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CHAPTER 3: STRATEGIES IN RESOURCE-CONSTRAINED ENVIRONMENTS:  

A FRAMEWORK FOR BRICOLAGE IN EVOLVING SOCIAL ENTERPRISES 

 
ABSTRACT 

Social entrepreneurship researchers have used the concept of bricolage to explain 

organizational responses to resource constraints. Bricolage means cobbling together available 

resources to solve problems. Thus far, scholars have tended to depict bricolage in a static 

fashion, i.e., unchanging within its surrounding contexts. However, our longitudinal qualitative 

data from Greece suggest that bricolage may distinctly change with a venture’s development. 

Notably, we found evidence that once social entrepreneurs had passed the startup phase, they 

let bricolage exert an influence on venture strategy in the making. Hence, at that point, 

bricolage becomes “formational bricolage.” Furthermore, in mature firms, we observed 

“strategic bricolage,” which means that although bricolage remains a prominent phenomenon, 

strategy curbs it by then. Our perspectives, therefore, no longer consider bricolage in isolation 

but, instead, view it in correspondence with venture development. Our contributions—based 

on an interpretive grounded theory approach—are twofold. First, we conceptualize kinds of 

bricolage that are not just about fixing problems but also about forming strategies or realizing 

predefined ones. Second, we suggest a theoretical framework, depicting how the emphasis of 

bricolage varies with a social enterprise’s evolution. 

Keywords. social entrepreneurship; bricolage; formational bricolage; strategic bricolage; 

resource constraints; strategy; venture development; Greece. 

INTRODUCTION 

FOR MORE THAN A DECADE, management and organization scholars have studied bricolage in 

social enterprises (see, for instance, Haugh, 2005; Waddock & Steckler, 2016). Academics 

emphasize the problem-driven nature of bricolage. For instance, Bacq, Ofstein, Kickul, and 

Gundry (2015) depict bricolage as “an iterative problem-solving process” (p. 284). 
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Furthermore, Gundry, Kickul, Griffiths, and Bacq (2011) note that bricolage addresses 

“existing and ongoing problems or new developments in ongoing problems” (p. 4) while 

Dorado and Ventresca (2013) link bricolage to ostensibly “wicked problems” (p. 69). 

Researchers also found that, particularly under situations of resource constraints, bricolage is 

a critical enabler for entrepreneurial successes such as growth, opportunity identification, or 

innovation (An, Zhao, Cao, Zhang & Liu, 2018; Di Domenico et al., 2010; Gundry et al., 2011).  

In the social entrepreneurship literature, a widely adopted definition of bricolage (see, 

e.g., Bacq et al., 2015; Carayannis, Provance & Givens, 2011; Desa, 2008; Di Domenico et al., 

2010; Gundry et al., 2011; Mair & Marti, 2009; Senyard, Baker, Steffens & Davidsson, 2014) 

is “making do by applying combinations of the resources at hand to new problems and 

opportunities” (Baker & Nelson, 2005, p. 333). Baker and Nelson (2005) also note that 

“bricolage often draws on degraded, fallow, and otherwise undeveloped resources” (p. 362), 

allowing firms to “function with a bare minimum of conventional resources” (p. 348). 

Bricolage, thus, essentially is an attempt to “create something out of nothing” (Baker & Nelson, 

2005, p. 330).  

Social entrepreneurship scholars suggest that, in bricolage, this “something” emerges, 

moment by moment, through novel combinations of available components, rather than being 

linked to an overarching vision of sorts. In this respect, Desa (2012) speaks of “pragmatic uses” 

of “fragmentary resources” (p. 733), suggesting a commonsensical and short-term view of what 

is or needs fixing. However, our empirical findings challenge the implicit view in the social 

entrepreneurship literature that bricolage is intrinsically detached from strategy. First, our 

empirical data strikingly suggest that bricolage can coherently inform venture strategy. This 

occurs when the social entrepreneur draws on available resources to shape strategy in the 

making. Second, we also find a mechanism that works in the opposite direction, namely when 
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venture strategy curbs bricolage. Here, bricolage is an intermediary between an organization’s 

everyday resource constraints and its needs for strategic alignment. Hence, our research 

expands the scholarly discussion of bricolage in social enterprises by presenting a more 

nuanced view of the concept, exploring a correspondence between venture strategy and 

emergent action under resource constraints.  

Mintzberg and Waters (1985) defined strategy as “a pattern in a stream of actions” (p. 

257). According to this view, a venture’s strategy is an abstraction that transcends (and 

typically governs) daily realities. Conversely, “action” is hands-on, instantaneous, intuitive, 

spontaneous, materialistic, means oriented, expansive, and rich in detail. Hence, the 

stereotypical short definition of bricolage as “making do” places it firmly in the latter realm of 

action, impeding strategic thought. However, the empirical material that we present in this 

article prompts us to rethink this dyadic ontological stance and invites us to consider, for 

example, the possibility of strategy dynamically curtailing bricolage. Thus, the focal research 

question driving our study is as follows: How do strategy and bricolage in resource-constrained 

social enterprises correspond with one another?  

We explore this question based on longitudinal qualitative data that we obtained from 

social enterprises in Greece. Since 2009, the country has been experiencing severe, perpetual, 

and intertwined economic, political, and social crises. Hence, invariably, Greek social 

enterprises face resource scarcity, and bricolage is a common phenomenon. Greece thus 

provides a valuable empirical context in which to study bricolage. 

Our theoretical contributions are twofold. First, we conceptualize two kinds of 

bricolage that are not only about fixing or working around a current set of problems; they are 

also about purposefully forming new or realizing pre-existing strategies. We call these two 

types of bricolage “formational bricolage” and “strategic bricolage.” Formational bricolage 

influences venture strategy as it is forming. Strategic bricolage refers to improvised problem 
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solving that is curbed by pre-existing strategy. Social entrepreneurship researchers have thus 

far paid little attention to such forms of bricolage. Our study contributes to advancing these 

perspectives. Second, we suggest a theoretical framework depicting how the emphasis of 

bricolage varies with the evolution of a social enterprise, i.e., from startup to infancy and, from 

there, to adolescence. This framework helps view bricolage not as a fixed concept but as 

something that changes with time. 

 In this paper, we first provide the theoretical background of this study. Next, in the 

methodology section, we explain how we used the grounded theory approach, the 

characteristics of our research context, and how we collected and analyzed our empirical 

material. We subsequently narrate our empirical findings. In the discussion section, we circle 

back to theory, modeling the evolution of bricolage in social enterprises, and discuss 

implications for the social entrepreneurship literature. Through the final sections—limitations, 

future research, and conclusions—we draw this paper to a close. 

THEORETICAL BACKGROUND 

Meaning and Conceptual Positioning of Bricolage 

Bricolage [bri kəˈlɑʒ] is a noun derived from the French verb “bricoler,” which—not in a 

disrespectful way—is translated in the literature as tinkering (Phillips & Tracey, 2007), making 

do (Baker & Nelson, 2005), or cobbling together (Desa, 2012). It resembles the phrase “do-it-

yourself” and the nowadays popular American English expression “hacking” (Baskaran & 

Mehta, 2016). While these terms might (wrongly) suggest that bricolage involves a flimsy, 

“anything goes” mentality, organization theorists Duymedjian and Rüling (2010) have 

concluded otherwise, depicting bricolage as a “deeply embedded regime of action” (p. 142).  

“Deeply” because bricolage incorporates metaphysical principles such as systems 

thinking, reuse, and nonlinearity. “Embedded” because the bricoleur, like an artist or skilled 

craftsman, seeks and cultivates an intimate relationship with the elements with which they 
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work. Here, the nature of knowing (i.e., epistemology) is characterized by the bricoleur’s 

internalizing of material properties, sensing what works, and (intuitively) responding. “Action” 

because bricolage is rooted in empirical realities whereby ongoing interactions, rather than 

dyadic cycles of planning and doing, shape emerging outcomes. Lastly, “regime” because the 

bricoleur’s metaphysical, epistemological, and empirical positioning form a unique 

arrangement through which problems are tackled under resource-scarcity. Duymedjian and 

Rüling (2010) thus argue that these strands “complement and reinforce each other” (p. 142). 

Duymedjian and Rüling (2010) also note that Baker, Miner, and Eesley (2003) brought 

the concept of bricolage to classical entrepreneurship research. These scholars challenged 

established thinking which, they posit, had inaccurately adopted a discrete view whereby 

designing and executing are separate operating modes in entrepreneurial action. Conversely, 

they use the concept of bricolage to explain their observations of entrepreneurs who work with 

what is already available in a more organic fashion.  

Baker and Nelson (2005) further cemented this idea in an empirical study, arguing that 

bricolage is built on the constructivist view, whereby men as makers “refuse to enact commonly 

accepted limitations” (p. 354), seeking creative solutions where others would not, given the 

same set of resources. This depicts bricolage both as an act of positive rebellion against the 

institutional status quo and, in our view, as an act of techne, the ancient Greek concept that 

refers to “art” and “craft,” combined. 

Classical entrepreneurship researchers have since begun linking bricolage to strategy. 

Salunke, Weerawardena, and McColl-Kennedy (2013) define bricolage as a “strategic 

combining of existing resources” (p. 1085) and identify it as one of the drivers of service 

innovation. Further, Ott, Eisenhardt, and Bingham (2017) explore strategy formation, arguing 

that the concept of bricolage helps scholars perceive entrepreneurs as simultaneously thinking 

and acting while noting that gaps remain in the theoretical understanding of how these two 
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concepts interrelate. Also, in their conceptual paper, Phillips and Tracey (2007) call for 

research on bricolage from an institutional theory perspective to advance the scholarly 

understanding of strategic organization. Finally, Kwong, Cheung, Manzoor, and Rashid (2018) 

frame bricolage as “a legitimate business strategy,” particularly helping entrepreneurs facing 

resource constraints and crisis situations “to fully utilize the meagre resources that they have 

in their possession” (p. 16).  

Neighboring Concepts of Bricolage 

Bricolage resonates with several other concepts in management, organization, and 

entrepreneurship research because scarcity in different guises—e.g., shortage of time, resource 

constraints, insufficient numbers of affluent customers, or lacking strategic clarity—is a 

perennial challenge for organizations (Di Domenico et al., 2010) and has been examined 

extensively. In Table 4, below, we present how bricolage may relate to such concepts and 

include comments on its distinguishing characteristics to inform our understanding of meaning 

further.  

Table 4: Bricolage and Its Neighboring Concepts 

Concept Definition Comments on Link to Bricolage 

Bootstrapping “Bootstrapping techniques aim to 
avoid using finance raised from 
external investors [... through] owner 
financing, minimizing monies owed 
to the firm, sharing equipment and/or 
staff with other firms, delaying 
payment of monies owed by the firm, 
minimizing inventory, and subsidy 
finance” (Di Domenico et al., 2010, 
p. 684). 

Bootstrapping has a financial 
orientation whereas bricolage 
aims at making new combinations 
of available resources. 

Dynamic 
capabilities 

A firm’s “ability to integrate, build, 
and reconfigure internal and external 
competences to address rapidly 
changing environments” (Teece, 
Pisano & Shuen, 1997, p. 516). 

Dynamic capabilities are about 
exploiting existing competencies. 
There is no deliberate association 
of dynamic capabilities with 
resource constraints while this is 
central to bricolage. 
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Concept Definition Comments on Link to Bricolage 

Effectuation “A process in which a set of means is 
taken as given, and the entrepreneur 
focuses on selecting between 
possible effects that can be created 
with that set of means” (Fisher, 2012, 
p. 1030). 

Effectuation tends to consider 
decision-making under high 
degrees of uncertainty (Yusuf & 
Sloan, 2015), linearly and 
rationally assessing the possible 
effects of the scenarios 
available—hence, the term 
“effectuation”—often based on 
heuristics (Sarasvathy, Kumar, 
York & Bhagavatula, 2014). In 
comparison, the emphasis of 
bricolage is on the act of creating, 
particularly for devising 
something tangible from 
seemingly nothing in an emergent 
fashion (Baker & Nelson, 2005). 

Frugal 
innovation 

“Meeting the desired objective with a 
good-enough, economical means” 
(Soni & T. Krishnan, 2014, p. 31). 

Frugal innovation tends to be 
used as an umbrella term 
including but not limited to 
bricolage. 

Improvisation Improvisation is “associated with 
adapting standard ways of working 
and creative thinking in order to 
counteract environmental 
limitations” (Di Domenico et al., 
2010, p. 694). 

Improvisation and bricolage are 
“loosely coupled”; improvisation 
involves bricolage only when 
done under resource constraints; 
bricolage involves improvisation 
only when novel combinations of 
resources are formed. 

Jugaad “Utilizing constrained resources to 
develop innovative solutions to solve 
real problems” (Baskaran & Mehta, 
2016, p. 5). 

Jugaad is an informal word in 
Hindi with little impact on 
theorizations in organization 
research, unlike bricolage. 

Optimization “Procuring standard external 
resources that have proven 
capabilities for the specific 
application for which the resource is 
intended” (Desa & Basu, 2013, p. 
36). 

While bricolage emphasizes novel 
ways in which scarce or discarded 
resources are recombined, 
optimization assumes that 
components work independently 
and when fitted together. 

Resource 
leveraging 

“Resource leveraging is the usage of 
external resources when an 
entrepreneur in a firm does not 
possess the required resources for the 
firm’s growth” (Kannampuzha & 
Suoranta, 2016, p. 179). 

In contrast, bricolage has an 
internal focus. 
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Concept Definition Comments on Link to Bricolage 

Resource 
mobilization 

“[T]he amount of activity directed 
toward goal accomplishment is 
crudely a function of the resources 
controlled by an organization. [...] 
[R]esources must be controlled or 
mobilized before action is possible” 
(McCarthy & Zald, 1977, p. 1221). 

Resource mobilization 
emphasizes control. Contrary to 
bricolage, it largely ignores 
seeking new combinations of the 
resources at hand. 

Strategy 
formation as 
an emergent 
process 

“Emergent strategy [...] 
acknowledges the organization’s 
capacity to experiment. A single 
action can be taken, feedback can be 
received, and the process can 
continue until the organization 
converges on the pattern that 
becomes its strategy” (Mintzberg, 
Ahlstrand & Lampel, 1998, pp. 189-
190). 

Focus on large firms and not 
considering operating under 
resource constraints. 

Strategy as 
practice 

A shift from institutionalized 
strategic direction to “what people 
do” (Thompson, 2011, p. 758). 

While strategy as practice and 
bricolage both emphasize 
enactment, the latter is firmly tied 
to resource scarcity whereas the 
former is not. 

 

Table 4 and our preceding paragraphs indicate that, unlike any of its neighboring 

concepts, bricolage is predominantly linked to material resource constraints. When compared 

to these individual neighboring items, bricolage may appear to only differ in degree. However, 

in comparison to its neighboring concepts combined, we contend that bricolage is different in 

kind because it consists of a unique set of characteristics. Hence, given our study’s empirical 

context, which emphasizes resource constraints and the impetus of “making do,” we maintain 

that bricolage is a strong concept to draw on and extend in this thesis. 

Bricolage in Contemporary Social Entrepreneurship Research 

Association with resource scarcity. Like their peers in the classical entrepreneurship domain, 

social entrepreneurship scholars have associated bricolage with overcoming limitations such 

as high degrees of resource scarcity (e.g., Gundry et al., 2011; Ladstaetter, Plank & 
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Hemetsberger, 2018), for instance, by drawing on undeveloped or slack resources (Desa & 

Basu, 2013). Crucially, in the face of scarcity, bricolage is about the utilization of existing 

resources rather than the acquisition of new resources (Desa & Basu, 2013). In the words of 

Senyard et al. (2014, emphasis added), “firms engaging in bricolage demonstrate a bias for 

action through a drive to overcome obstacles and a willingness to find ways to make do with 

the resources at hand” (p. 214, emphasis added). These resources are often degraded or fallow. 

The depiction of Selz (1975) is applicable here: “[the bricoleur] shapes the beautiful and useful 

out of the dump heap of human life” (p. 161).  

There are several prominent examples of research on bricolage in social enterprises 

facing resource scarcity. For instance, Zahra et al. (2009) conceptualize “social bricoleurs” (p. 

523) as harmony-building, restrained opportunists who operate in local communities. 

Moreover, Di Domenico et al. (2010) observed that all their eight cases operated in resource-

poor environments, meaning that subjects engaged in “creating something from nothing [and] 

using discarded, disused, or unwanted resources for new purposes” or “using hidden or 

untapped local resources that other organizations fail to recognize, value, or use adequately” 

(p. 698). Furthermore, Waddock and Steckler (2016) studied bricolage in institutional voids 

and illustrate how resource constraints could be a debilitating factor: “...there was no place to 

turn for guidance or help. That there was no one who knew the players, or who could map the 

field, or who had their hands on the best practices, and so forth” (Waddock & Steckler, 2016, 

p. 729). Similarly, Akemu et al. (2016) present a case study that is rife with resource constraints 

such as insufficient financial means (at least initially), lacking industry experience, insufficient 

technical expertise, limited international contacts, and a non-existent track record to win 

consumers’ trust. 

Linking bricolage to strategy. However, in contrast to the interests of entrepreneurship 

scholars, only a few social entrepreneurship researchers have considered bricolage in relation 
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to “patterned action,” i.e., strategy (Mintzberg & Waters, 1985). One exception is Ladstaetter 

et al. (2018), who view bricolage through a strategy-as-practice lens. The authors emphasize 

thoughtful doing (“strategizing”) over considering something in abstract terms (“strategy”). 

Further, Desa and Basu (2013) examine bricolage from a resource-based view, concluding that 

it “may serve as a mechanism of strategic renewal” (p. 44). Significantly, Bojica, Ruiz Jiménez, 

Ruiz Nava, and Fuentes-Fuentes (2018) argue that top management teams ultimately bear 

responsibility for resource allocation within organizations. This implies that strategic decision-

making may somehow shape bricolage, although the authors do not explain what this entails. 

Another example is from Kannampuzha and Suoranta (2016), who empirically examine 

the forming of a marketing strategy in a social enterprise experiencing resource constraints. 

Within the context of their case study, the authors find that bricolage is an indispensable 

mechanism in strategy development. The remaining works in the social entrepreneurship 

domain, however, merely classify bricolage as a “strategy” without going into further detail 

(e.g., Azmat, Ferdous & Couchman, 2015; Bacq et al., 2015; Janssen, Fayolle & Wuilaume, 

2018). In all, though, we barely encountered studies considering how bricolage might 

correspond with strategies in social enterprises. This is remarkable because scholars cannot 

assume that in social enterprises using bricolage, there is an absence of strategy.  

Following Azmat et al. (2015) and Senyard et al. (2014), we posit that bricolage 

involves allocating existing resources to solve problems. This stance implies there must be a 

link between bricolage and strategy because “the problem of resource allocation is the essence 

of strategy” (Bower, 2017, p. 2422). Hence, in the tradition of, for instance, Noda and Bower 

(1996), the issue arises of how bricolage corresponds with an internally-oriented notion of 

strategy. Social entrepreneurship scholars have hardly examined this perspective, and this is 

precisely one critical strand that our study aims to address. Next to this important omission, we 
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also examine another limitation of existing work on bricolage in the context of social 

entrepreneurship, namely that it is typically viewed as a static concept. 

Dynamics of bricolage over time. Social entrepreneurship scholars have acknowledged 

different types of bricolage. For example, Desa (2012) recognized material bricolage, labor 

bricolage, and skills bricolage in social enterprises. In a later publication, Desa and Basu (2013) 

also identified necessity-based bricolage. Furthermore, Kannampuzha and Suoranta (2016) 

highlight network bricolage and entrepreneurship education bricolage. Additionally, Halme, 

Lindeman, and Linna (2012) introduce intrapreneurial bricolage. While such renditions 

enhance the scholarly understanding of bricolage, it is essential to realize that researchers have 

not examined the possibility of one form of bricolage evolving into another one. Therefore, 

like their peers in the field of entrepreneurship research—who have, for instance, 

acknowledged parallel and selective bricolage (Baker & Nelson, 2005)—social 

entrepreneurship scholars have adopted an essentially static view on bricolage. This, for 

instance, is manifested in the absence of theoretical frameworks that present different forms of 

bricolage in relation to each other within a social entrepreneurship context. Even though 

bricolage is a theory of entrepreneurial action, it is paradoxical that the underlying assumption 

dominating the literature is that its nature does not change over time. Hence, the realm of action 

and change that bricolage supposedly helps to explain is bounded. 

For example, while Di Domenico et al. (2010) depict bricolage as an “active assembly 

of parts” (p. 699), the authors render the concept itself as basically steady, i.e., unchanging 

within its surrounding contexts. Likewise, the phrase “applying combinations of the resources 

at hand” (Baker & Nelson, 2005, p. 333), which is a commonly adopted definition of bricolage 

among social entrepreneurship scholars, conveys a similarly set meaning as there is no linkage 

to other concepts. We question, however, whether this perspective holds in a rapidly changing 

setting where, potentially, one type of bricolage could morph into another one. We, therefore, 
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argue what is seemingly lacking is an inquiry into the potentially dynamic nature of bricolage 

and, specifically, its evolving meaning as the circumstances within a venture change over time. 

This resonates with scholarly calls to analyze the “longitudinal path development” of bricolage 

(Kwong et al., 2018, p. 16) and to develop “the dynamics of bricolage over time” (Duymedjian 

& Rüling, 2010, p. 148). Through our inductive study, we begin to unpack this dynamic 

perspective, presenting evidence of a process that links different levels of social venture 

maturity to different types of bricolage. 

In sum, by viewing bricolage as a value-laden, transformational activity whereby inputs 

are processed into discernable outputs against a backdrop of resource-scarcity, we can position 

its characteristics in a framework (see Table 5, below). The emphasis of our study is not on 

theorizing the practices of bricolage (i.e., part 2 in the framework); instead, we intend to explore 

how outcomes of bricolage dynamically correspond with strategy (i.e., part 3 in the 

framework). 

Table 5: A Summary of the Main Characteristics of Bricolage 

Context 

● Resource-scarcity. 
● Wicked problems. 

(1) Inputs (2) Practices (3) Outcomes 

● Slack, 
degraded, or 
unwanted 
materials 
already 
available. 

● Making do with limited means. 
● Cultivating an intimate relationship with 

material elements. 
● Ongoing interactions. 
● Moving beyond strictly rational approaches 

by incorporating art and craft (“techne”). 
● Finding novel combinations of 

components. 

● Growth in 
business 
opportunities and 
innovation. 

● Problem 
resolution. 

● Strategic 
organization. 

Underlying Values and Principles 

● Action-orientation. 
● Systems thinking. 
● Reuse. 
● Nonlinearity. 
● Refusing to comply with socially accepted limitations. 
● Pragmatism. 



CHAPTER 3: A FRAMEWORK FOR BRICOLAGE 
 

71 
 

METHODOLOGY 

Considering the lack of theory that positions bricolage within evolving circumstances, we used 

a qualitative approach to break new ground (Edmondson & McManus, 2007). Furthermore, we 

chose to draw on the grounded theory approach (Glaser & Strauss, 2009 [1967]). This 

methodology aims to aid the generation of novel theoretical ideas (Locke, 1996) or, as is the 

case in this paper, shed new light on existing theories (Weerawardena & Mort, 2006). Here, 

grounded theory has shown to facilitate the iterative processes required to make sense of large 

volumes of unstructured, qualitative data, which we knew our longitudinal study was going to 

generate. 

Characteristically, grounded theory starts from reality (Alvesson & Sköldberg, 2009). 

What follows appears to be a mostly linear process because, over time, the key stages of 

grounded theory—sampling, data collection, coding, analysis, and theory writing—succeed 

one another. However, Glaser and Strauss (2009 [1967]) emphasize its recursive character: 

“Earlier stages do remain in operation simultaneously throughout the analysis and each 

provides continuous development [...] until the analysis is terminated” (p. 105). Such dynamics 

and dependencies add complexity to research. They are unavoidable, however, because a rigid 

separation of each stage “...hinders [the] generation of theory” (Glaser & Strauss, 2009 [1967], 

p. 43). Additionally, an integral and flexible approach should mitigate a “neurotic 

overemphasis on coding” (Suddaby, 2006, p. 638) and provide space for researchers to insert 

“imagination or insight” (Corbin & Strauss, 1990, p. 19), which contributes toward emergent 

theory.  

Furthermore, although some may associate grounded theory to a stance that assumes 

that reality can be objectively apprehended, others prefer to use it in a more interpretive manner 

(Alvesson & Kärreman, 2007; Locke, 1996). Our usage of the grounded theory approach was 
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reflective of the latter. For instance, we would not contend that coding is a dispassionate, 

objective activity. In the words of Srivastava and Hopwood (2009, p. 77):  

[P]atterns, themes, and categories do not emerge on their own. They are driven 

by what the inquirer wants to know and how the inquirer interprets what the 

data are telling her or him according to subscribed theoretical frameworks, 

subjective perspectives, ontological and epistemological positions, and intuitive 

field understandings. 

We acknowledge that qualitative research of this nature bears the risk of retrospective biases, 

e.g., only selecting those informants or interview segments that supported a specific theoretical 

position while ignoring contradictory evidence. However, we note that we neither used 

academic concepts in our conversations with informants, such as the term “bricolage,” nor did 

we present them our developing framework. This approach helped to capture genuine 

responses. We also drew on additional data sources like participant observation and field visits 

to supplement our interview data.  

Research Context 

Given our interest in understanding better how social enterprises come up with new things 

under resource constraints, we chose to collect our empirical data in Greece. This 

Mediterranean country provides an extreme research context whereby we hoped that this would 

tease out insights that a healthy, stabilized situation may not reveal. Since Greece’s debt crisis 

erupted in 2009, the country experienced severe austerity measures, an economic meltdown, 

mass emigration of skilled workers, and a tragic influx of migrants (e.g., according to the 

UNHCR, there were over 1.1 million sea arrivals between 2014 and 2017). Compared to 2015–

2016, Greece’s overall situation is improving slightly; however, the country is still facing 

enormous challenges. For instance, in 2018, UNHCR recorded 50,508 immigrants and 
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refugees, youth employment stood at nearly 40%, and the national debt was just under $400 

billion. 

Compared to most other EU member countries, Greek businesses expectedly have poor 

access to financial services from banks. Furthermore, individuals face high household debt 

levels, prohibiting owner financing as an alternative to bank loans. Such circumstances led us 

to expect that most social enterprises experience severe resource scarcity. Greek social 

enterprises operate in a variety of sectors such as waste management, retail, empowering 

vulnerable groups, ecological tourism, and healthcare. The vignette shown below features a 

Greek social enterprise using technology in its attempts to alleviate drug shortages among 

patients with low incomes. 

VIGNETTE 

The BBC made a 4-minute documentary on one of the social enterprises that participated in 

our research (link: http://www.bbc.com/news/av/stories-43155451/world-hacks-putting-

your-leftover-pills-back-to-work). The broadcaster highlights the market inefficiencies in 

drug distribution, which this venture aims to alleviate in Greece. The video attracted 1.6 

million Facebook views from a global audience within eight days after its release on 

February 26th, 2018. 

 

Data Collection 

We were keen to work with legitimate social enterprises. Hence, initially, our main sampling 

criteria were venture maturity and organization size, which we used mainly to filter out small, 

incipient ventures that had not yet moved beyond the kitchen table stage. We assumed that 

ventures with multiple organizational members, an online presence, and engagements in the 

local community (e.g., by featuring on the agenda of local social entrepreneurship gatherings) 

were potential participants in our study. The resulting indiscriminate sample yielded cross-

http://www.bbc.com/news/av/stories-43155451/world-hacks-putting-your-leftover-pills-back-to-work
http://www.bbc.com/news/av/stories-43155451/world-hacks-putting-your-leftover-pills-back-to-work
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sectional data that helped to familiarize ourselves with the social entrepreneurship field in 

Greece when we entered it. Considering that social enterprises in Greece are small entities, we 

sought to increase the amount of data by adding more sites. Several social entrepreneurs 

introduced us to others when we asked after Fauchart and Gruber (2011), What other people or 

organizations should we speak with, especially because they see things differently? 

Recommendations from our subjects, however, were not disjointed sources of information. 

Many Greek social entrepreneurs know each other, for example, from co-working spaces they 

share, social incubator community events, or international training programs. This form of 

“snowball sampling” (Pratt, 2009, p. 859) was essential to us because of the geographical 

distance of nearly 3,000 kilometers to our research setting.  

Moreover, as we progressed in our study, we let our evolving data structure influence 

our data sampling approach (on this, also see Boychuk Duchscher & Morgan, 2004). For 

instance, when we realized that we lacked social enterprises using technology to address 

societal problems, we deliberately searched for this. Table 6, below, shows which industries 

we engaged in our study alongside venture maturity and the number of in-company interviews. 

Table 6: Venture Maturity, Industries, and Number of In-Company Interviews 

 Venture maturity 

 (1) Startup (2) Infancy (3) Adolescence 

Industry • Agriculture  
• Arts 
• Community 

development  
  

• Arts 
• High-tech 

healthcare  
• Social services  

• Communications & 
media 

• Community 
development  

• Retail 
• Sustainable energy  

In-
Company 

Interviews 

5 11 14 

 

Our initial interviews were mostly unstructured, guided only by a few broad questions. 

We mainly aimed to build rapport, explore our empirical context, and identify problems. It was 
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clear from the start that, in light of the Greek crisis, all interviewees were experiencing 

significant challenges. We then conducted semi-structured follow-up interviews to zoom in on 

the areas where informants faced difficulties (see Appendix A). Finally, we conducted a series 

of focused interviews whereby we asked key informants, whom we had worked with before, 

to reflect on three main topics in advance so that we could have an in-depth discussion on them. 

This longitudinal approach helped deepen our relationship with informants as well as observe 

processual changes in our focal theoretical construct over time.  

Our growing primary data set consisted of transcribed interviews, which we 

supplemented by detailed field notes. We labeled each interview with a company identifier, 

visit number, and interview number. For instance, the third interview with the company director 

of social enterprise X on our second visit to Greece would be labeled as “X/F2/3.” We 

conducted 33 interviews in total. Table 7, below, categorizes these interviews. Due to the 

geographical distance to our informants, we conducted our interviews during field trips. The 

time intervals between field trips also provided space and time for rigorous analysis of 

empirical material already at our disposal. 

Table 7: Key Interview Data 

Telephone 
Interviews 
(Dec 2016 
–Oct 
2017) 

Face-To-
Face 
Interviews 
(Jan 2017) 

Face-To-
Face 
Interviews 
(Oct 2017) 

Average 
Interview 
Duration 
(Minutes) 

Number of 
Group 
Interviews 
(2 or 3 
Informants) 

Unique 
Informants 

Unique 
Social 
Enterprises 

11 10 12 39 6 24 12 
 

Additionally, we followed digital media channels of the social enterprises that we 

worked with and exchanged numerous emails with interviewees. We also considered policy 

papers on the social enterprise sector in Greece (“grey literature”). Although these are not 

academic publications, they enhanced our understanding of this sector. Table 8 summarizes the 

additional data sources we used in this study to complement our interviews. 
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Table 8: Secondary Data Sources 

Personal Email 
Correspondences (Between 
10 November 2017 and  
14 March 2019) 

Grey Literature Digital Media 

228 emails. 22 reports, e.g., European 
Commission (2014), 
European Commission 
(2013), Ernst & Young 
(2016), Folke Bernadotte 
Academy (2014). 

Not quantifiable (e.g., 
websites, social media, 
newsletters, public media 
outlets, videos, photographic 
material). 

 

Data Analysis 

Once we had conducted and transcribed the initial, exploratory interviews, we started coding 

them using qualitative data analysis software. We first marked interview quotes for further 

analysis (“in-vivo samples”). From there, we articulated “first-order codes,” which represent 

singular ideas from the informants’ points of view. This initial analysis, thus, stays close to the 

interview data and does not contain our vocabulary. Next, we formed provisional “second-

order categories” (Locke, 1996), which further helped us interpret the raw data. These second-

order categories relate to groups of codes, and their meaning thereby becomes richer. This is 

also where the analysis gets a theoretical turn, and we begin interpreting and drawing on our 

ideas. Lastly, “aggregate dimensions” tie together the underlying levels; they allude to complex 

overarching ideas or themes. 

We often revisited these categories and their empirical contents. In the process, new 

categories emerged while we consolidated or removed others. We also used these categories as 

a lever to identify areas that we wanted to further examine in subsequent interviews, frequently 

with the same informants or with new ones (“theoretical sampling”). During this time, our 

research question underwent several changes, too. Expressing our evolving interests to 

informants, in some cases, led to useful introductions to social entrepreneurs whom we had not 

yet encountered. The latter point was particularly important since we were not based locally. 
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Deep into analyzing the first round of face-to-face interviews, we started engaging with 

works of literature that might be relevant to our study. Thus, while we brought little focused a 

priori knowledge to the table at the outset of this study, we gradually began considering 

established theoretical perspectives as well (Locke, 1996). Bricolage subsequently emerged as 

a comprehensive theoretical lens that seemed to fit the data and continued as the focal concept 

in our evolving framework from then onward. Drawing on extant theory while analyzing data 

is in accordance with an interpretive approach to grounded theory research, as opposed to a 

classical stance that strictly refrains from using existing theoretical perspectives whatsoever 

(Locke, 1996). Social entrepreneurship scholars like Weerawardena and Mort (2006) have 

employed grounded theory in similar ways.  

Then, as we collected more empirical data, continued our coding efforts, and considered 

potential theoretical developments on the concept of bricolage, we started seeing opportunities 

for a scholarly contribution. This, in turn, led to another round of theoretical sampling, 

interviewing, coding, analysis, and writing theory. 

The above account shows that our theoretical contribution was not neatly emerging 

from a pile of data by following a set of mechanical procedures; instead, fluidity, uncertainty, 

and apparent repetition characterized such theorizing. Van Maanen, Sørensen, and Mitchell 

(2007) speak of “a back-and-forth character in which concepts, conjectures, and data are in 

continuous interplay,” noting that this is “often chaotic and always personal” (p. 1146). 

Likewise, Suddaby (2006) describes the reality of grounded theory research as “messy” and 

“nonlinear” (p. 637) and the constant cycling back and forth between its key stages or 

operations while simultaneously trying to advance what seems for considerable time a 

rudimentary theoretical framework, in our experience, contributes to that. 
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FINDINGS 

We observed three manifestations of bricolage. Our analysis firstly revealed conventional 

bricolage, which is reflective of what one might expect from an elementary reading of the 

literature. Additionally, though, we encountered two manifestations of bricolage extending 

beyond what earlier work depicted already. One seemed to inform strategy formation and, 

conversely, the other appeared to be bound by it. Considering three different stages of venture 

development, which we derived after Hung (2006), we found evidence that the immature social 

enterprises that we worked with (“startup stage”) tended to resonate with conventional 

bricolage, whereas developing ventures (“infancy stage”) and relatively mature firms 

(“adolescence stage”) seemed tied respectively to its latter two forms. Where transcripts from 

the participants have been quoted in this report, they have been quoted verbatim, therefore, 

grammar errors have been retained. 

Conventional Bricolage During Social Venture Startup 

Our informants provided ample evidence for “conventional” bricolage, that is, getting by with 

limited resources and figuring things out along the way. For instance, one social entrepreneur 

said: “I used my last salary to start [my new venture],” adding: “When we started, we never 

made plans. [...] We just started” (Code 02/F1/01). Another informant, operating in the food 

retail industry, indicated: “In the beginning, [my day job] was my main income, how I pay my 

bills. I worked on [my new venture] after midnight” (Code 05/F1/01), referring in a subsequent 

interview to the emergent and intuitive nature of a fundraising campaign in the startup stage of 

her social business: “We didn’t have a specific goal [...] We just knew that we didn’t want just 

to go there and ask for money. We wanted it to be more creative and engage more people 

supporting our cause. [...] But it worked, and people were talking about it” (Code 05/F2/01). 

We found that such progressing in unfamiliar territory, improvisation, and ad hoc problem-
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solving was often mentioned in conjunction with early venture formation (“startup”) and 

resource scarcity.  

We repeatedly encountered a lack of direction in the startup phase. For example, a social 

entrepreneur, helping ordinary victims of the economic crisis rebuild their lives, said: “When 

we first started with [our initiative], we had no idea where this would lead” (Code 01/F2/02). 

While the lack of a game plan could provide a social enterprise with the necessary flexibility 

to get through its startup phase, we observed that a strong focus on “making do” without 

considering a broader view could have substantial negative consequences, too. For example, 

we interviewed with a large social enterprise that had to use all its energies to keep things going 

with limited means available. Even the company director seemed preoccupied with impromptu 

issue management rather than strategy formulation and execution. When we first met, he was 

holding a screwdriver in his hand, having just fixed a technical issue amidst a buzzing setting 

with several members of staff moving about. When relating this impression of him to a well-

acquainted source, she responded: “He’s like this. You can see him washing dishes [...] You 

would say he’s too high-profile to do that... But he doesn’t care” (04/F2/01). This idea of him 

being drawn to improvisational trouble-shooting was further amplified when our interview 

appointments started much later than planned due to a string of urgent interruptions on his part. 

Having a director engage in low-end bricolage in a small startup that is wedded to a bold vision 

while operating on hardly any resources in a chaotic institutional environment, made the 

venture vulnerable to external changes. Indeed, while being still dependent upon public sector 

funding during our involvement, this venture was about to lose its critical financial support 

from an international sponsor. The ensuing uncertainty clasped the venture’s entire operation 

and prospects, as illustrated by the following testimonial from an employee (Code 03/F3/01): 

We don’t know how fast this procedure will happen [and] if some of us will 

continue and under which circumstances we will continue. Not only with regard 
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to the funding but also every communication, every step that is happening right 

now, how it will happen from now on. So, this is the most difficult part, and this 

is what we work on at the moment. In case our funding will stop from [our 

sponsor], to be ready to cover some needs through other ways, like donations 

or partnerships. We face the risk of shutting down. 

The prospects of this social enterprise without question looked grim, which, we argue, can be 

largely traced back to lacking a coherent and attainable vision in particular. The resulting 

constant firefighting resonates with the notion of parallel bricolage that Baker and Nelson 

(2005) have associated with inefficiencies and stagnation.  

The manifestations of conventional bricolage that we found are mostly without a 

temporal dimension; instead, they are focused on issue resolution in the present moment. To 

further illustrate, about six months before we interviewed them, one consulting company had 

launched a social enterprise in addition to its ongoing business activities. Even though this 

social enterprise is “a completely different idea” (Code 10/F2/01) from their regular consulting 

offering—i.e., it is a separate brand with a distinct customer segment, disparate business 

partners, and bespoke go-to-market model—it was not structured as a separate legal entity 

“because it’s very expensive to do that” (ibid.). It was striking that a startup would launch a 

new venture on such a delicate basis, especially in an uncertain economic context. For instance, 

any financial issues arising from the new social enterprise startup—e.g., customer claims for 

damages or unmet debts—could quite easily harm its parent company, which is a successful 

consultancy business of nearly 20 years. Still, we found no intention to mitigate this risk. This 

apparent lacking in a more strategic view on the legal structuring of their organizational 

activities introduced real risks. 
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Table 9 summarizes the data structure on conventional bricolage, which emerged from 

our analysis of the interviews, analogously to the basic arrangement described in the 

methodology section. 

Table 9: Findings on Conventional Bricolage 

In-Vivo Sample First-Order 
Codes 

Second-Order 
Categories 

Actually, in the beginning, the advertising agency was my 
main income, how I pay my bills. I worked on [social 
enterprise] after midnight. So, it was really difficult for 
me to divide my time and to be effective. This is why it 
took more time to develop compared to someone who has 
funding, and so on. Right now, I manage to work more for 
[social enterprise] and less for my advertising agency 
(05/F1/01). 

Working after-
hours 

Limited means 
available 

You can understand that we’re not a typical startup. 
Whatever we do, we do “below the line” [i.e., low-
budget, pragmatically] with public relations, advertising, 
and all these things. Without a budget, this is what we 
need to do (05/F1/01). 

Having low 
budgets 

I wanted to create something on my own. I was working 
in the media industry and communications, and I was not 
so happy with my bosses. So, I decided to do something 
on my own. I was thinking several times about starting up 
something on my own, but I always thought money was 
the obstacle. And I never started something. Now I was 
thinking, this is my opportunity. I quit my job. I used my 
last salary to start the [social enterprise] (02/F1/01). 

Personal 
investments 

Most of my friends, engineers who have a very good 
profile, are leaving Greece. You know, the Greek brain 
drain was... is still a big issue here (09/F1/01). 

Qualified 
people 
emigrating 

Municipalities face a lot of problems. They cannot afford 
money for this; it’s very difficult (03/F1/01). 

Stakeholders 
with low 
budgets 

But we don’t have any employees at the moment. We only 
work with volunteers (02/F1/01). 

Volunteering 
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In-Vivo Sample First-Order 
Codes 

Second-Order 
Categories 

I think one of the core values of social entrepreneurship is 
to be self-sustainable, you know, and not to be based on 
private or state funding. Then you are not a social 
entrepreneur; you’re just a person doing wonderful work, 
totally dependent on state-funding or whatever, or private 
funding. That’s not social entrepreneurship, is it? 
(01/F3/01). 

Financial self-
sustainability 

Making 
do/figuring 
things out 

We didn’t know if it made sense [...], but it worked, and 
people were talking about it (05/F2/01). 

Trial-and-error 

It’s very expensive to do that [i.e., structure a social 
enterprise as a separate legal entity] (10/F2/01). 

Minimizing 
costs 

You can see him washing dishes. And he’s the president of 
the thing, so this is... [...] you would say that he’s too 
high-profile to do that... he doesn’t care. Even I, at some 
point, said that ‘I do not agree with you, but I see you 
cleaning, I see you being on the ground, cleaning the 
floor’ (04/F2/01). 

Solving 
problems 

 

In conclusion, our informants indicated that they have few means at their disposal and 

accordingly work on a low-budget basis, pragmatically figuring out ways to run their 

business; however, without a long-term view on their activities. This is a manifestation of 

conventional bricolage. 

Formational Bricolage as Enabler During Venture Infancy 

We found, however, that after having survived the initial launch of their ventures, some social 

entrepreneurs formed more encompassing views on their ventures’ trajectories as they 

pragmatically overcame obstacles in their way and gained more experience. Utilizing different 

kinds of scarce resources at this stage was more than just pragmatically fixing operational 

problems. Actually, making do with the limited means available helped shape strategies just as 

well. We call this phenomenon “formational bricolage,” and because of its strategic dimension, 

we argue that this is distinctly different from conventional bricolage, which we have addressed 

in the previous section. 
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For example, during an interview with a social entrepreneur in the health technology 

sector (Code 09/F1/01), his language was rife with expressions that showed a keen awareness 

of the initial challenges he faced earlier as a startup. Notably, by confidently using the past 

tense in these expressions, he conveyed that he had successfully managed to acquire knowledge 

about his subject matter, develop insights into its dynamics, plot a way forward, and define the 

necessary business processes to support this strategy. He said [and signaled]: “I was working 

in a field that I knew nothing about [but now I do],” “I had to talk with many people from this 

industry to understand what exactly happens [and now I have this knowledge],” “We tried to 

find a way [and we have a sound business model],” and “There was not a process [but now we 

have defined this].”  

Put differently, the entrepreneur’s reflexive expressions signaled that he was 

pragmatically apprehending his markets, explicated his venture’s potential role in it, and 

defined his operating model. These decisions were not mere abstractions. On the contrary, they 

were based on real-life experiences; they were being designed on the go and by using the 

limited means available (i.e., bricolage). The same social entrepreneur also explained how he 

utilized his network for more strategic purposes: “We started talking with people from the 

business world and other sectors [..], and they gave us very important feedback and how to 

make our strategy and have a solid plan.” This comment directly shows that he was actively 

pursuing strategy formation. In all, this example illustrates that while bricolage remains a 

significant activity, e.g., drawing on network resources, this begins feeding into higher levels 

of abstraction (i.e., strategy).  

 Another social entrepreneur, facing stringent resource constraints, expressed a similar 

interest in experience-led strategy formation. He explained that once they had a hunch of what 

they wanted to achieve, they would invest heavily in validating whether their ideas were 

correct: “We’re testing. We try a lot of things. We try a lot of ideas.” At first sight, this might 
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be taken for conventional bricolage. However, he conveyed an extra—and crucial—layer of 

meaning by adding: “We do not have a problem with making mistakes because we know that 

in order to build something long-term we have to make mistakes” (Code 02/F2/01). This 

“testing” and “trying,” we contend, is about honing strategies and learning (“building 

something long-term”) much rather than it is about attempts to fix operational issues by way 

of experimentation with only a few resources. This move beyond trial and error failure frames 

was not self-evident for the social entrepreneur in question. It required a trusting environment 

for his team, which, ultimately, came down to him relinquishing control (Code 02/F3/01):  

It’s very difficult when you have done so many sacrifices for this [venture]... it’s 

very difficult to trust, [...] to give something very important to others. To 

control... that was my main problem [or rather] to not have the control. But 

now, there are many things in [my social enterprise] I don’t have any idea 

about, which is amazing because it’s the first time that I trust people. 

We cannot infer from our empirical material how the concepts of “trust” and “control” 

interrelated, e.g., whether one factor was stimulating the other or whether they emerged in 

mutual dependency. Extant research (for a valuable introduction, see Costa & Bijlsma-

Frankema, 2007), has acknowledged that this is a complex topic in need of further research. 

However, for our study, we highlight that—much to the interviewee’s surprise—the issue of 

trust had seemingly become an immaterial resource feeding into organizational processes that 

yield “something long term.” During our meetings with him, we began thinking that this social 

entrepreneur, who had been struggling with loneliness, leadership issues, and financial 

problems in his venture’s startup phase, was now finally expressing himself through his 

maturing venture in more authentic ways. To him, this seemed nothing short of a liberating 

force (“Which is amazing because it’s the first time that I trust people.”) This also shows that 

formational bricolage need not only be a mechanical endeavor. In this instance, the forming of 
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strategies adds depth; it affects organizational members, including their leadership, and the 

values they enact.  

Our informants also indicated that, during formational bricolage, small changes in 

thinking could, rather suddenly, bring about entirely different strategies. For example, a social 

entrepreneur in the arts sector, who had initially planned to develop a new software solution 

independently, suddenly ascertained that he had another valuable resource available. This 

business contact of his could drastically expedite their time-to-market of a service offering: “I 

realized that this person has 15 years of experience, he has the contacts, he has well-working 

software, so why develop my own?” (Code 07/F1/03). This intuitive yet sensible insight swiftly 

made its way into his company’s strategy as a guiding principle: “And that is [...] a shift, within 

me and within the strategy [...] We need collaborations—and we need to define which is the 

core of our work and what is not necessary for us to do. Let’s give it to someone who is doing 

it better” (ibid.). This example shows how bricolage in action, i.e., utilizing “resources at hand,” 

such as an existing business contact, could lead to sudden, unforeseen, and strategic 

reorientations that, in hindsight, seem logical. We should not ignore how such flashes of 

insight, as was the case here, bring about rapid and crucial changes in perspective. This 

indicates that formational bricolage, in essence, need not necessarily be a slow and analytical 

affair.  

On the contrary, much like wayfinding in unfamiliar territory with poor visibility, a 

new path may present itself unexpectedly at the next turn. To those seeing the opportunity, it 

would have been, at that instance, the most viable option. To others, who may not yet share in 

the same vision, this can be perceived as a confusing or unsettling prospect. Indeed, this was a 

topic that we encountered and explored further in our interviews. For instance, one informant 

had indicated that her boss was a hard act to follow at times. As a response tactic, she was 

trying to gain influence during the process of formational bricolage: “Slowly, slowly, every 
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day I’m like, okay, what do you have to do? [...] You don’t have to do everything” (Code 

07/F2/02). She relayed that her boss appeared open to the delegation of tasks. She contributed 

this flexible attitude to their underlying philosophical principles being the same: “We share the 

same essence, [...] so that’s why we can manage other discussions [...] So whatever we do [...] 

it is based on this idea, philosophy [...] We see it every time in every discussion” (Code 

07/F2/02). Another social entrepreneur indicated that she was naturally open to maintaining 

the buy-in of her team because that helped preserve a broad outlook and reduce the load on her 

shoulders: “I understood that being in control all the time, makes you very, let’s say, narrow-

minded, and difficult to move [...] because you need to have everyone in control. So, this needs 

a lot of time, a lot of effort, and then you cannot move, because you’re too heavy” (Code 

08/F1/01). Such examples illustrate how leaders preserve the organizational commitment of 

their organizational members (i.e., buy-in) either by responding positively to delegation 

requests or proactively involving others and incorporating their ideas.  

In summary, the above examples frame bricolage as an enabler for strategy formation—

hence, the term “formational bricolage”—whereby the social entrepreneur’s emphasis 

advances from mainly trouble-shooting to taking on the role of a “wayfinder” who is 

opportunistically drawing on available resources such as trust and business contacts. In Table 

10, we structure the above depiction of formational bricolage as first-order codes and second-

order categories. 

Strategic Bricolage During Venture Adolescence 

For social enterprises that move beyond the infancy stages—thus reaching adolescence—we 

encountered evidence that once bricolage had helped shape strategies, the dynamics could work 

in the opposite direction. We were first prompted to consider this possibility of strategies 

influencing bricolage (“strategic bricolage”) in a group interview with a social enterprise in the 
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Table 10: Findings on Formational Bricolage 

In-Vivo Sample First-Order 
Codes 

Second-Order 
Categories 

We started talking with people from the business world 
and other sectors [..], and they gave us very important 
feedback and how to make our strategy and have a solid 
plan (09/F1/01). 

Drawing on 
network 
  

Integrating 
resources for 
long-term aims 
  
  I realized that this person has 15 years of experience, he 

has the contacts, he has well-working software, so why 
develop my own? And that is [...] a shift, within me and 
within the strategy [...] We need collaborations—and we 
need to define which is the core of our work and what is 
not necessary for us to do. Let’s give it to someone who is 
doing it better (07/F1/03). 

We have developed a strategy on that, in cooperation with 
other organizations, like the Heinrich Böll Stiftung in 
Greece [...] It’s a combination between green innovation, 
social policy, and fiscal policy. So, you have to combine 
these policies to make them more coherent (03/F2/01). 

Combining 
different ideas 

So, I had to talk with many people from this industry to 
understand what exactly happens, from the first step of 
the medicine production until the consumer (09/F1/01). 

Addressing 
knowledge 
gaps 
  

Iterative/ 
experiential 
learning 
  
  
  

There was not a process to deliver the medicines for free 
to all these people (09/F1/01). 

We’re testing. We try a lot of things. We try a lot of ideas 
(02/F2/01). 

Testing ideas 
  

We try to build something long term. And that’s why you 
see us very curious and discovering new things and 
testing a lot of ideas and making a lot of mistakes. And we 
do not have a problem with making mistakes because we 
know that in order to build something long term, we have 
to make mistakes. So, yeah, if there is something, in ten 
years, you will still talk about [social enterprise] 
(02/F2/01). 

It’s very difficult when you have done so many sacrifices 
for this; it’s very difficult to trust… something very 
important… to give something very important to others. 
To control… that was my main problem, to not have the 
control. So now, for example, there are many things in 
[my social enterprise] I don’t have any idea about, which 
is amazing because it’s the first time that I trust people 
(02/F3/01). 

Trusting the 
community 

Relinquishing 
control 
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In-Vivo Sample First-Order 
Codes 

Second-Order 
Categories 

I understood that being in control all the time, makes you 
very, let’s say, narrow-minded, and difficult to move… 
you have more weight in your back… because you need to 
think to have everyone in control, so this needs a lot of 
time, a lot of effort, and then you cannot move, because 
you’re too heavy (08/F1/01). 

Being broad-
minded 

Retaining buy-
in from others 
  
  

And now we are in the moment that I am trying to 
encourage him a bit to give tasks to others. I think I am at 
this point. I see that he has too much on him. Because he 
was alone and slowly, slowly, every day I’m like, okay, 
what do you have to do? Do you think that this we can 
give to that person that is responsible for Facebook? You 
don’t have to do everything. He’s like, ‘okay, I didn’t 
think about that.’ So, I’m trying to put this in this 
direction (07/F2/02). 

Enacting 
responsibilities 

We share the same essence; the basic [thing] is we share 
it, so that’s why we can manage other discussions. And 
this essence is that we both believe in inclusion, which is 
a big word, but if you want, we can speak about it more. 
So, whatever we do, any action we want to do, we 
organize, it is based on this idea, philosophy, that every 
person has the right to specifically… to have access [to] 
any means, any ways, as an audience, as an artist, so this 
is very basic, and very, it’s all linked… and we see it 
every time in every discussion, so this is important that we 
share it, and we both know what it means (07/F2/02). 

Sharing the 
same 
philosophical 
principles 

 

arts sector (Code 08/F1/01). In this conversation, one of the co-founders expressed the need for 

an overarching vision, especially considering the crisis in Greece: “I think if you don’t have a 

strong vision [...], it’s very difficult to overcome all the challenges” (ibid.). Nonetheless, at the 

same time, this social enterprise faced severe issues with funding, lack of access to professional 

networks, institutional stability of its environment, and the brain drain of qualified young 

Greeks—and therefore was left with little else but to engage in active bricolage. Just the same, 

though, the interviewees indicated that the broader perspective acts as a superstructure, “a 

specific goal” or “umbrella” as they also called it, within which their colleagues “...work as 

they want,” i.e., they have freedom within restraint. Whenever new hires are recruited, or novel 



CHAPTER 3: A FRAMEWORK FOR BRICOLAGE 
 

89 
 

partnerships emerge, “the dynamics are different,” but at least they “continue to be in the same 

vision.” Such expressions suggest that, in this social enterprise, strategy curbs bricolage as they 

realize that they “cannot do [...] everything.” Strategic bricolage, therefore, means making do 

with the resources at hand while bearing in mind a broader game plan. 

 Once the consideration of strategic bricolage had caught our attention, we recognized 

it in other mature social enterprises, too. For example, one informant (Code 07/F2/02), working 

for a social enterprise that is very short on resources and therefore bound to bricolage—her 

boss had mentioned in two separates interviews that for years he had been having severe and 

prolonged money problems—talked about how to manage an “explosion of ideas.” In part, 

these ideas came from her boss, whom she described as “very enthusiastic” and as a person 

who typically arrives to work saying: “You know what, I have a new idea.” To her, strategic 

planning was an essential activity to decide whether to pursue an idea. This had become a 

regular activity: “At the end of the week, usually we make a kind of unofficial reflection. How 

was the week or what was good for us?” because she realized that they “cannot do everything.” 

So here, too, we see how processes that inevitably involve bricolage are being kept in check by 

an overarching strategy, or a “long-term plan,” as she called it. This allowed her and the firm 

“to be very open, but [...] not lose [their] minds.” 

Similarly, another social enterprise, with only a few resources to go by, had also 

adopted planning techniques to prioritize and guide their work activities (Code 09/F1/01):  

We are going to ask [our beneficiaries] some questions in order to understand 

what they need. After this, we collect all this data, and then we design a pilot 

program [...] to test all the things that we come up with. And through this 

process, we will have a solid plan [...] We do our analysis as a team, and then 

we take decisions. I think this is a good process. 
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After the initial beneficiaries’ needs analysis, this social enterprise proceeded in an essentially 

top-down fashion whereby bricolage had to “fit” within a more comprehensive structure like, 

as was the case here, a services strategy. 

Furthermore, a social entrepreneur, running a nonprofit social enterprise with a viable 

business model, cautioned against the troubles caused by being led by other things than a clear 

strategy, citing money-orientation of fellow social entrepreneurs as a case in point (Code 

02/F3/01): 

Other nonprofits follow the money, which means that when a foundation 

announces a call about a grant, then the nonprofits usually follow this path in 

order to get the grant. So, they change their projects, they change their 

operations, they change everything [...] They focus on any topic to stay alive. 

This point indicates, in our view, that strategic bricolage is not for everyone. It also highlights 

the disadvantages of not staying true to a broader vision for a considerable period. Put 

differently, unrestrained bricolage in established organizations could lead to opportunistic 

behavior that is counterproductive. For example, our source indicated that “following the 

money” in his company’s market not only meant prematurely writing off previous 

investments—as implied by the above quotation—but also intensified competition among the 

social ventures pursuing the same source of income. After all, such companies are more likely 

to position themselves in the same market segment collectively. While trying to meet the 

requirements as put out by prospective sponsors, they become more similar. In contrast, he 

argued that his venture’s strategic consistency over time allows developing “in-depth expertise 

within the field,” which further strengthens their unique positioning, i.e., they gradually face 

fewer competitors in their market segment. Sustaining this enduring focus, however, can be a 

long, treacherous journey that inevitably involves a significant degree of making do with 

limited means. Our informant (ibid.) explained:  
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We’ve been working on this for two years voluntarily. We’ve quit our jobs in 

order to do that. And I don’t think that there are many people with the patience 

to do this [...] Now we started seeing that this can take us somewhere, to the 

next step, because now we’re generating income. 

With clarity on strategy, this social entrepreneur had gradually learned to “trust people,” 

continuing that “everyone has a contribution” in his organization. In a LinkedIn message, five 

months after our most recent of three interviews, he characterized this personal development 

as “getting rid of egoism.” Nonetheless, we hold that such delegating and creating space for 

others to persistently and meaningfully contribute would have been impossible without a 

guiding sense of purpose of the organization and strategic orientation among the employees 

because they face the risk of misalignment among co-workers. 

 We infer from our empirical material that strategic bricolage also involves viewing 

problems from a wide-angle so that, for instance, their root causes become apparent. For 

example, a social entrepreneur that ran a project to help an island address its issues with litter 

said: “Recycling [of waste materials] is not enough. You need to find the social causes of the 

mass consumption and all this” (Code 08/F1/01). Truly in the spirit of making do with limited 

means, one of her organization’s initiatives was “constructing an open-air cinema made of trash 

[...] which everyone now can use” (ibid.). Staff in social enterprises, however, have also 

expressed sensitivity to overly detailed or controlling overarching structures. This was often 

mentioned in reference to the state, such as follows: “The state always tries to create a lot of 

rules and details; [they] believe they have to regulate everything. So, they create a framework 

that is not very productive for the social economy. And they change the rules every day” (Code 

03/F1/01). Such experiences may shape employees’ preference for autonomy and their 

dismissal of excessive control by others trying to enforce their vision, as illustrated by the 

following comment from an employee-informant: “They cannot do anything without asking 
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[the director], unfortunately. And that makes people tired. They organize something, and then 

[the director] has another idea, interferes, and the plan is [gone]. You have to let people do 

things” (Code 03/F3/03). These excerpts show that there is a delicate balance between the 

overarching superstructure (i.e., strategy) and the execution of tasks. Powerful entities, such as 

the state or an individual company director, may consider themselves as visionary authorities 

that know better than others, but, in effect, they can easily stifle individual agency through 

overregulation. Table 11 presents empirical data underpinning the concept of strategic 

bricolage. 

Table 11: Findings on Strategic Bricolage 

In-Vivo Sample First-Order 
Codes 

Second-Order 
Categories 

But... from where do you want to start? From impact? 
From sustainability? From where? (02/F2/01). 

Understanding 
the causes of 
problems 

Ensuring 
relevance 

You need to find the social causes of the mass 
consumption and all this [...] So, we focused on trash. 
(08/F1/01). 

One is to promote food, I mean proper food, to people in 
need. The other is to help small food producers to run a 
viable business (05/F1/01). 

Addressing 
community 
needs 

I think we reach the point with the crisis as well, the 
museums have to find different fundings, they have to 
approach other audiences to buy tickets and they started 
saying, okay, maybe we are not the masters in the world; 
maybe we should start hearing what the community has to 
say, and what they really want for themselves (08/F1/01). 

So, this is the idea; to strengthen the social nexus and 
especially the youth community, but with the logic that 
they use the resources that they already have. Because for 
us, this is where the real empowerment happens. That you 
don’t need to bring them something new to feel 
empowered, but to feel empowered with the things that 
they already have (08/F1/01). 

Following 
bricolage logic 

Considering 
feasibility 

Trying to [...] alter the identity of trash to see what trash 
can be, and maybe it’s a resource that I haven’t yet 
activated. Through the series of workshops, we ended up 
constructing an open-air cinema made of trash in the 
public space (08/F1/01). 
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In-Vivo Sample First-Order 
Codes 

Second-Order 
Categories 

For me to be important, to have a very big vision to do 
this dream, in a way, but then put it into practice 
(08/F1/01). 

Putting into 
practice 

When we started, we were saying, “money is not a 
motivation; we have to define a common goal,”—which is 
true. But after one year, you know, working a lot for 
[social enterprise], suddenly money is a motivation, 
becomes a motivation. Just to give something back, 
something financially (02/F1/01). 

Using 
umbrella 
structures 

Balancing 
freedom and 
restraint 

Other nonprofits follow the money, which means that 
when a foundation announces a call about a grant, then 
the nonprofits usually follow this path in order to get the 
grant. So, they change their projects, they change their 
operations, they change everything [...] They focus on any 
topic to stay alive (02/F3/01). 

We have decided to write a guideline for educational 
tourism theater with mixed groups, let’s say, that we have 
been starting slowly-slowly to write, to build, and this we 
want to be open, that any drama school can use it, any 
actor or actress, can use it (07/F2/02). 

But the thing is that, for me, especially in the context of 
Greece, and the general concepts of crisis and all these 
bad effects, I think if you don’t have a strong vision and 
this passion about it, it’s very difficult to overcome all the 
challenges that occur. So, for me, it’s important to have... 
when this vision is a motivation really for me for the 
obstacles that come. So, if I don’t have this strong vision 
and I don’t have also [business partner], which, you 
know, each one motivates the other, I don’t think I would 
be able to do anything (08/F1/01). 

But on the other side, I like it very much to give space to 
others, because what we say is that it’s nice to give a 
structure, [but] you need to be free inside there, so they 
have to have some limits, because we cannot do every 
time everything, so we have a specific goal but then inside 
they work as they want [...] So I start like this, then we 
are a little bit chaotic somewhere and [colleague] comes 
and says, okay, we need control now (08/F1/01). 

Providing 
reasonable 
space 

The next time, to have another expert or we collaborate 
with an artist and the dynamics are different, so we 
continue to be in the same vision […], but we move a little 
bit in different ways (08/F1/01). 
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In-Vivo Sample First-Order 
Codes 

Second-Order 
Categories 

The state always tries to create a lot of rules and details; 
[they] believe they have to regulate everything. So, they 
create a framework that is not very productive for the 
social economy. And they change the rules every day. So, 
you don’t know what exactly exists, for instance, in the 
area of taxes. One day you have to pay even if you 
haven’t yet started and the next you don’t (03/F1/01). 

Overregulation 
and change 

It didn’t finish... it [didn’t] take the last shape that we 
wanted, simply because the ministry changed ideas, or 
changed policy, suddenly. This happens often in Greece. 
So, we couldn’t go on (03/F2/03). 

They cannot do anything without asking [the director], 
unfortunately. And that makes people tired. They organize 
something, and then [the director] has another idea, 
interferes, and the plan is [gone]. You have to let people 
do things (03/F3/03). 

Unfortunately, in Greece, everything keeps on changing. 
So that’s an issue in Greece, in general. For every 
enterprise, for every startup, things are different every 
day. Even the registration, the VAT, the, you know, 
everything changes all the time [...] It’s not something 
that we pursue, of course. We want stability. We want to 
be able to wake up in the morning and know what the 
VAT is going to be, for instance. But Greece is unstable, 
the economy is unstable, so we have to keep track of the 
situation and do our best (05/F2/01). 

I see my role in [social enterprise], because this is the 
question, okay, as a role of a person who wants to make 
sure that our principles and values are intact, and we 
adhere to these principles and values, as well as make life 
easier for people around me, whether they are employees 
of [social enterprise] or whether they’re from the 
extended make-up of [social enterprise] (01/F3/01). 

Promoting 
values 

We try to foster collaboration and a culture based on 
values and principles. This is very important because in 
the past there were many problems with cooperatives. 
And it seems that even now there are misunderstandings 
and confusions about the social economy. The Greek 
people make the same mistakes here (03/F1/01). 

But now I do not feel I want to have to do anything that is 
not bounded by those values (07/F1/03). 

The values emerged from the [project], and we tried to 
make the organization (08/F1/01). 
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In-Vivo Sample First-Order 
Codes 

Second-Order 
Categories 

It’s a common thing that [the director] comes in every 
day [saying] like, ‘you know what, I have a new idea.’ 
Every day is a new idea – and ‘You know, I met by 
accident these guys you talking about this theater, and 
now I’m going to the theater to have a meeting’ and very 
papapapapapapah [informant expresses fast talking]… 
And this is what I like a lot, it gives me energy, but at the 
same time, we have to manage it, because we cannot do 
everything. So, every, like day, or at the end of the week 
usually, we make a kind of unofficial reflection. How was 
the week or what was good for us? or blah blah blah… 
Also, we speak about it, like okay, we have this and this 
and this, we cannot do everything, and you realize this, or 
maybe we can, but we have to put it in a long-term plan, 
we have some other priorities. So, now, we are in this 
process of prioritizing (07/F2/02). 

Prioritizing 
tasks 

And we are going to ask them some questions in order to 
understand what they need. After this, we collect all these 
data, and then we will design a pilot program from  
1–3 months. In order to test all the things that we come up 
with, all the ideas we came up with. And through this 
process, we will have a solid plan, and we will work on 
the input. And this is how we came up with ideas [...] We 
validate this information, and we do our analysis, as a 
team, and then we take decisions. I think this is a good 
process. We ended up with this process now after one and 
a half years. It seems that it works (09/F1/01). 

 

To conclude, strategic bricolage alludes to resource-constrained entrepreneurial action 

that is guided by a broader view of the firm’s trajectory. Strategic bricolage is a logical next 

step to its immediate predecessor in our framework, which is formational bricolage, though 

working in the opposite direction. As a mechanism, the strategy part of the term “strategic 

bricolage” promotes goal congruence, consistency over time, and efficiency; the bricolage part 

of the term “strategic bricolage” provides improvisational qualities under resource-scarcity.  

The schematic below (Figure 1) presents the combined data structure for the three 

aggregate dimensions. To conclude, with strategic bricolage, ventures’ everyday attempts to 
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“make do” become bound to prior decisions on relevance, feasibility, and intended degrees of 

restraint. Thus, social enterprises become more strategic about what they do daily. 

DISCUSSION 

Towards a Framework for Bricolage in Evolving Social Enterprises 

We have longitudinally followed social entrepreneurs in Greece whose working context is 

exceedingly unfavorable. Without exception, their ventures are extremely short on resources 

and bricolage; therefore, it is indispensable for their organizations’ survival. We argue that new 

insights come to the surface when not considering bricolage in isolation, as is commonly the 

case in the literature. Based on our findings, we theorize that bricolage and strategy need not 

necessarily be analyzed as separate phenomena and suggest they can potentially intertwine. We 

consider three basic scenarios. In the first stage, venture startup, social entrepreneurs are 

trouble-shooters who get on with things as they grapple with highly constrained resources while 

lacking an overarching vision of sorts. They mainly rely on bricolage in the conventional sense 

to survive in mostly unknown territory. Social entrepreneurship scholars typically adopt this 

depiction of bricolage (e.g., Desa & Basu, 2013; Gundry et al., 2011; Zahra et al., 2009). 

Following the initial stage, a broader vision gradually emerges from practical 

experience and through bricolage. The social entrepreneurs—who still struggle with resource 

constraints—have now increasingly turned into deliberate wayfinders using bricolage to 

develop a vision of the future and craft their ideas on how to attain it (i.e., “strategy”). Hence, 

bricolage and strategy are not separate phenomena; instead, they intertwine, whereby strategy 

develops through bricolage. The term that we put forward to describe this phenomenon is 

“formational bricolage.” 

Third, and last, as the vision and corresponding ways to accomplish it eventually 

stabilize, social entrepreneurs can see further ahead. They can now take on a visionary role and 
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Figure 1: Schematic of Data Structure on Bricolage 

 

can justify their decisions (e.g., to co-workers or external stakeholders) on well-reasoned 

grounds. Their broader vision now envelopes bricolage, meaning that it is broadly shaping what 

does and does not get done, though, within a resource-constrained organization, the need for 

bricolage has not diminished. Table 12 summarizes how we deconstruct bricolage into three 

types. 

Formational bricolage does not consider strategy a starting point; on the contrary, it 

considers strategy as dependent upon preceding, real-life actions conducted within a context of 

scarcity. We emphasize that this notion should not be confused with a view on strategy in which 

“formulation and implementation merge into a fluid process” (Mintzberg, 1987, p. 66). In the 
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Table 12: A Framework for Bricolage and Strategy in Social Enterprises 

Venture Maturity 

 (1) Startup (2) Infancy (3) Adolescence 

Strategic Efficacy No strategy, no goal-
setting, no long-term 
planning. 

Strategy formation. Strategy in place. 

Archetypical Role 
of Social 

Entrepreneur 

Trouble-shooter. Wayfinder. Visionary. 

Role of Bricolage Conventional 
bricolage. 

Bricolage as an 
enabler for strategy 
formation 
(“formational 
bricolage”). 

Strategy as an 
enabler for bricolage 
(“strategic 
bricolage”). 

Key Challenge Consistency, 
coherence. 

Retaining buy-in 
from others. 

Overregulation. 

Examples of Key 
Publications 

Akemu et al. (2016) 
and Senyard et al. 
(2014) positioned 
bricolage early in the 
lifecycle of social 
enterprises. 

Waddock and 
Steckler (2016) 
described how vision 
emerged from action. 

Gundry et al. (2011) 
called for the 
development of 
bricolage as a 
strategic tool. 

 

latter case, rational planning and hands-on doing go hand in hand, resulting in empirically 

grounded strategies. By contrast, formational bricolage implies the “unfolding of experiences 

of daily circumstances” (Waddock & Steckler, 2016, p. 722) feeding into a gradually emerging 

strategy, whereas initially, there was none. Strategy, thus, is not a conceptual viewpoint which 

entrepreneurs eventually design and commit to on paper, that is, before it is tried and tested. 

Instead, based on evidence of what works, strategy emerges as a preferred and well-trodden 

pathway in a resource-constrained environment. During this time, social entrepreneurs would 

likely have changed tack on multiple occasions (Di Domenico et al., 2010). This would have 

been a relatively straightforward endeavor because such changes would feel like the right and 

natural thing to do. The example that we gave in the findings section is a fitting case in point: 

Our informant considered developing a bespoke software solution until it dawned on him that 
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a business contact is already providing a fitting solution in the marketplace. Thus, even though 

some might perceive this as a typical case of “network bricolage” (Baker et al., 2003, p. 256), 

we would instead emphasize the strategic impact of this insight, i.e., this realization had 

fundamentally altered his views on make or buy. 

Once strategy starts constraining this unfolding of experiences systematically, as it 

likely will within maturing organizations, we argue that this would then evolve into strategic 

bricolage. In strategic bricolage, the established depiction of bricoleurs as individuals who 

improvise to “create something from nothing” (Baker & Nelson, 2005, p. 330) is no longer 

adequate. On the contrary, social entrepreneurs in more mature organizations use bricolage to 

realize their visions pragmatically, not shape it. The term we employ in this paper, “strategic 

bricolage,” or similar expressions, have thus far only been sparingly used in the literature and 

even then, only superficially. For instance, Gundry et al. (2011) have called on scholars to 

“develop bricolage into a more strategic tool” (p. 17), without specifying further directions. 

Additionally, in their book on entrepreneurship, d’Andria and Gabarret (2017) state that 

strategic bricolage involves proactivity and deliberation, but do not elaborate. In the same 

manner, Daipha (2015) merely alludes to strategic bricolage; however, our study draws 

considerable attention to this concept. Our framework proposes that strategic bricolage 

emerges from its classical roots to a form that first shapes then is being shaped by a strategic 

view on the firm’s trajectory. Hence, our framework expands the dichotomy of wayfinders and 

visionaries, as proposed by Waddock and Steckler (2016), particularly. Instead, we posit a 

trinity that consists of trouble-shooters, wayfinders, and visionaries. We view these types as 

archetypical roles of social entrepreneurs that correspond, respectively, with conventional 

bricolage, formational bricolage, and strategic bricolage. We contend that, throughout the 

lifecycle of a venture, a social entrepreneur might assume these roles successively. 
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We do not, however, strictly adhere to lifecycle theory precepts that would see the 

unfolding of changes in organizations as “prefigured” (Van de Ven & Poole, 1995, p. 515). We 

would argue that the empirical basis of our framework is too limited and reality too unruly for 

such contentions to be valid. Instead, we advocate that our framework is employed for 

exploratory and interpretive purposes (i.e., what things may look like or may mean) rather than 

predictive studies (i.e., what things will look like) or normative work (i.e., what things should 

look like). Hence, as a sensemaking tool (Weick, Sutcliffe & Obstfeld, 2005), it could be used 

to assess the main type of bricolage a venture seems to be applying (e.g., formational bricolage) 

and subsequently explore its ascribed properties and meaning within a larger scheme, its 

relationship with strategy, and possible next main bricolage form in greater detail. Our 

framework could then help place emphasis, for instance, on the dynamics of getting buy-in 

from others, which we have marked in Table 12 as an area of concern in formational bricolage. 

Such applications of our model shift the attention away from fundamentally static perspectives 

on bricolage. Conversely, our model of bricolage highlights change and relatedness, and thus 

prompts us to review existing scholarly studies of bricolage from these viewpoints. 

LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH 

The framework that we have put forward in this paper advances theory in its essential 

suggestion that the type of bricolage that social entrepreneurs employ changes as their ventures 

evolve toward maturity. While much remains to be done in terms of empirically acknowledging 

formational and strategic bricolage, operationalizing these forms, and developing a full-scale 

dynamic framework around them, we took some foundational steps through our study. 

Nonetheless, our study is limited in several ways, each of which provides opportunities for 

further research.  

First, we ideally would have followed all social enterprises that we worked with over a 

multi-year period so that we could witness their main lifecycle transitions directly. While our 
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data are longitudinal and provide novel insights into social ventures development over time—

for example, some organizations that we worked with ceased to exist, and others managed to 

grow considerably during our engagements—this aspect remained underexposed due to time 

and resource constraints. Nonetheless, we compensated for this, at least in part, by selecting 

social enterprises from different sectors and in different stages of maturity.  

 Second, information on bricolage that we linked to specific stages of venture 

development (i.e., startup, infancy, adolescence) was also retrieved retrospectively. Thus, a 

social enterprise that we deemed to be a mature operation at the time of our engagement might 

not only have shared their views on current involvements but also on their prior experiences in 

dealing with resource constraints as a startup. Future research should address such temporal 

shifts in conversations more explicitly, e.g., by weighing information of a retrospective nature 

differently. Moreover, further studies should incorporate more detailed coding to capture the 

distinguishing developmental characteristics of ventures. Works by Whetten (1987) and Van 

de Ven and Poole (1995) could inform this aspect. 

Third, while we present bricolage and venture strategy in a theoretical framework, it is 

beyond the scope of this study to examine how precisely they co-evolve from one stage to the 

next. Prospective studies could investigate this, thereby helping to validate and extend the 

current framework of bricolage and strategy, and possibly turn it into a dynamic process model. 

Nonetheless, it would still not be possible to generalize the findings of such an approach and, 

for instance, predict that bricolage in all social enterprises facing resource constraints would 

follow the same developmental patterns. 

Fourth, and last, some grounded theory scholars advocate adopting a passive stance 

when it comes to sampling, coding, and so forth (Boychuk Duchscher & Morgan, 2004). They 

argue that this would allow the data to speak for itself. Accordingly, they contend that the role 

of the researcher would be limited to that of a neutral observer discovering a clear structure 
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already inherently present. While we disagree with this essentially positivist view and have 

followed a more social constructivist approach (Corbin & Strauss, 1990), others might consider 

this a fundamental limitation. Nonetheless, we would counter-argue that grounded theory rarely 

offers the comfort of consistent information. On the contrary, the entire process is rife with 

paradoxes, contradictions, gaps in the data, and clutter, but, in the end, what emerges are 

concepts which can be traced back relatively quickly to their empirical source (as per the three 

tables with in-vivo samples included in this study). These fledgling concepts enrich the 

language that researchers can use to (more positivistically?) probe and describe the phenomena 

they wish to understand better and spark off further studies to validate and extend our findings.  

CONCLUSION 

In this paper, we argue that scholars render the concept of bricolage as a steady and standalone 

phenomenon. Our research findings, however, firstly suggest that the nature of bricolage may 

distinctly change over time and, secondly, it is instructive to view bricolage in correspondence 

with venture strategy. While bricolage in a startup firm is a necessary tool for entrepreneurs to 

make ends meet and solve practical problems, it may soon exert a key influence on strategy as 

it is forming. Hence, at that point, bricolage has become “formational bricolage.” Furthermore, 

in more mature firms, bricolage can still be a prominent phenomenon, even though by then, it 

can be shaped by strategy. 

We obtained our empirical data from social enterprises in Greece, where resource 

constraints make bricolage an indispensable tool for survival. Through a grounded theory 

approach, we developed an initial framework of bricolage and venture strategy in social 

enterprises. We hope this paves the way for the development of a comprehensive dynamic 

process model, which, for instance, illuminates the transitions of one form of bricolage to the 

next.




