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░ ABSTRACT: Purpose: Traditional perspectives are insufficient for understanding/framing Social Entrepreneurship 

Triple Helix arrangements. This paper explores the extent to which specific alternative theoretical perspectives of 
entrepreneurship might be evident in the context of social entrepreneurship 'ventures' through multisector collaboration amongst 
university, government and private sector partners. 
Design/methodology/approach: Within the past twenty years, more established economics-based views of entrepreneurial 
behaviour have been complemented with several alternative theoretical perspectives for entrepreneurship research; including 
effectuation and entrepreneurial bricolage. This conceptual paper reviews these literatures against the context of multisector 
collaboration within the triple helix. 
Findings: Specifically, the paper discusses and illustrates the interplay of effectuation and social entrepreneurship given the fact 
that resource-constrained environments push social entrepreneurs to employ alternative strategies to compensate the more 
complex external conditions. Collaborative efforts deemed to be more social entrepreneurship in orientation appear to draw on 
effectuation and bricolage. 
Originality/value: With an emphasis on affordable loss rather than expected returns; strategic alliances and collaboration rather 
than competitive analysis; exploitation of contingencies rather than exploitation of pre-existing knowledge; and controlling an 
unpredictable future rather than predicting an uncertain one, effectuation and bricolage in the context of social entrepreneurship 
requires quite different guiding policies. Not necessarily being as resource-constrained, but certainly attempting to address 
complex societal or social issues, multisector collaboration through social entrepreneurship appears to be a fruitful arena for the 
application of effectuation and bricolage. 
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░ 1. INTRODUCTION   
An ongoing focus of research interest in the field of 
entrepreneurship is the entrepreneurial decision-making 
process [1] and associated behavior [2]. Within the past twenty 
years, the more established economics-based views of 
entrepreneurial behaviour have been complemented with 
several alternative theoretical perspectives for 
entrepreneurship research [3]; including effectuation [4] and 
entrepreneurial bricolage [5]. Fisher [6] argues that both 
effectuation and bricolage reflect the following four 

dimensions: (1) existing resources serve as a source of 
entrepreneurial opportunity; (2) taking action is a mechanism 
for overcoming resource constraints; (3) community is a 
catalyst for venture emergence and growth; and (4) resource 
constraints are a source of creative innovation. Fisher [6] also 
considers how the critical elements of these emerging 
entrepreneurship theories translate into actual entrepreneurial 
behavior because it is important to focus on behaviors to make 
theories more accessible to practitioners. 

Pattinson, et al. [7] posit that one of the central issues with 
being able to visualize effectuation is the continuous process 
of adaptation that occurs between entrepreneur and context. 
Pattinson, et al. [7] argue that effectuation processes are 
emergent and in a continuous state of becoming. 
Acknowledging the importance of better understanding this 
interplay between actor and context, the aim of this paper lies 
in whether the context must always be one of 
traditional/mainstream entrepreneurship; especially given 
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recent research that suggests that effectual decision-making is 
effective beyond the context of uncertain environments [8]. 
Others have begun to explore the role that effectuation might 
play in contexts that, although involving innovativeness, are 
not the more traditional, entrepreneur-led venture creation 
contexts seen in the literature e.g., in the contexts of corporate 
R&D [9],  knowledge management [10], natural disaster 
response [11], and business model innovation [12], where with 
the latter example in particular, this paper supports attempts to 
increase the generalizability of effectuation to what Futterer, et 
al. [12] call a “theory of decision-making and action under 
uncertainty. Thus, it seems reasonable to explore the extent to 
which these alternative theoretical perspectives of 
entrepreneurship might be evident in such venture creation, 
and whether they are applicable and relevant outside the 
context of more traditional business venture creation, and 
especially in the context where entrepreneurship is occurring 
in the absence of entrepreneurs [13]! This is the crux of the 
present paper – non-traditional theories of entrepreneurship in 
the context of non-traditional entrepreneurship. Specifically, 
our interest lies in exploring why multi-sector collaboration 
merits more scholarly attention in the entrepreneurship 
literature. Not unexpectedly, as a theory of entrepreneurship 
however, there is a paucity of research on the applicability of 
entrepreneurial decision-making logics, such as effectuation, 
to contexts outside of entrepreneurial venture creation as in 
multisector collaboration, i.e., where organizations from 
different sectors choose to work together on a particular 
venture. 

It is important to note at this point that in order to understand 
the applicability of effectuation in the context of multisector 
collaboration, the reader is alerted to the fact that multisector 
collaboration may result in the formation of new ventures, 
therefore, suggesting there is merit in looking at whether 
theory from the entrepreneurship literature can inform 
collaboration among organizations across the three sectors (or 
four in the case of the quadruple helix). It is appropriate to 
note that for the purposes of this paper, the term ‘venture’ is 
employed in a broad sense in that it is not constrained to mean 
a for-profit business/organization, but rather any form of 
organizing where the collaborative partners are working 
together in some collaborative undertaking. Thus, although 
‘venture’ could entail the creation of a new 
‘business/organization’, this paper suggests that it can also 
capture collaboration through consortia, alliances, formal 
partnerships and other collaborative undertakings. 

As a conceptual paper, what follows is a non-systematic, 
grounded theoretical literature review. To conduct a 
comprehensive (but non-systematic) literature review, we 
examined peer-reviewed sources from a variety of journals 

using Google Scholar, Emerald Management, EBSCO, 
ABI/Inform and Business Source Complete databases. The 
search included keywords such as: ‘effectuation’, ‘bricolage’, 
‘social entrepreneurship’, ‘triple helix’, multisector 
collaboration’. Articles were chosen for review based on their 
level of contribution to the growing field of literature 
surrounding effectuation and bricolage. In particular, emphasis 
was placed on studies that highlighted a shift away from 
traditional entrepreneurship and venture creation to social 
entrepreneurship and the context of multi-firm collaboration 
across the triple helix of government, industry and academia. 
Some key publications include the Journal of Business 
Venturing, Entrepreneurship Theory & Practice, International 
Journal of Entrepreneurship and Innovation, Strategic 
Entrepreneurship Journal, International Journal of 
Entrepreneurial Behavior & Research, Entrepreneurship & 
Regional Development, Journal of Social Entrepreneurship 
and the Journal of Small Business and Enterprise 
Development. The search for relevant sources was extensive, 
but by no means exhaustive. It is important to note that this is 
not a ‘Systematic Literature Review’ (SLR), since the goal 
was to be thorough without necessarily subscribing to all the 
rules and rigour associated with systematic literature reviews.  

The paper begins with an overview of effectuation, the 
effectual cycle, and the five principles of effectuation theory. 
This is followed by a discussion about the utility in exploring 
whether effectuation theory might have applicability outside of 
the context of traditional entrepreneurial venture creation – 
specifically within the context of multisector collaboration 
from a more social entrepreneurship orientation. To further 
support the applicability of effectuation in this context, the 
significance of bricolage – which has been studied in social 
entrepreneurship [14, 15] – is also presented. As a conceptual 
paper, information is provided on a particular form of 
multisector collaboration i.e., the triple helix of academia, 
industry and government. This leads to a discussion of 
multisector collaboration as social entrepreneurship. 
 

░ 2. EFFECTUATION 
Effectuation is a decision-making logic that entrepreneurs use 
to solve problems in new venture creation. Effectual logic is 
the opposite of causal logic. One uses causal logic when they 
have a pre-determined goal and given means to achieve this 
goal – there is the assumption of a predictable future [4]. 
Effectual logic, on the other hand, is used when the future 
holds greater uncertainty – one does not have a pre-determined 
goal, but rather goals emerge over time as a result of the 
changing imagination and aspirations of the entrepreneur and 
those with whom they interact [4].  Sarasvathy [4] notes that 
although the causal and effectual logics contrast one another, 
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entrepreneurs can employ both forms of reasoning – at 
different times – depending upon which suits the circumstance 
better. Typically, however, effectuation is used in the 
beginning stages of a new venture and causation in later ones.  

When using effectual logic in new venture creation, an 
entrepreneur begins by considering who they are (i.e., their 
traits and abilities), what they know (i.e., their education, 
training, and expertise) and whom they know (i.e., their social 
and professional networks) [4]. Upon doing this, the 
entrepreneur is able to imagine possible outcomes that can be 
reached; therefore, it facilitates them contemplating ‘what can 
I do?’. From here, action is taken whereby eventually, through 
varied action and interaction with others, individuals commit 
resources and become stakeholders of the venture [16]. These 
commitments provide the entrepreneur with new means, and at 
the same time, bring new goals to light [4]. This process, 
shown in Figure 1, is called the effectual cycle. 

 

Figure 1: The Effectual cycle [17] 

The effectual cycle comprises of a set of heuristics that 
ultimately leads the entrepreneur to the creation of new 
products, markets or ventures. During this process, the five 
principles of effectuation theory emerge, and can be applied, 
to aid the entrepreneur in their venture creation. The first 
principle, commonly referred to as bird-in-hand, encourages 
one to think about existing means [17]. As previously 
mentioned, the entrepreneur examines, and subsequently puts 
to use, their traits and abilities; their education, training, and 
expertise; as well as their networks. In using what is readily 
available, action can promptly be taken. 

The second principle causes the entrepreneur to determine 
what they are willing to lose from a project. As opposed to 
calculating expected returns and what needs to be done to 
obtain said returns, one should assess what losses are 
conceivable, yet acceptable, if they occur. In accepting certain 
affordable losses, uncertainty lessens through focusing on 
controlling these potential downsides and creating an 
opportunity from them [18].  

Similar to accepting losses that may lead to future 
opportunities, the third principle – known as the lemonade 
principle – suggests that one acknowledges that surprises may 
occur, and rather than exerting time, energy and resources to 
avoid them, one should leverage these contingencies by 
regarding their appearance as an opportunity to gain control 
over the emerging situation [18] and view them as a resource 
for shaping their goals [19]. 

Prior to entering a market, one can conduct a competitive 
analysis to better understand their position relative to 
competitors. Alternatively, one can establish relationships with 
relevant parties early on in a venture in order to co-create a 
market in the image of all the participants, rendering a 
competitive analysis unnecessary. Thus, the fourth principle of 
effectuation theory – termed the patchwork quilt principle – 
involves establishing pre-commitments, i.e., partnerships with 
key stakeholders so that the market for which the new venture 
is to be a part of is less uncertain [18].  

Effectual reasoning is based on the notion: “to the extent that 
we can control the future, we do not need to predict it” [4]. 
Thus, the fifth, and final, principle of effectuation theory urges 
the entrepreneur to focus on activities within their control. As 
described by Welter, Mauer and Wuebker [20], “control can 
be understood as a preference for directly and immediately 
executable actions toward an unknown future state”. This has 
been labelled the pilot-in-the-plane principle [17]. What must 
be acknowledged, however, is the fact that effectuation is not 
completely accepted as a viable theory of entrepreneurship 
[21, 22]. While it certainly has an abundance of support in the 
literature, there are still some who find it to be under-
defined/unoriginal [23], insufficiently empirically tested [24] 
or insufficiently embedded in a nomological network of 
practical and relevant antecedents [25]. 

The literature concerning effectuation has greatly increased 
since its introduction by Sarasvathy in 2001 and we have 
subsequently seen several systematic literature reviews/meta-
analyses of effectuation in entrepreneurship [24, 26, 27]. 
Researchers have taken varying approaches over the years and 
applied the theory of effectuation in different entrepreneurial 
contexts. 
 

░ 3. MULTISECTOR 
COLLABORATION  
In today’s competitive business environment, it is common to 
find organizations working together in order to contend more 
effectively in the marketplace. In fact, Majava, et al. [28] state 
that companies need to develop and engage in relationships 
with other companies to effectively serve markets and provide 
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attractive offerings. Not only can inter-organizational 
collaboration result in increased ability to provide desirable 
products and services, but it can also generate greater social 
impact [29], as well as aid in solving complex problems. 
Organizations often engage in collaboration when they are 
faced with a problem that is too much for them to make sense 
of on their own [30]. For example, when encountering a 
‘metaproblem’, which is characterized by uncertainty, 
complexity, and unclear boundaries, organizations regularly 
engage in collaborative strategies, bringing together multiple 
organizations, to pool a variety of expertise and resources [31-
34]. This idea of pooling expertise and resources is supported 
by the work of Loukis, et al. [35] and highlights the trend of 
firms shifting from solely using their own internal knowledge, 
resources, and skills towards collaborating with other 
organizations to make use of external knowledge, resources, 
and skills [36-38].  

These collaborative relationships can cross economic sectors 
[39]. For example, the term ‘triple helix’ refers to 
collaboration among the public, private and academic sectors 
[40, 41]. Interactions and transitions between industry, 
government and academia can result in the creation of new 
innovations and organizations through collaborative funding, 
research and innovation processes [28]. Innovation, promoted 
by enabling the pooling of a wide range of expertise and 
resources [32-34], is one benefit of these collaborative 
relationships among sectors. In addition, they enable 
participants to view the problem from different perspectives in 
order to creatively exploit their differences, obtain broader 
stakeholder participation and ultimately realize solutions that 
transcend each participant’s more limited capabilities/vision 
[34, 42]. 

Gray [43] notes that multisector collaboration, however, does 
present challenges given that participants can no longer take 
independent action to control the direction of the endeavour. 
Rather, their decisions and actions must be linked to those of 
other stakeholders. This requires integrated coordination [28]. 
Furthermore, such initiatives bring together participants from 
organizations that have varying backgrounds, philosophies, 
ambitions, and among which there may be an unequal 
distribution of power [32, 34, 44]. In such circumstances, the 
representatives of the organizations may view a problem 
differently or prefer a different solution, therefore, causing 
tensions to arise in participants’ commitment to the 
collaboration [34]. The challenge is whether individuals are 
willing to overcome their own interests to support and develop 
a collaborative view or solution. Additionally, multisector 
collaboration tends to focus on a specific issue, or a subset of 
the broader issues of concern to the various stakeholders, and 
normally would only include a subset of the potential 

stakeholders that might be affected [34]. Thus, there is the 
potential for conflict/tension originating from differences 
between the collaborative versus individual organizational 
objectives [34, 45]. 
 

░ 4. TRIPLE HELIX 
The concept of the triple helix of industry, academia and 
government relations was established in the 1990’s by 
Etzkowtiz [40] and Etzkowitz and Leydesdorff [41]. It 
conveys the change from industry-government relations 
dominating the Industrial Society to a growing relationship 
between university-industry-government in the Knowledge 
Society [46]. In the Knowledge Society, how information and 
scientific knowledge is created, shared and utilized is of the 
utmost importance [47]. Previously, the university was viewed 
as supporting innovation by providing trained personnel, the 
results of research and knowledge [48]. In transitioning to a 
Knowledge Society, however, the university has played an 
increasingly significant role, acting alongside industry and 
government [49] and becoming a source of innovation [48].  

Ranga and Etzkowitz [46] describe three reasons why this 
enhanced role of the university came about. The first is 
because of the addition of what is referred to as the university 
‘third mission’ – i.e., involvement in socio-economic 
development – alongside the traditional academic missions of 
teaching and research [46]. The second reason regards the 
university’s capacity to provide students with new ideas, 
abilities and talent being viewed as an asset [46]. The third 
reason involves universities’ ability to produce technology, 
thus altering the perception of them simply as a source of 
knowledge to a new source of technology generation [46].  

The triple helix not only conveys a transformation in the 
relationship between university, industry and government, but 
also within the individual sectors whereby each increasingly 
“takes the role of the other” [48] and where learning, 
knowledge and innovation within the triple helix has the 
potential to sustain competitiveness for the wider economy 
and value for society at large [50]. This intersection of the 
spheres fosters innovation, better enabling the triple helix to 
address complex social problems, which as discussed by 
Hardy, et al., [34], is what many cross-sectoral collaborations 
are intended to do.  

There is a large body of literature that discusses industry, 
government and academic collaboration – in relation to social 
issues – without necessarily referencing the triple helix. For 
example, Kemp [51] describes the activities of a non-profit 
that was created through industry, academic and government 
collaboration to improve disaster recovery efforts. Other 
examples of literatures mentioning collaboration between the 
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three sectors – either all three directly or between two and one 
(e.g. government) indirectly – with respect to social problems 
are: food security [52, 53], healthcare [54, 55], water safety 
and security [56], and poverty reduction [57]. 
 

░ 5. APPLICABILITY OF 
EFFECTUATION TO MULTISECTOR 
COLLABORATION – SOCIAL 
ENTREPRENEURSHIP 
In reviewing the literatures on multisector collaboration and 
effectuation, it became evident using the grounded theoretical 
reviewing process that an insight was emerging – that being 
the idea that in looking for evidence of effectual thinking in 
the context of multisector collaboration, there appeared to be a 
link to social entrepreneurship [58]. One sees this when social 
entrepreneurship is found to be more innovative; especially in 
the context of found opportunities [59]. When multiple sectors 
collaborate with the goal of tackling a complex social or 
societal problem, it can be argued that, in this context, they are 
engaged in social entrepreneurship. The term collective social 
entrepreneurship delineates that several actors play a role in 
addressing a social issue [60-62], therefore, supporting the 
present paper’s classification of the organizations 
collaborating across multiple sectors as social entrepreneurs. 
Though, the context of interest is that of instances where 
organizations representing multiple sectors (i.e., 
representatives from the academic, industry and government 
sectors) are collaborating in some kind of venture/undertaking 
in attempting to address a particular social problem. Thus, 
instances of social entrepreneurship that entail venture creation 
where ‘venture’ is viewed more broadly as any collaborative 
undertaking is the context of interest and perspective taken in 
the present paper. For example, Haugh [63] speaks to this in 
her definition of social entrepreneurship as “those activities 
associated with the perception of opportunities to create social 
value and the creation of social purpose organizations to 
pursue them” (p. 1). Somewhat more narrowly, Zahra, et al. 
[64] describe social entrepreneurship as encompassing “the 
activities and processes undertaken to discover, define, and 
exploit opportunities in order to enhance social wealth by 
creating new ventures…” (p. 522) – more narrowly because of 
their restriction of social entrepreneurship to situations of 
venture creation rather than more broadly as all activities and 
process [65]. Recall that effectuation involves entrepreneurs 
actively thinking about their own resources in addition to those 
of like-minded stakeholders when contemplating what might 
be possible. Interestingly, Brieger and De Clercq [66] suggest 
that individual-level resources play a significant role in 
influencing the extent to which social value creation goals are 
evident or emphasised. 

The focus on social entrepreneurship in the context of 
multisector collaboration is very relevant given the fact that 
when multiple sectors collaborate – such as the triple helix of 
academia, industry and government – they have the potential 
to generate innovative solutions to very complex 
social/societal problems. This can occur when partners 
mutually acknowledge that they have interrelated interests and 
complimentary skill-sets, suggesting that working together to 
tackle these issues can be more successful than if any one 
sector attempted this individually. In fact, in their review of 
cross-sector collaborations, Selsky and Parker [67] note the 
increasing importance of these arrangements to address 
complex societal needs. Vurro, et al. [68] describe these cross-
sector social partnerships as “collaborative efforts across two 
or more sectors that search for more effective…approaches to 
solve complex social problems” (p. 39). The focal context 
necessitates, however, that these “approaches” to address 
complex social problems involves venture development, thus 
rationalizing why there is merit in analyzing the applicability 
of effectuation to such multisector collaboration.  

The motive for undertaking venture creation designed to 
address some significant, complex social issue is often an 
aspiration of the social entrepreneur (e.g. the sectors) to “do 
something”, however, the exact nature of that something is not 
always clear at the onset [58]. Effectual logic can thus be 
applied to this venture creation process since it is employed 
when the future is more ambiguous. Because there is 
uncertainty about goals, “effectual rationality lies in exercising 
control over what can be done with resources at hand, rather 
than optimizing decisions about what ought to be done given a 
set of predictions about what happens next” [18]. Social 
entrepreneurs draw from resources within their grasp [58] and 
create value by combining resources in new ways [69-71]. 
They are, therefore, epitomizing the use effectual logic. 
Specifically, these actions relate to the bird-in-hand principle 
of effectuation theory. By utilizing one’s traits and abilities; 
their education, training, and expertise; as well as their social 
and professional networks – i.e., all of the resources within 
their grasp – they are able to determine what they can do. 
Social entrepreneurs, like effectuators, actively engage in 
collaboration and partnership development to overcome 
resource constraints and evolve their ideas/goals [72]. 

Yusuf and Sloan [58] note that a positive outcome of this 
behaviour is that unexpected outcomes can be “absorbed” and 
opportunities created through them. Unlike other decision-
making models, such as causal reasoning, whereby there is a 
focus on avoiding surprises and preventing them from 
occurring, effectual reasoning recognizes that that not all 
surprises are bad, and if they occur – whether good or bad – 
they can be leveraged and used as new inputs into the venture 
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creation process [4]. Thus, by “absorbing” unexpected 
outcomes (or surprises), effectual thinking is being applied. 
Specifically, this aligns with the lemonade principle whereby 
the entrepreneur is acknowledging and accepting contingency 
by using surprises to their advantage rather than trying to 
avoid them, overcome them or adapt to them [17]. 

These opportunities created by the social entrepreneur “are a 
function of the idiosyncrasies of the entrepreneur, especially 
his or her relationships” [73]. An opportunity is a favourable 
situation or set of circumstances for doing something [73], 
such as creating a market or a venture. This notion of those 
individuals with whom one interacts influencing an 
opportunity/ a situation to do something occurs when effectual 
logic is employed. For example, effectual logic does not 
assume pre-existent markets, and therefore, following the 
patchwork quilt principle, encourages the entrepreneur to 
interact with others and build partnerships so that a market can 
be created that reflects the collective vision of those involved 
in collaborating. [4]. Thus, the entrepreneur’s opportunity to 
create a market (i.e., to “do something”) is 
influenced/determined by the relationships they have. 
Furthermore, some of those with whom the effectual 
entrepreneur interacts self-select into the venture creation 
process by making commitments to the venture, each of which 
results in new means and goals [17]. As resources accumulate 
in the collaboration, constraints begin to emerge, reducing 
possible changes in future goals [17]. Therefore, it can be said 
that it is those who come on board and collectively ‘buy-in’ 
that determine the goals of the venture [17]. Thus, the 
entrepreneur’s opportunity for venture creation is also 
shaped/determined by his/her relationships.  

Johannisson [74] describes the distinction between opportunity 
effectuation in the context of for-profit ventures versus 
necessity effectuation in the context of social entrepreneurship 
where the development of social enterprises is designed to 
tackle and improve specific social/societal issues. When the 
social entrepreneur creates a venture to address and improve a 
social problem, this venture may be for-profit or non-profit 
[75]. If creating a non-profit venture, because any profits 
generated through the venture’s activity are reinvested into 
venture instead of distributed to members/shareholders, Yusuf 
and Sloan [58] note that what can be lost and yet still remain a 
viable venture must be assessed.  This idea of assessing 
acceptable losses relates to the principle of affordable loss 
which suggests that the entrepreneur determine and commit in 
advance to what they are willing to lose [17].  

To summarize, when multisector collaboration involves 
tackling a problem, it is because organizations from any one 
sector are unable to tackle the problem themselves and 

recognize that the nature of the problem/issue/task requires 
input from organizations representing multiple sectors. This is 
particularly true when the issue at hand concerns societal 
meta-problems [31-34]. Our context of interest is in the area of 
multisector collaboration where resulting venture creation can 
be viewed as social entrepreneurship rather than the more 
traditional, commercial profit motivated entrepreneurship. 
Thus, multisector collaboration involves different individuals, 
groups, organizations etc. committed to working together with 
the goal of providing benefits or added value that could not 
have been provided by any one sectoral partner alone [76,77].  

When this collaboration transcends sectors, e.g. when it 
crosses academic, industry and government sector boundaries 
(i.e., when a triple helix is formed), there is the potential for 
the generation of solutions to complex social problems. In 
tackling these problems, and creating a venture to do so, the 
representatives from these sectors are acting as social 
entrepreneurs [69]. In reviewing the literature on multisector 
collaboration where social entrepreneurship is evident [58, 69, 
70, 71, 73, 75], one can see indirect reference to numerous 
aspects of social entrepreneurs effectuating and where 
effectuation theory is evident. Effectuation appears, therefore, 
to be very applicable to multisector collaboration when the 
nature of the collaborative efforts involves establishing a 
venture to tackle complex social/societal problems i.e., it is in 
the realm of social entrepreneurship.  

As mentioned in our introduction and as corroborated in the 
grounded theoretical literature review, there is a secondary aim 
to illustrate an additional concept – entrepreneurial bricolage – 
as something that supports one of the core principles of 
effectuation. An overview of the concept is provided below, as 
is a discussion of bricolage in relation to effectuation and its 
applicability in the context of multisector collaboration; 
especially in the context of multisector collaborative efforts 
that can be seen as epitomizing the ethos of social 
entrepreneurship. 
 

░ 6. BRICOLAGE 
The concept of bricolage was first introduced by Claude Levi-
Strauss [78] to differentiate the actions of an engineer and 
those of a bricoleur – the engineer has an intended design and 
focuses on obtaining the necessary tools and materials, 
whereas the bricoleur makes do with whatever materials are at 
hand. At the time of its introduction, bricolage was thus 
centred around the idea of “making do with what is at hand” 
[78]. In 2005, however, Baker and Nelson [5] offered a more 
integrative definition of the concept – within the context of 
entrepreneurship – as “making do by applying combinations of 
the resources at hand to new problems and opportunities” (p. 
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333). The three elements that make up Baker and Nelson’s 
definition of bricolage are described below; however, it is first 
necessary to highlight that the context of interest is in the area 
of multisector collaboration where venture creation can be 
viewed as social entrepreneurship rather than the more 
traditional, commercial, profit-motivated entrepreneurship.  

Servantie and Rispal [15] note that many papers investigating 
social entrepreneurship and its processes emphasize bricolage 
as an important component [79-84]. Because this paper argues 
that when multiple sectors collaborate (e.g. government, 
academia and industry) with the intent of generating solutions 
to complex social/societal problems – and this results in the 
creation of a venture – they can be classified as social 
entrepreneurs; therefore, bricolage – like effectuation – is very 
applicable to multisector collaboration. 

The first element of bricolage concerns making do. This 
involves being actively engaged with problems or 
opportunities, i.e., making the most of them as opposed to 
contemplating whether a feasible outcome can be reached 
based on what is at hand [5]. Additionally, this includes the 
entrepreneur displaying a “willful tendency” to disregard the 
common limitations associated with the available resources 
and instead insists on testing them, trying out solutions and 
dealing with what results [5]. Many social entrepreneurship 
initiatives operate in resource-constrained environments which 
leads them to employ bricolage by making do with what is at 
hand [85]. 

Secondly, bricolage involves the combination of resources for 
new purposes. Entrepreneurs utilizing bricolage combine and 
reuse the resources at hand for functions in which they were 
not originally intended [5]. This combination of resources for 
new and different applications can lead the entrepreneur to 
innovative discoveries [5]. 

The third, and final, element of bricolage concerns the 
resources at hand. These resources can be the physical goods 
and materials that are readily available to the entrepreneur, as 
well as their skills or knowledge [5]. Thus, the resources do 
not strictly have to be of a tangible nature. Baker and Nelson 
[5] note that all of such resources also include those that the 
entrepreneur is able to obtain for free or at minimal cost, 
mainly because others often judge them as useless or inferior, 
but as put by Lévi-Strauss [78], “they may always come in 
handy” (p. 18).  

In breaking down the definition of bricolage and providing a 
brief overview of each of its components, a clear connection 
can be seen between this concept and effectuation. It is known 
that when effectuation is used, the entrepreneur considers who 
they are (i.e., their traits and abilities), what they know (i.e., 

their education, training, and expertise), and whom they know 
(i.e., their social and professional networks) before action is 
taken [4]. Thus, effectuation processes begin by the 
entrepreneur focusing on the means at their disposal. This too 
is what an entrepreneur using bricolage does – they use the 
resources at hand. Additionally, when engaged in bricolage, by 
making do the entrepreneur is disregarding the limitations 
frequently associated with the resources at hand and instead 
utilizing them as efficiently as possible. These resource 
limitations are viewed as both a problem and an opportunity 
for the bricoleur [20]. Those utilizing bricolage will solve the 
problem in an innovative way using what is on hand or will 
combine the available resources to create an opportunity. This 
is essentially what the effectual entrepreneur does – in 
identifying existing means one is able to determine what they 
can do and subsequently utilizes such means to solve problems 
or generate opportunities in their venture creation process. 
Thus, the making do and resources at hand elements of 
bricolage are like the bird-in-hand principle of effectuation 
theory. The combination of resources suggested in bricolage 
does not directly overlap with effectuation, as do the other two 
elements, however, it still has relevance in our context of 
interest. Mair and Martí [69] define social entrepreneurship as 
“a process of creating value by combining resources in new 
ways…” (p.37). This, therefore, directly relates to the 
combination of resources facet of bricolage involving 
combining and reusing the resources readily available for new 
purposes.  

An excellent literature review on the growing research area at 
the intersection between bricolage and social entrepreneurship 
is provided by Janssen, et al. [14] in highlighting some 
important issues that have yet to be fully addressed. Apart 
from the more obvious calls for future research to involve 
using different methodologies, different institutional and 
national contexts, and different resource constrained 
environments, there are two additional topics that are less 
overt. Firstly, there is still a need to better understand altruism, 
benevolence and the processes of persuasion of significant 
others and value creation as facets of ‘social bricolage’ [83]. 
This also ties in nicely with the aspect of effectuation that 
involves obtaining stakeholder buy-in/commitments. 
Secondly, there is merit in examining the mechanisms by 
which resources are enacted and mobilized at the individual 
and organizational levels, but also to investigate contexts 
where bricolage is employed in tandem with such practices as 
bootstrapping or strategic alliances resulting in novel or better 
collaboration – which once again can be seen to be supportive 
of effectuation and more so in the context of multisector 
collaboration. 
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░ 7. DISCUSSION AND AVENUES FOR 
FUTURE RESEARCH 
It is generally held that the underlying drive for social 
entrepreneurship is the creation of social value rather than 
maximizing personal or shareholder wealth and that often this 
is characterized by pattern-breaking change or innovation via 
the creation of new configurations of resources or capabilities 
[86]. Bouchard [87] suggests that different social actors 
working together, and interacting can often lead to new norms, 
values, and rules thus challenging the status quo. Together, 
these concepts clearly point to a role for social actors across 
different sectors within the triple helix to work together 
collaboratively, not exclusively to create wealth, but more 
importantly to tackle social problems and to create social 
value. 

We hope to have illustrated that with an emphasis on: 
affordable loss rather than expected returns; strategic alliances 
and collaboration rather than competitive analysis; 
exploitation of contingencies rather than exploitation of pre-
existing knowledge; and controlling an unpredictable future 
rather than predicting an uncertain one, effectuation and 
bricolage in the contexts of social entrepreneurship within 
multisector, triple helix-type collaboration is a complex set of 
interactions that appears to be under-researched. In addition, 
the underlying logic of an effectual approach to social 
entrepreneurship necessitates a complete policy re-think since 
multisector, triple helix collaborative efforts will have a 
significant role to play in supporting social innovation, yet 
there is insufficient evidence available to inform government 
(or any individual sector organization) regarding how they can 
influence, support, and facilitate appropriate multisector 
collaborative venture creation – where again, it is prudent to 
remind the reader that the intent in using the term ‘venture’ is 
to convey collaborative effort/initiative; not necessarily 
company creation.  

A review of the multisector collaboration literature, where it 
assumes a social entrepreneurship orientation, would seem to 
indicate that these types of collaborations are enacted by 
entrepreneurially-minded triple helix actors that exhibit 
common or complementary visions and interest. In addition, 
the collaboration allows for multiple perspectives to co-define 
and co-develop the problem and potential solution by 
integrating disparate knowledge from across the three sectors 
of government, academia and industry in order to alleviate 
increased complexity and to share resources in tackling these 
larger ‘meta’ problems. Collaboration starts with relationships 
amongst key actors who all subscribe to the notion of 
leveraging contingencies and constantly examining and re-
examining means and goals. These are all hallmarks of an 

entrepreneurial process that epitomises effectual logic and 
bricolage. 

Figure 2 depicts the intersection of the triple helix as the 
location where social entrepreneurship efforts can occur, but it 
does not preclude instances of more traditional commercial 
entrepreneurship – where effectuation and bricolage might 
also be evident. What is beyond the scope of this paper is to 
address the nature of collaboration and/or 
entrepreneurship/venture creation in the intersection between 
government and academia, industry and academia, or 
government and industry; which presumably can also assume 
both commercial and social orientations. Our point is that 
when all three sectors are involved in collaborative efforts, 
they have the potential to tackle complex social issues and, in 
the process, venture creation may ensue. This multisector 
collaborative venture creation can often be framed as having a 
social entrepreneurship orientation and this, therefore, lends 
itself to further examination under the theoretical lenses of 
effectuation and bricolage, with a concomitant re-examination 
of the nature of the interactions within multisector 
collaboration to inform more traditional entrepreneurship 
activities. Future research could endeavour to determine the 
extent to which the identified ‘trifecta’ of 1) effectuation and 
bricolage in 2) social entrepreneurship/social innovation can 
better inform/assist in 3) triple helix-type multisector 
collaboration. 
 

░ 8. CONCLUSION 
The contribution to the literature that our paper attempts 
regarding effectuation is conceptual in nature and although 
data are not presented, the paper “contribute(s) to the 
developmental state of a research program and can influence 
research methods used in later studies [24]. However, it is 
noted that effectuation is moving toward an intermediate state 
of research [24]. In this state, measures can be developed, and 
relationships tested, but it is suggested by Perry, et al. [24] that 
researchers also consider whether effectuation is conceptually 
related to other theories – which is illustrated in the present 
paper. Once a conceptual relationship is established, then 
future research could involve a more empirical approach – a 
concept must be sufficiently understood before it is measured 
and tested [24].  

In addition, from an ontological, epistemological and 
axiological perspective, our paper supports the work of 
researchers like Packard [88] and Garud, et al. [89] who argue 
for adopting significantly more distributed and emergent views 
of the process of entrepreneurship such that the individuals 
involved in entrepreneurial behaviour rather than abstract 
markets are highlighted through interpretivist and 
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performative lenses. In particular, Garud, et al. [89] emphasize 
the significance of studying entrepreneurship through a 
performative lens which entails an acknowledgement that the 
processes of entrepreneurship are “constituted, de-constituted, 
and re-constituted through the sayings and doings of multiple 
socially embedded and materially embodied actors who 
attempt to make meaning of unfolding processes”. A 
performative perspective attempts to reconcile the fact that 
these socially embedded and materially embodied actors 
within various institutions possess the ability to transform 
current institutional configurations under conditions whereby 
“the very arrangements that accord agency for some deny 
agency to others who may want change” [89]. All of this 
points to the significance of better understanding bricolage and 
effectuation – in the context of non-commercial 
entrepreneurship such as that seen in triple helix, multisector 
collaborative social entrepreneurship undertakings. 

Ultimately, bricolage, and the elements that make up this 
concept, can be linked to a core component of effectuation 
theory. Servantie and Rispal [15] argue that in social 
entrepreneurship, bricolage and effectuation enable a better 
understanding of resource scarcity, capture, and 
reallocation/combination such that in combination, greater 
social value is created – which brings us full circle to Fisher’s 
[6] assertion that both effectuation and bricolage involve: (1) 
existing resources serving as a source of entrepreneurial 
opportunity; (2) taking action is a mechanism for overcoming 
resource constraints; (3) community is a catalyst for venture 
emergence and growth; and (4) resource constraints are a 
source of creative innovation. In addition, it is a relevant 
concept in the social entrepreneurship literatures, so it is social 
entrepreneurship by organizations engaged in multisector 
collaboration which is what this paper argues what they are 
doing when they address social issues, therefore, making 
bricolage – like effectuation – applicable to multisector 
collaboration. 

Figure 2, is an attempt to capture the context of this paper. 
What has been illustrated and argued in this paper is that 
within the context of triple helix, multisector collaborative 
efforts, often times the issue(s) being addressed are comprised 
of the kinds of meta-problems that are of a social/societal 
nature and thus, venture creation assumes more of a social 
entrepreneurial orientation. Further, when one looks at the 
activities of the organizations across the sectors collaborating 
in these various undertakings, there is evidence of effectual 
behaviour and bricolage; but neither of these is exclusively 
restricted to the context of social entrepreneurship. 

 

Figure 2: Effectuation and Bricolage in the context of social 
entrepreneurship in the Triple Helix 
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