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ABSTRACT   
 

This chapter is one of the few studies focusing on construction innovation in the base of the pyramid (BOP) markets 

by foreign microenterprise, as most prior research focuses either on large multinational enterprises or, in some cases, 

medium-sized enterprises. Based on a case study of a Finnish family-owned microenterprise that offers affordable 

housing and construction solutions in Zambia, we found the nexuses of co-creation and co-ownership and social 

bricolage to play an essential role in offering locally customised innovative solutions in the BOP market. We also 

found technology and skills transfer to play a key role in mutual value creation and innovation. Finally, we also found 

the reassuring impact of such customised construction innovations on local communities and suppliers— especially 

in relation to sourcing locally produced sustainable materials.  
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1. INTRODUCTION 

The base of the pyramid (BOP) markets has been researched significantly by management 

researchers, including international business (IB) researchers, since Prahalad coined the term in 

2002 (e.g., Kandachar and Halme, 2017; Dembek et al., 2020; Leposky et al., 2020). Due to the 

prominence and visibility of the BOP population segment in Africa, it is one of the most studied 

geographical contexts within this research stream (e.g., Blankson and Coffie, 2019; Dembek et al., 

2020). So far, extant research on BOP markets in Africa has focused chiefly on the operation of 

large multinational enterprises (MNEs) or local players, while micro enterprises have received 

limited attention. Our focus here is on one such foreign microenterprise. We undertake an in-depth 

case study of a Finnish family-owned microenterprise operating in Zambia, which provides a range 

of innovative construction solutions to BOP consumers. These solutions include affordable houses, 

innovative agricultural products storage facilities, and remodelling whole villages using 

sustainable and affordable construction materials and technologies.  

It is further necessary to mention that foreign firms' innovation (both product and service) has been 

highlighted in prior IB literature as one of their core strengths in their respective foreign markets 

(e.g., Cantwell, 2017; Anning-Dorson, 2018). However, it is also a fact that the types of 

innovations vary across different sectors. Specifically, in the BOP context, social value creation is 

vital; however, not all product or service innovations have the same social value-creation potential.  

One sector highlighted in prior studies as carrying the significant potential for social value creation 

in Africa is the construction sector due to the importance of affordable housing (e.g., Del Castillo, 

2008; Finkel, 2015; Arslan et al., 2021). Prior literature has also established that along with 

addressing the housing issue, the construction sector can play a significant role in local skills 

development of both blue- and white-collar employees, as highlighted by recent studies focusing 

on BOP markets in different African countries (e.g., Arslan et al., 2021; Gölgeci et al., 2021). It is 

further necessary to mention that international markets' research studies on large multinational 

enterprises and small and medium-sized enterprises dominated social value creation (e.g., 

Sinkovics et al., 2014; Veronica et al., 2020). However, despite the prevalence of microenterprises 

in all sectors of the economy, research papers on such firms, especially their international 



operations, are minimal (e.g., Arslan et al., 2020). This dearth of research becomes even more 

visible in the context of innovations in international markets by microenterprises.  

Previous research shows diversity in the innovation capacities and types even among small 

enterprises across distinct size categories (e.g., Forsman & Rantanen, 2011). These differences 

also indicate how social value creation manifest across the categories of micro, small and medium 

enterprises (e.g., Arslan et al., 2020). Thus, despite the similarity with SME firms, studies show 

microenterprises create different social values than SME firms. For instance, SME job creation is 

positively related to "financial leverage and liquidity, and to their size and age" (Yazdanfar and 

Öhman, 2015). Unlike SMEs, microenterprises help "the working poor, the unemployed and those 

who receive public support assistance" (Schreiner and Woller, 2003). In addition, studies show 

that microenterprise social value creation happens in BOP markets that firms fail to view as sources 

of innovation (Aparicio et al., 2019). It is thus interesting to examine the connection between 

microenterprises' innovativeness and the context of social value creation.  

Another specific difference from SMEs is the available government support. For example, in 2018, 

Finnish microenterprises were granted 214 million euros for investment in BOP markets, where 

6010 disadvantaged people were directly employed, 46 per cent of whom were women. Moreover, 

49 per cent of Finnish microenterprise firms positively impacted BOP markets and established 113 

subsidiaries or joint ventures with BOP counterparts (Finnfund, 2018). Thus, we deem it essential 

to analyse the true meaning of value co-creation and how it happens in the context of a BOP 

market. In order to provide a thorough and meaningful introduction to foreign family-owned 

microenterprises innovativeness and social value creation in BOP markets, the current chapter 

focuses on the main research question: "How can innovative construction microenterprises create 

social value in foreign BOP markets?"     

Our chapter contributes to the IB and social bricolage literature streams by focusing on the concept 

of 'making do' and the type of innovation pursued by foreign microenterprises in Africa. Moreover, 

our chapter is one of the few studies to specifically highlight the role of co-creation and co-

ownership in social bricolage and value creation through customised local innovation carried out 

by foreign family-owned microenterprises in the BOP markets.  

The structure of the chapter is as follows. In the next section, we outline our theoretical 

development framework embedded in social bricolage. Next, we outline our methodological 



discussion and presentation of case study findings. The chapter concludes with the presentation of 

implications, limitations, and future research directions.  

2. THEORY DEVELOPMENT  

In a broader context, the path to innovation requires enormous investments of resources and human 

capital. The key notion of the bricolage theory—defined as the ability of an enterprise to make do 

with whatever is at hand (Di Domenico et al., 2010)—can benefit firms in numerous ways. For 

instance, overcoming resource constraints (Desa and Basu, 2013), utilising organisational 

resources in new and innovative ways (Sunduramurthy et al., 2016) as  well as using resources 

other firms refused or ignored (Baker and Nelson, 2005) and building social capital (Cleaver, 

2010). In general, three themes emerged from our review of bricolage research: (1) making do 

with what is available, (2) refusal to be constrained, and (3) improvisation (see Senyard et al., 

2011; Di Domenico et al., 2010: 689-692; Baker and Nelson, 2005: 334-336). We briefly describe 

what these three themes entail.  

First, the literature suggests that 'making do' implies "a bias toward action" (Senyard et al., 2011). 

This means that companies that engage with social bricolage can improvise despite political, 

economic, social, and technological constraints to achieve goals. Di Domenico et al. (2010) posits 

that the theme of 'making do' involves three processes: (1) creating something new; (2) using 

discarded or unwanted resources for new purposes; and (3) using untapped or hidden local 

resources that other organisations fail to utilise. Second, 'refusal to enact or be constrained by 

limitation' refers to a firm endeavour to overcome existing limitations imposed by "institutional or 

political settings and the available resource environment" (Di Domenico et al., 2010). Finally, 

bricolage involves improvisation—the firm's ability to adapt standard ways of working to 

overcome existing institutional, political, and environmental limitations. Milner et al. (2001) posit 

that "existing routines do not constitute improvisation; there must be some degree of novelty in 

the design". It is this need to improvise and combine resources for new purposes, that helps firms 

create social value (Salunke et al., 2013; Steffens and Senyard, 2009) through incremental 

innovation (Anderson and Kupp, 2008).  

The bricolage theory is central to our chapter because the ability to recombine processes is 

considered a primary innovation engine (Senyard et al., 2011). Moreover, in its essence, bricolage 

theory encompasses a firm's ability to combine resources at hand with those available cheaply or 



for free. This creates a suitable framework to illustrate how a foreign firm creates social value in 

a specific and heterogeneous BOP market (e.g., Arslan et al., 2021)—wherein, mutual value 

creation is challenging and requires an innovative approach (Calton et al., 2013). Thus, for foreign 

firms confronted with unfavourable normative, regulatory, and even cognitive institutional 

environments as most BOP markets offer (Desa, 2012), 'making do' with what is available and 

being 'irrevocable' to constraints is key to social value creation and innovation.  

2.1 Social value creation in BOP context   

The extensive review on the evolution of BOP studies by Dembek et al. (2020) shows that the 

most dominating area of research has focused on the approach "selling to the poor," i.e., treating 

the BOP population segment as a particular type of consumers. Starting from 2008, research on 

BOP markets evolved to emphasise business co-venturing, and since 2015, there has been a focus 

to broaden the context to a "more sustainable development approach to poverty alleviation" 

(Dembek et al. 2020: 365).  

Despite the well-recognised need to approach these areas from a mutual value creation perspective, 

there is still critique on the limited attention towards the benefits of BOP communities (e.g., 

Dembek et al., 2020). This calls for more studies applying a mutual (social) value creation 

perspective, explicitly exploring both economic and social value creation.  

As a starting point, Anderson and Markides (2007) argue that there are four core principles that 

foreign firms serving BOP markets should follow to improve their innovative approach. Among 

the key principles are offering affordable and acceptable products by adapting them to fit the 

requirements determined by specific local cultural, societal, religious, or political characteristics. 

In addition, because local distribution channels may be non-existent or fragmented, firms need to 

develop innovative solutions to deliver their offerings to potential customers. The final core 

principle is related to marketing communication. The challenge of not reaching consumers through 

conventional marketing means, as they may not be available, but to design successful innovative 

approaches in BOP, which usually require some level of co-creation and co-partnership (Jezeer et 

al., 2019).  

Our chapter differs from prior studies as we focus purposefully on a foreign family-owned 

construction microenterprise operating in a BOP market using the construct of social bricolage and 



value creation. Although family businesses make up most economic activities in many economies 

(Leppäaho and Metsola, 2020), their operations outside of their home are often limited and not 

well understood. This is especially true for such service firms operating in BOP markets that are 

likely to incorporate social bricolage by improvising and combine resources with a "low quality 

of innovation systems and weak innovation policies" (Yıldız et al., 2021; Senyard et al., 2011). 

Thus, our chapter is timely and provides a unique avenue to explore the connection between family 

microenterprises and social value creation through innovation in the BOP context.  

3. METHODOLOGY   

3.1 Case study approach     

Our exploratory qualitative case study choice was driven by our conceptual interest in innovative 

BOP markets offerings, particularly microenterprises. The exploratory case studies are considered 

as a 'prelude' to various social research (Tellis, 1997) and offer deep, clinical, and valuable insights 

into a field of scholarly research (Eisenhardt, 1989; Yin, 2009). Since MNEs dominate the extant 

literature on innovation and social value creation in international markets, we purposefully 

searched for exemplar cases of microenterprises operating in BOP markets due to our interest in 

them. In this quest, a microenterprise in the construction industry from Finland (Firm X) emerged 

as an appropriate case to understand this sector's potential in creating social value for BOP 

residents in Africa, particularly Zambia. In the BOP markets, the construction industry catalyses 

affordable housing (Finkel, 2015); while also emerged as a critical driver of employment creation 

and skills development (Ruddock and Lopes, 2006; Arslan et al., 2021).  

Having identified Firm X as an exemplary case to develop our understanding of small innovative 

construction firms and social innovation impact in BOP markets, we embarked on an exploratory 

study into this case firm's growth phase in Zambia.  

3.2 Data collection and analysis   

The data collection was based both on primary and secondary data sources. We collected primary 

data through three interview rounds with the CEO of Firm X. Due to Covid-19 protocols in Finland 

during the data collection period, we conducted the interviews by telephone and later transcribed 

them using NVivo software. We carried the interviews between October 2020 to March 2021. 

Secondary data consists of various company documents related to the firm operations in Zambia. 



In more detail, the data includes information about the company's product line, sourcing systems, 

and preliminary pricing in Zambia. This in-depth material is crucial to understanding how value 

co-creation happens through innovation in BOP markets. For example, information about the 

company sourcing system reveals the diverse local materials and sourcing channels available to 

develop its local customised innovation.  

For data analysis, we adopted the Gioia method. The Gioia method is a systematic qualitative 

approach to a "new concept development and grounded theory articulation designed to bring rigour 

to the conduct and presentation of inductive research" (Gioia et al., 2013). This approach fits our 

chapter because it promotes theory development from empirical data observations.  

The interview transcripts and secondary materials were combined to provide extensive empirical 

evidence of how small innovative construction firms provide decent work, encourage sustainable 

communities, and economic growth in BOP markets like Zambia. We enhanced our data's 

reliability and validity by the step-by-step process of the Gioia analysis and the coding of the data, 

which adds qualitative rigour. The CEO of Firm X cross-checked the subsequent coding of the 

data, and 'minor classification adjustments made wherever deemed appropriate' (Gioia et al., 

2013).  

3.3 Case company description   

The case company is a family-owned construction company founded in 2003. It has experience in 

the construction industry in Finland that spans over ten years. It produces light steel-framed 

modular housing for BOP markets, especially in Africa. During the time of the interview, the 

company had three persons employed in the home country and three persons employed in Zambia, 

with the rest of the team consisting of outsourced project workers and hired labour. In Zambia, 

firm X internationalisation started in 2010 through a collaborative agreement with the international 

labour organisation (ILO) and Irish Aid. The requirement was to produce a modular house that 

would reflect the local community needs and offer it a price tag of thirty thousand dollars ($30 

000). After a successful establishment in Zambia, the company currently operates in two other 

African countries, namely Namibia and South Africa.  

4. FINDINGS  



Our findings suggest that a foreign construction firm that engages in social bricolage can advance 

its innovative stance, both in its core business and regarding social impact. Next we will 

demonstrate, that based on our observations of a Finnish family construction company in Zambia, 

we can extend our conclusions to suggest that in the BOP context, the nexus of co-creation, co-

ownership and bricolage can in fact promote innovation, sustainability, affordability, and mutual 

(social) value creation.  

4.1 Capabilities of 'Making do' in the BOP context.  

We found instances of bricolage, or 'making do' with what is available in the BOP context, and 

were able to  identify three processes, creating something new, using unwanted materials, and 

untapped local resources, to accomplish value-creation goals (Senyard et al., 2011; Di Domenico 

et al., 2010).  

In the process of creating something new, the CEO of Firm X reflected that: "We were entrusted 

with this project after another reputable Finnish company failed to deliver the right module needed 

for the project...ILO and Irish Aid financed the project. The goal was to build affordable houses 

from 1-bedroom to 3-bedrooms for the locals in Zambia".  

As Senyard et al. (2011) posit, "firms engaged in bricolage often find value in inputs that other 

firms see as worthless, which is often particularly useful when working under substantial resource 

constraints." We find indications that this is exactly the case, reflecting the process of utilisation 

of discarded resources for new purposes. For example, the chief executive of Firm X described 

the effective use of discarded resources in Zambia as follows: "We do typical insulation by filling 

the steel frame by grass and plastering the wall with local soil clay. We cut standard reed/grass 

mats to precise dimensions on-site to ensure windows and door fittings". The CEO further added 

with such reed mat placement, "we do not need any special construction equipment." Firm X effort 

to make do with local resources (grass and soil clay), that are seemingly unusable in other context 

than the BOP context, is critical to achieving mutual value (Calton et al., 2013). As the chief 

executive of Firm X further described: "Our goal was to build modern and affordable homes at a 

reasonable price. The suggestions from the community to make use of local materials is critical to 

our success. It helped us to build affordable houses that meet the needs of the locals".  



Finally, our data revealed that using untapped local resources is an essential aspect of social value 

creation in the BOP context. This refers to the process of using untapped local resources other 

organisations fail to utilise. Our analysis has characterised 'untapped local resources' in the BOP 

context as 'local natives' often neglected by foreign firms most likely because of lacking skills 

and/or expertise required to use such “unusual” resources (Di Domenico et al., 2010). As the CEO 

of Firm X highlighted: "We need workers with specialised skills, but we realised immediately it 

will be huge costs (to hire high-skilled expatriate outside Zambia). So, in the beginning, the 

training and skills transfer (we provided) help the locals to specialise in producing the materials 

we need to build the houses". Such technology and skills transfer are often seen as the most critical 

but also typical investment foreign firms make to change the workforce level from low-skilled to 

adequately skilled (Di Domenico et al., 2010). In this process, local employed is affected, which 

in turn creates social value. However, we found that firm X tapped into a more unusual source, 

often ignored by larger multinational firms. The CEO of Firm X shared that: "The certification 

provides personal growth platform for more work and for local business creation. So, communities 

can easily continue to build the same module houses as the trained crew exist in the area". The 

untapped resource is the budding local entrepreneurship, which our micro enterprise supported by 

providing training and knowledge transfer, thus creating social value and sustainable future 

business opportunities in the local BOP community.   

4.2 Capabilities defying limitations in BOP context.  

The second theme of bricolage, the refusal to be constrained by limitation, means that firms are 

willing to 'test and lessen' existing or predictable limitations imposed by external factors such as 

environmental, institutional, or political constraints (see Di Domenico et al., 2010). Our data 

revealed such refusal to be constrained by limitations as another essential undertaking in the BOP 

context. In our case, it was in reference to land ownership in Zambia, which can be a critical 

obstacle for a construction firm. For example, land ownership rights in Zambia are three types: 

ownership rights of (1) the local people, (2) the local Paramount chief, and (3) the government. 

This peculiar land ownership rights structure can be seen an obvious limitation to a foreign firm 

but also as an opportunity for a mutually beneficial exchange that can lead to social value creation.  

The following anecdote from the CEO of Firm X provides evidence about the challenge associated 

with such land ownership rights in Zambia and how the firm dealt with it: "The first issue we 



encountered was land ownership rights between the local Paramount Chief and the government. 

The local Paramount Chief and his rights on land above the surface. And the government's rights 

for the land under the surface. In the beginning, it was not easy to get the local Paramount Chief 

on board, even though the locals and the government were in favour of our activities…Eventually, 

with the help of the local women’s committee, we got the local Chief on board and commenced 

the project".  

In addition to the land ownership issue, the chief executive of Firm X provides evidence about the 

limitations imposed by human resource constraints in BOP markets: "We also had an issue with 

our local site manager and country manager. Our local site manager was a former army general 

with alcohol problems. So, we had to deal with it. With the country manager, the people skills 

were missing. So, we had to deal with that. However, they were the right people to lead the team 

because of their experiences and positions in the community". The CEO of Firm X further added 

that: "When we encountered the land ownership rights issue, they (site and country managers) 

were able to mobilise the women’s committee, and through that effort, we got the local Paramount 

chief on board". This gives an excellent example how a refusal to be constraint by limitations, 

paired by innovative thinking and processes flexibility can lead to a mutually beneficial 

involvement of numerous stakeholders, creating social value.  

Another way Firm X challenges the limitations imposed by human resources constraints in Zambia 

is by fine-tuning the social lifestyle of its local staff. In challenging the limitations imposed by 

local staff drinking problems, the chief executive of Firm X echoed that: "After they (local staff) 

received their first salary, we began noticing lateness and drinking problems. We summoned a 

general meeting immediately. We encouraged them not to drink during the workdays and be more 

punctual". The CEO of Firm X further added that: "Because we could not have anyone working at 

the site under the influence of alcohol, we brought in alcohol meter at the site".  

4.3 Capabilities for improvisation   

Finally, the third bricolage theme, improvisation, revealed that Firm X engaged in thorough 

strategic planning processes with the locals in Zambia even before construction. Such creative 

thinking is critical for foreign micro-firms operating in such volatile BOP regions to "typically 

assessed new product development projects in the context of longer-term priority areas" (Miner et 

al., 2001). The need to improvise by initiating local engagement put "forward the use of 



improvisation in the social entrepreneur's response to resource scarcity" (Di Domenico et al., 

2010), and the need to achieve sustainable mutual value creation (Calton et al., 2013). The CEO 

of Firm X described the firm process as follow: "We developed our housing innovation in line 

with the local people and communities. We involved the local communities and future 

homeowners in the discussion phase, even before planning. So, it was all-inclusive in terms of 

what they would like to have from the social life perspective".  

In adopting strategies that involve 'creating something new' to 'generate social value', the CEO 

further added: "The (initial) conversations with the women groups played a significant role in 

adopting a so-called way of working. They shared with us how we should design the plot and 

arrange coordination in transport, waste management, clean water, sanitation, and hygiene. They 

also offer suggestions on how we should combine all these elements to make sure our products are 

socially acceptable for them in that particular area."   

The three themes of bricolage (making do with what is available, refusal to be constrained by 

limitation and improvisation) that we discussed demonstrate how a foreign construction firm can 

achieve sustainable mutual value creation through innovation in BOP markets. In addition, we 

have identified co-creation and co-ownership as relevant themes for foreign micro firms operating 

in volatile BOP markets, particularly Africa.  

4.4 Capabilities of co-creation in BOP markets   

Although the literature on co-creation and the literature dealing with staged experience for 

consumers share a similar logic regarding mutual value creation, the former research is focused on 

co-creating through integrating what is envisioned by the target customers (Payne et al., 2008).  

In their study of how the market is becoming a forum for conversation and interactions between 

consumers, consumer communities, and firms, Prahalad and Ramaswamy (2004) evaluate how 

firms should allow customers to co-construct the service experience to suit their context. Prahalad 

and Ramaswamy theorize a process of co-creation— wherein the nodal firm, its products and 

services, employees, multiple channels, and consumer communities come together seamlessly to 

constitute the experience ecosystem for individuals to co-construct their experience. Through these 

waves, ideas and practices once thought to be repugnant become locally validated and embedded 

in mutual social value creation (Arslan et al., 2021; Gölgeci et al., 2021; Kamara, 2019; George et 



al., 2016). Prahalad and Ramaswamy's analysis shows how the interaction between the firm and 

the consumer is becoming a locus of value creation and value extraction. 

Specifically, the chief executive of Firm X was aware of the need for co-creation in other to offer 

affordable housing solutions that create mutual value: “When we applied for the ILO project, we 

had a clear case well planned and organized with the local villages. Moreover, it was also organized 

with the help of the local Barrack Mining stakeholders that also need affordable houses for their 

local staff. I will say their involvement was critical to us securing the project from ILO and Irish 

Aid.” 

In their response to allow the clients to co-construct the service to suit their local context, the CEO 

of Firm X added that: "Involving the locals (in the planning phase) was just the beginning. The 

idea for us is always to certify the locals and encourage them to works with us. So, we have three 

levels of certifications that we provide. First, we have the basis. Then the structural work of the 

building. The third is the certification for the roof and final work. After passing all three levels, 

then you are certified. And then the skills evolve by doing the work we do together at the site.”  In 

creating an experience, the CEO of Firm X further added "We believe that people should not only 

buy a property just on paper, but they should be able to see, feel and smell it. That helps us to 

create social value among our future (home) owners".  

4.5 Capabilities of co-ownership in BOP markets  

Following on from the account of refusal to be constrained by limitations and mutual value 

creation, the chief executive of Firm X referred to the above capabilities as a critical part of 

achieving success in the BOP market like Zambia. In practice, co-ownership with local future 

homeowners and communities increases inclusiveness and shared mutual profits (Jezeer et al., 

2019). The chief executive of Firm X regard co-creation as a valuable mechanism for persuading 

ILO and Irish Aid to support the construction of more housing units in Zambia: "Some of them 

(the locals) suggested the idea of co-ownership after the completion of the initial project. Whereas 

they will provide their land for us to build, covering half the cost of the houses...We presented the 

idea to ILO and Irish Aid, and they welcome the offers. They agreed to cover the rest of the cost 

for an extra 25 houses. The idea (of co-ownership) opened for us a massive opportunity across 

Africa".  



Co-ownership can be considered an essential capability to overcome the limitations imposed by 

BOP markets to create mutual value creation. Perhaps because appropriation challenges are 

unlikely to play a role, collaboration could signal new technological opportunities (Belderbos et 

al., 2014). The CEO of Firm X described this strategy of co-ownership as a benchmark for 

expanding their operation to Namibia and South Africa: "...there is a potentially an important 

mutual value link in co-ownership across Africa. For us, as a company, we are embracing that 

opportunity. (For example), with this mechanism, we already had multiple MOUs (memorandum 

of understanding) in Namibia with ecosystem local partner network and ILO. In South Africa, we 

are currently in the second phase of negotiation with the locals in Swellendam. The challenge we 

faced there (in Swellendam) is that most locals want to partner with us. It is a fantastic opportunity 

for us as a company but also a challenge to ignore one group but accept another".  

Overall, together with the core themes of bricolage (i.e., making do, refusal to enact resource 

limitations, and improvisation), this discussion indicates that co-creation and co-ownership 

concepts can lead to mutual social value creation in the BOP context. The coping mechanism of 

these two terms in the BOP context expounds social bricolage. Therefore, from a conceptual 

perspective, these two concepts extend the bricolage concept and conceptualise social bricolage in 

a BOP volatile context (see Figure 1). Moreover, our findings also contribute to Van de Ven's 

(2017) and Loosemore and Higgon (2015) studies, indicating that through co-creation and co-

ownership, firms within the construction industry can enhance innovative construction across 

projects which are in most instances unique, not only in size and location but in also the extent to 

which different community stakeholders are affected.  

5. IMPLICATIONS, LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH DIRECTIONS  

The current chapter explored the role of social bricolage and innovation offering in the construction 

sector by a microenterprise in their international BOP market. The findings of our chapter offer 

useful theoretical and managerial implications. A critical theoretical implication relates to the 

nexuses of co-creation and co-ownership and social bricolage, especially for BOP markets. There 

is a recognition in the extent literature that customised innovation for both products and services 

is vital to successful BOP markets (e.g., Gebauer et al., 2017). However, the dimension of co-

creation and particularly co-ownership in the bricolage literature have not, until now, been 

explored explicitly in the BOP context. The pricing and selling mechanisms for houses (and other 



construction infrastructure) is different from selling customised products like shampoo in a sachet 

or a small-sized nutrition yoghurt (e.g., Pitta and Ireland, 2008; Leposky et al., 2020) and services 

like customised health- or agricultural app (e.g., Kandachar and Halme, 2017) to BOP population 

due to significance of the costs involved. Hence, co-ownership is an element that should be further 

theorised and empirically tested by BOP-focused researchers in other expensive sectors like 

transportation.  

Also, the potential and applicability of social value created by the construction sector have been 

reaffirmed by our study, which has important implications for a managerial audience. Construction 

firms' managers from the developed countries (both MNEs and SMEs) should further explore the 

possibilities for them to engage in offering such innovative solutions to the BOP markets segment 

as that would offer the dual benefit of increasing their market base, as well as contributing to social 

value creation (and sustainable local development). These foreign firms can benefit from offerings 

to their future customers in these markets from all-inclusive service (co-creation and co-

ownership). Also, skills development of local workers, certifying their skills, and using locally 

sourced sustainable materials in construction ventures will improve the innovativeness of these 

firms and social acceptance and value creation. Learning from such ventures can be later applied 

to other markets as sustainable housing is one of the future trends, which will transcend all parts 

of the world (World Bank, 2017). As sustainable (and affordable) cities and communities is a 

fundamental goal of united nations SGDs (Goal no. 11), public sector players in countries with 

large BOP population segments should pursue more partnership and co-ownership type of ventures 

with foreign firms (e.g., as our case firm did). Such partnership will be a solution where everyone 

benefits for all parties involved. 

Similarly, the public sector has a vital role in developed countries. The public sector can offer 

different support services to help innovative microenterprises enter foreign BOP markets. This 

increases the possibility of foreign microenterprises to grow internationally and at the same time 

contribute to SGDs.  

Our chapter does have several limitations. Firstly, our chapter is on a particular case study, which 

makes generalising the findings difficult. However, as innovative activities in international BOP 

markets, especially microenterprises, are an under-researched area, our paper highlights several 

aspects that can offer future researchers a basis to expand the concept of social bricolage. Firstly, 



future researchers should explore the applicability of co-creation and co-ownership innovative 

models for BOP consumers in different sectors and contexts to develop a more generalised 

understanding of their application. Secondly, future studies can also explore the undertaking by 

similar or larger-sized firms and analyse the transfer mechanisms and applicability of knowledge 

gained from such innovative ventures in BOP markets 
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Figure 1: Proposed social bricolage conceptual framework in the BOP context 

 

 


