups, and community savings groups and emphasizes the merchant 

agent as key enabler in peri-urban areas. Through the provision of a taxonomy of 

actor relationships, resource and risk sharing typologies and governance forms the 

paper details the means by which mutual trust and coordination are developed. 

Research, practice and policy relevance include the importance of formalized 

collaborations and networks, requirement to engage in integrative governance and 

the requirement to tailor best practices to local contexts. The main limitations of the 

model are centered on the theoretical nature of the proposed framework, which 

stresses the need for empirical validation and context-dependent refinement in 

subsequent research endeavours. 
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