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During the economic disruption caused by the COVID-19 pandemic, small and medium-sized
enterprises (SMEs) have adopted various crisis management techniques, including bricolage-
coping strategies, to strengthen their organizational resilience. However, the specific impact
of bricolage on SMEs' resilience and the factors influencing this relationship are not fully
understood. Our study explores a theoretical framework that suggests the effectiveness of
the bricolage-resilience relationship is contingent on government support and business
process innovation during crises. An analysis of responses from the Korean Innovation Survey
2021 shows that SMEs utilizing bricolage strategies exhibit greater resilience than those
relying solely on conventional crisis responses. Interestingly, the resilience implication of
bricolage diminishes when firms receive government financial aid or engage in business
process innovations. This suggests that government financial support might reduce the
necessity for self-reliant resilience strategies in firms practicing bricolage, while business
process innovation may create challenges in productive resource orchestration between firm
survival and growth.
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Introduction

he COVID-19 pandemic triggered a significant economic

disturbance, leading to global financial instability. This rare

and unpredictable event profoundly affected numerous
industries, particularly impacting small and medium-sized
enterprises (SMEs). These businesses encountered supply chain
disruptions, demand reductions, and increased transaction costs
(Clauss et al., 2021; Kuckertz et al., 2020; Levy, 2021). SMEs,
inherently vulnerable, struggled to generate increased innovation
returns during such crises (Soluk et al., 2021). Measures imple-
mented to mitigate viral transmission served to further sever
SMEs from their established market bases, intensifying their
challenges (Shepherd, 2020). These combined difficulties resulted
in significant revenue losses and a heightened risk of business
failure. In response, SMEs need to adopt comprehensive crisis
management strategies (Williams et al., 2017). It is crucial for
firms to assess their capacity to restore, maintain, and renew their
ongoing business operations by utilizing available resources to
counter the effects of disruptive external events, termed organi-
zational resilience (OR) (Bhamra et al., 2011; Giustiniano et al.,
2018; Tengblad and Oudhuis, 2018). The literature on crisis
management emphasizes various strategies to support OR,
including entrepreneurial initiatives (Bishop, 2019; Doern et al,,
2019), strategic decision-making processes (Probert and Turnbull,
2011), contingency planning (Zsidisin et al, 2005), effective
communication protocols (Coombs, 2015), and building colla-
borative partnerships (Patrucco et al, 2021; Radziwon et al,
2021).

While previous research provides invaluable insights, analyzing
individual actions in isolation may not fully capture the complex
and multifaceted crisis-response strategies crucial for SMEs in
managing crises (Crupi et al,, 2021). Given the inherent chal-
lenges the firms face, including limited resources, unstructured
management, and lack of multidisciplinary skills (Seo, 2019),
there is significant potential for adopting versatile recovery
approaches under these constraints (Williams et al., 2017). For
SMEs with little experience in crisis management, a flexible,
spontaneous, and adaptive approach to liquidity management
may prove more effective than rigid methods during crises
(Brown and Rocha, 2020). Such a strategy involves dynamically
reallocating internal resources, acquiring external resources, and
adjusting operational routines that are effective in ordinary
business conditions (Kuckertz et al., 2020). Developing a com-
prehensive theoretical framework that captures the convertible
and manifold nature of SMEs’ crisis-response strategies could
enhance their resilience to crisis-induced challenges (Glynn,
2021). This holistic view could provide a more thorough under-
standing of how SMEs can effectively navigate crises, promoting a
robust and sustainable OR.

We suggest that the bricolage strategy offers a valid theoretical
framework for the firms’ idiosyncratic approach to productive
organizational crisis management. Bricolage, at its core, repre-
sents a firm’s ability to creatively use diverse resource combina-
tions to tackle new challenges and capitalize on arising
opportunities under constrained circumstances (Baker and
Nelson, 2005). SMEs employing bricolage approaches as crisis-
response strategies tend to skillfully capitalize on the alignment
between internal and external resources (Doern et al., 2019)
which, in turn, can lead to increased resilience in their innovation
processes to overcome challenges brought on by exogenous crises
(Giustiniano et al., 2018). In their study on the COVID-19
pandemic, Kuckertz et al. (2020) observed that entrepreneurs
adapted to new opportunities and operational paths by adopting a
bricolage approach, effectively navigating unknown management
challenges. Boin (2009) argued that the effectiveness of an orga-
nization’s crisis-response strategy, closely tied to its resilience,
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depends on its capacity for improvisation, coordination, flex-
ibility, and endurance, enabling rapid recovery and timely
adaptation. These perspectives imply that utilizing a bricolage
strategy could create an environment that allows SMEs to
enhance their OR, strengthening their ability to withstand the
effects of external shocks.

Nevertheless, the extent to which SMEs’ bricolage strategy
enhances their resilience remains insufficiently underexplored in
existing research, presenting a compelling field for further
investigation. The knowledge gap is not about whether firms
benefit from employing a bricolage strategy for resilience, but
rather about the specific conditions under which its benefits are
materialized (Duymedjian and Riling, 2010). We posit that the
resilience implication of bricolage strategy is dependent on the
internal and external countermeasures adopted by bricoleur
SMEs to rejuvenate their operations against crises. These mea-
sures could include utilizing government support externally
(Juergensen et al., 2020) or initiating business process innovations
internally (Aliasghar et al., 2020). Shedding light on the specific
circumstances that may influence firms’ crisis management
efforts will contribute to refining existing theoretical lenses for the
phenomenon understanding and guiding managerial practices for
improved resilience outcomes (Yu and Wang, 2021). By exam-
ining these subtleties, we aim to provide more applicable insights
for organizations facing the complexities of crises.

Our objective is to investigate the specific conditions under
which SMEs benefit from adopting a bricolage strategy for OR
during crises. The central research question is: What factors
influence the effectiveness of a bricolage strategy for SMEs” OR in
crises? We introduce the concept of a bricolage-resilience
mechanism, which affects firms’ strategic direction and is influ-
enced by deliberate choices to acquire external resources and
reconfigure internal ones, notably through governmental support
and business process innovation. Utilizing data from 3179
responses in the Korean Innovation Survey (KIS) 2021, we pro-
vide empirical evidence that clarifies the conditional circum-
stances that enable the bricolage approach to enhance resilience
against external shocks. This research enriches the growing field
of crisis management studies. Additionally, our study sheds light
on the bricolage-resilience relationship, moderated by institu-
tional interventions (i.e., government financial and operational
support) and independent proactive measures (i.e., business
process innovation) (Linnenluecke, 2017). These findings con-
tribute to a deeper understanding of the complexities of SME
crisis management, offering significant theoretical insights and
practical recommendations in an era marked by continuous and
increasing global challenges.

Theory and hypotheses

Organizational resilience in crisis management. Crisis man-
agement fundamentally involves a systematic approach to
recognizing and confronting crises to minimize potential harm,
(Ardito et al., 2021). Coombs (2015) further developed this
notion by categorizing the management of crises into three dis-
tinct phases: preparation and prevention before the crisis,
response during, and learning and revision after the crisis. In the
face of disruptive crises, organizations are compelled to deploy
dynamic and resilient strategies (Glynn, 2021; Patrucco et al.,
2021). Such circumstances necessitate that firms adapt their
operational processes and managerial practices, thereby testing
their adaptive capacity to handle disruptions and maintain
operational functionality (Tengblad and Oudhuis, 2018). This
organizational capacity is referred to as OR, a concept further
defined by Williams et al. (2017) as a firm’s ability to interact with
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the environment in a way that positively adjusts and maintains its
functioning before, during, and after adversities.

Resilience in this context signifies a firm’s capability to absorb
exogenous shocks and adapt to disruptive events that threaten its
existence, all while preserving its core functionality (Su and Junge,
2023). This concept has been employed in crisis management
research to explain how organizations effectively respond to and
manage the adversities induced by crises to recover functionally
(Giustiniano et al., 2018). Hamel and Vilikangas (2003) depict
resilience as an ongoing process within organizations to
anticipate, mitigate, and recuperate from disruptions that have
potentially unpredictable and detrimental impacts. Boin (2009)
emphasizes the endeavor of resilient organizations to augment
their absorptive and adaptive capacity in preparation for and
management of emerging, uncertain threats. Adding to this
discourse, Iftikhar et al. (2021) introduce a distinction within
resilience-as-capability, identifying two forms: (a) proactive
resilience, which is the foresight and monitoring ability of an
organization to anticipate and manage potential events and
evolving conditions before they compromise functionality, and
(b) reactive resilience, defined as the agility of an organization in
responding to disruptive events to restore operations, maintain
core functions, or transition to a new, desirable state. The latter
form aligns more closely with the OR concept and is particularly
relevant to this study.

Delving into the theoretical aspects of OR, a significant body of
research has identified common traits among resilient organiza-
tions (Giustiniano et al., 2018; Glynn, 2021; McManus et al., 2008;
Tengblad and Oudhuis, 2018). Despite the diversity in con-
ceptualizations, there is an emphasis on the adaptive capacity of
organizations during disruptive crises (Friedman et al., 2016;
Soluk et al., 2021), highlighting the ability of self-adaptation to
mitigate uncertain damages, anticipate future losses, and foster
prompt responses to threats (Aggarwal et al., 2017). This focus on
adaptation is crucial for long-term success. Moreover, flexibility
in exploiting and exploring resources is underscored, legitimizing
business continuity in turbulent markets (McManus et al., 2008)
and advocating for agile managerial practices to navigate
uncertainties (Iftikhar et al., 2021). The role of resources in crisis
management is also explored, proposing that resilient firms
strategically reserve economic and non-economic resources to
navigate unpredictable consequences (Ardito et al., 2021), thereby
enhancing overall resilience.

Acknowledging the various facets of OR, the literature
collectively indicates the significance of a firm’s ability to adapt
its resources to new contexts and recombine them innovatively
during crises, a key aspect for survival and continuity (Kuckertz
et al., 2020). Resilience serves as a prerequisite for firms to not
only survive but also capitalize on new opportunities and revive
their business through crisis-driven innovation activities (Gius-
tiniano et al., 2018). Clauss et al. (2021) argue that firms resilient
in crises are those that continue to pursue innovation to create
and capture value. This aligns with observations that strategic
adaptations and innovative approaches in response to crises can
provide survival benefits for firms (Wenzel et al., 2021). As the
COVID-19 crisis has demonstrated, firms should evaluate the
impact of crises on innovation and consider additional innova-
tions to exploit new opportunities for value creation (Sharma
et al, 2022). In essence, the literature accentuates the role of
adaptation in ensuring OR during crises, positing that firms
effectively leveraging their resources, maintaining flexibility, and
adapting strategies to emerging challenges are better positioned to
navigate uncertainties and sustain long-term success.

Focusing on firms’ OR in terms of their innovation activities,
we recognize that innovation is integral to increasing firm
productivity and growth (Audretsch et al, 2014). Continuous

innovation is essential for long-term success, as discontinuation
or reduction in innovation investments during external crises can
significantly impair firm performance. This is particularly true
given that a substantial portion of investment in innovation is
often tied to skilled knowledge workers (Wright et al., 2018).
Dismissing these workers or abandoning innovation projects not
only results in the loss of valuable knowledge assets but also
incurs significant costs. Therefore, emphasizing firms’ OR in
innovation activities is vital to understanding the organizational
implications of firms’ strategies during crises. This study aims to
shed light on these dynamics, highlighting the importance of
maintaining innovation trajectories to ensure resilience and
sustain growth amidst challenges.

Bricolage strategy of SMEs. During the unprecedented COVID-
19 pandemic, characterized by concurrent supply and demand
shocks, SMEs faced considerable challenges. The stringent
infection-control measures imposed significant operational con-
straints on businesses, with many struggling to maintain their
conventional operations. SMEs, in particular, were acutely
impacted due to their inherent vulnerabilities like resource scar-
city and a general lack of preparedness (Bhamra et al., 2011). This
vulnerability was compounded by their limited strategic options
in counteracting the adverse effects of the crisis, such as liquidity
issues, existential threats, curtailment of innovation activities, and
growth obstacles under the heightened pressures of an external
shock (Brown and Rocha, 2020; Clauss et al., 2021). The reliance
of SMEs on specific business models further exacerbates their
risks, as it narrows their risk management capacities and con-
stricts their access to private financing (Sharma et al., 2022).

However, these challenges that make SMEs vulnerable also
catalyze their entrepreneurial drive to develop multiple, flexible,
and adaptable crisis-response strategies, leveraging their entre-
preneurial nature for business continuity (Beliaeva et al., 2020).
This agility and resourcefulness are crucial for SMEs to navigate
through crisis-induced challenges, steering toward recovery
(Santos et al., 2020). In this context, research on crisis manage-
ment has pinpointed several critical factors and strategies that
bolster SMEs’ resilience during crises. Puumalainen et al. (2023)
argued that strategic orientation, particularly in the form of
resource reconfiguration to seize entrepreneurial opportunities
and adapt to fluctuating market demands, is vital for SMESs’ crisis
performance. Kuckertz et al. (2020) reveal that strategic crisis
responses entail a blend of diverse, experimental measures,
underpinned by relational and financial capabilities. These
measures can range from leveraging the goodwill of partners
and mutual support, tapping into social capital in communities,
marshaling capital through internal channels, to seeking govern-
ment assistance. Williams et al. (2017) advocate for the adoption
of spontaneous approaches in SMEs to efficiently utilize and
combine available resources within and outside the organization
as a viable recovery strategy. Such strategies enable SMEs to
respond with agility and flexibility, effectively confronting the
challenges posed by the crisis. By adopting these methodologies,
SMEs can significantly boost their resilience, thereby enhancing
their prospects of successfully navigating through the tumultuous
period of crises.

The extensive body of literature on crisis-response strategies
for SMEs has predominantly centered on well-defined frame-
works and methodologies. Yet, there is an emerging interest in
exploring the efficacy of employing a bricolage strategy to
enhance crisis performance among these firms. The concept of
bricolage is central to understanding how firms improvise under
pressure by creatively leveraging available resources to navigate
new opportunities and threats, especially in demanding situations
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(Baker and Nelson, 2005). Bricolage is a spontaneous approach
that involves utilizing and recombining available resources to
address specific needs and challenges (Halme et al.,, 2012; Witell
et al, 2017). Originating from Lévi-Strauss’s anthropological
work in 1962, the concept of bricolage underscores a unique
interaction with the environment where individuals create new
forms and order using readily available tools and materials. Baker
and Nelson (2005) expanded on this by identifying three defining
characteristics of bricolage: improvisation, using the resources at
hand, and the creative recombination of resources.

In their groundbreaking work, Senyard et al. (2014) pioneered
the concept of bricolage operationalization through the develop-
ment of the bricolage scale, which is specifically designed to
evaluate a firm’s capacity to strategically and creatively utilize
existing resources in resource-scarce environments. This scale has
gained considerable traction in a variety of studies (e.g., An et al.,
2018; Stenholm and Renko, 2016; Yu and Wang, 2021), under-
scoring its significant applicability and usefulness across diverse
contexts. The foundational concept of this scale is rooted in Baker
and Nelson’s (2005) interpretation of bricolage, which they define
as the improvisational actions of entrepreneurs faced with resource
limitations. Bricolage is characterized by entrepreneurs addressing
new challenges without the benefit of additional resources, thereby
emphasizing the ingenious resource orchestration and utilization
required in such situations. However, Davidsson et al. (2017) have
pointed out a need for further refinement in measuring bricolage,
suggesting the development of more nuanced, context-specific
scales. Our study addresses this gap by focusing on measuring
firms’ bricolage strategies during the unique and challenging
circumstances of the COVID-19 pandemic. This approach not
only tailors the scale to this specific context but also ensures
alignment with the established concept of bricolage.

To apply this operationalization effectively in practice, it is
essential to acknowledge that while entrepreneurs operate in
resource-constrained environments, they still have access to some
resources that can be leveraged in creative ways. The COVID-19
pandemic represents a quintessential context for examining SMEs’
bricolage strategies, as it has imposed severe resource constraints,
propelling firms into uncharted operational territories. This crisis
is especially relevant for the service SMEs included in our study.
Prentice et al. (2021) highlight that service firms have been
disproportionately impacted by the pandemic, particularly in
terms of resource availability for their operations, more so than
other types of firms. This situation makes them ideal subjects for
investigating bricolage strategies tailored to respond to the unique
challenges posed by the pandemic.

Bricolage strategy for SMEs’ organizational resilience. For the
bricolage strategy to be effectively applied, it presupposes that
firms face resource constraints due to penurious environments,
yet retain access to some resources that they can creatively utilize.
The COVID-19 pandemic presented an ideal context to examine
firms’ bricolage strategies. This unprecedented crisis created
extraordinary penurious environmental conditions, necessitating
unique adaptive strategies by firms. Particularly noteworthy is the
case of service firms included in this study. These firms are
relevant for assessing bricolage strategies in response to the
pandemic. Service firms have been disproportionately affected by
the pandemic, especially in terms of resource availability for
business operations, as compared to other types of firms, as
outlined by Prentice et al. (2021).

Improvisation in bricolage is not about the absence of
constraints but about an attitude of making do and rejecting
the restrictions imposed by specific conditions related to
resources (Senyard et al., 2014). Companies that adopt bricolage
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are determined to adapt and find ways to accomplish tasks
without the ideal tools, resources, or skills at their disposal. The
focus on utilizing resources at hand involves a critical examina-
tion of underutilized internal resources and the acquisition of
low-cost or free external resources, which may be perceived as
worthless by others but are deemed valuable by those employing
bricolage (An et al., 2018). Lastly, the creative recombination of
resources involves repurposing them for different, often innova-
tive uses. This facet of bricolage suggests that it can serve as an
alternative strategy for firms, particularly SMEs dealing with
resource constraints due to its improvisational and innovative
nature (Stenholm and Renko, 2016).

In the context of SMEs facing exogenous shocks like the
COVID-19 pandemic, adopting a bricolage approach could lead
to more flexible and diverse experiments with alternative
solutions to address resource scarcity issues and achieve a
resilient recovery. Bricolage inherently focuses on maximizing the
use of available resources when confronted with challenges (Crupi
et al, 2021; Duymedjian and Riling, 2010). Employing this
strategy results in a range of intertwined behaviors that aim to
discover new sources of capital and manage crisis-induced
adversities associated with resource constraints (Santos et al.,
2020). The resource constraints that are often exacerbated during
crises provide a fertile ground for employing a bricolage strategy,
becoming a crucial factor in discovering challenges and
opportunities through which a firm can reconfigure its resource
base for innovations (Baker and Nelson, 2005; Halme et al., 2012).
Despite the perceived risks, those engaging in bricolage are
receptive to experimenting with new options to exploit untapped
functions of resources (Santos et al., 2020).

Witell et al. (2017) have elucidated four functions of bricolage
that can be particularly beneficial for SMEs: addressing resource
scarcity proactively, efficiently utilizing what is on hand,
improvising when recombining resources, and fostering relation-
ships with external partners. These functions highlight the
potential of undefined yet promising methods for recombining
available resources, empowering SMEs to enhance their adaptive
capacity to prepare for and manage emerging contingencies with
uncertain threats in their innovation activities. Thus, developing
crisis-response initiatives based on a bricolage-coping strategy
presents a promising approach to fulfilling SMEs’ resilience
requirements for continued innovations in the face of adversity.
Given this theoretical foundation and the highlighted potential of
a bricolage strategy in crisis management, the following
hypothesis is proposed:

H1: Employing a bricolage strategy is positively related to
crisis-responding SMEs’ organizational resilience in inno-
vation activities.

Government support’s contingent role. Organizational crisis
management involves a strategic interplay between individual
firm initiatives and supportive policy measures from policy-
makers. In the face of the COVID-19 crisis, SMEs have
encountered severe challenges due to rapid declines in both
demand and supply, highlighting their reliance on external sup-
port for resilience (Juergensen et al., 2020). Government initia-
tives play a crucial role in this regard, offering policy schemes to
enhance business resilience, particularly for SMEs, and support-
ing their crisis-response actions (Williams et al., 2017). Given the
extensive damage caused by governments’ countermeasures, it is
unrealistic to expect firms, even resilient ones, to recover solely
through individual efforts (Bishop, 2019).

Government-led policy initiatives during crises are essential for
safeguarding economies and mitigating the impact on businesses,

| (2024)11:263 | https://doi.org/10.1057/541599-024-02771-6



ARTICLE

especially SMEs (Juergensen et al., 2020). These initiatives have
primarily focused on ensuring firms’ access to sufficient resources
for damage recovery and sustained operation, which is vital for
their economic contributions. Kuckertz et al. (2020) observed
prompt and decisive government responses to support SMEs in
crisis, including immediate institutional measures to address
survival threats like decreasing revenues and increasing costs.
Protective measures for SMEs have included financial support to
enhance capital resources (e.g., loan interest rate reductions,
improved loan accessibility, wage subsidies, direct payments) and
operational support to revive business operations (e.g., tax relief,
delayed loan payments, reduced operating costs, short-hour work
arrangements, customs and export fee assistance). An OECD
(2020) survey provided a cross-country analysis of SME policy
responses, revealing a combination of financial and operational
support by most governments, including grants, subsidies, wage-
support schemes, and deferrals of social security payments.

As SMEs face illiquidity challenges, they actively seek and utilize
government crisis-response support to access external resources
(Brown and Rocha, 2020; Juergensen et al, 2020). Research
examining the resilience implications of policy schemes for SMEs
during the COVID-19 crisis found that external support significantly
contributed to innovation activities for business survival, but not
necessarily for firm performance (Adam and Alarifi, 2021). Chen
et al. (2022) distinguished between the roles of payment relief and
financial support, finding that liquidity constraints were alleviated
more effectively by payment relief than by financial support,
underscoring the importance of operational support.

Linnenluecke (2017) highlighted the need to explore the impact
of institutional measures on resilience, asking which policy tools
or institutional supports foster resilience in crises. In response,
this study examines the relationship between firms employing a
bricolage strategy and their confidence in recovering from
disruptive events with the aid of government support in the
resilience process. Government support can enhance SMEs’
internal resource bases, thereby reinforcing the resilience
implications of their strategic decisions and behaviors, which
are geared toward flexible adaptation to the crisis. By adopting a
bricolage-coping strategy, firms can effectively exploit and
recombine available resources (Baker and Nelson, 2005). The
institutional environment, including government support, is
crucial in determining the potential effectiveness of firms’
improvisational approaches to resource exploitation and recom-
bination for resilient recovery (Kuckertz et al., 2020). Given the
different purposes of government financial and operational
support (Chen et al., 2022), we propose the following hypothesis:

H2: The bricolage-resilience relationship in crisis-
responding SMEs is positively contingent on the level of
government financial and operational support received.

Business process innovation’s contingent role. The COVID-19
crisis has significantly impacted the business landscape, compel-
ling firms to reassess and adapt their strategies to address the
challenges posed by such an unprecedented event. In this context,
Wengzel et al. (2021) delineate four strategic postures that firms
can adopt in response to disruptive events: retrenching, perse-
vering, exiting, and innovating. Among these, innovating stands
out as a forward-looking approach, striving to capitalize on new
opportunities that arise from crises. This innovative posture
necessitates creativity, strategic insight, and technical expertise to
develop and execute new business models that align with the
evolving market conditions. Innovation emerges as a key strategy
in overcoming the challenges induced by crises by integrating
internal and external resources to reform unsustainable

operational mechanisms (Clauss et al, 2021). Firms that are
proactive in recognizing potential adversities and opportunities
during a crisis are more inclined to pursue business innovations,
adapting effectively to changing market demands (Sharma et al.,
2022).

Business process innovation is a critical aspect of this strategy.
It involves identifying inefficiencies in existing business models
and redesigning operational mechanisms to enhance efficiency
and effectiveness (Frishammar et al., 2012). As defined by OECD/
Eurostat (2018), this type of innovation represents a significant
change in a firm’s business process for one or more functions.
Scholars concur that a business process encompasses interrelated
elements essential for value creation and capture, which mutually
reinforce each other (Clauss et al, 2021; Shepherd, 2020).
Engaging in business process innovation allows firms to
reconfigure the scope and scale of their organizational systems
to meet changing market demands, paving the way for novel
activities beyond existing ones. Hence, firms that adopt business
process innovation are well-positioned to respond effectively to
the challenges brought about by crises, pivoting their strategies
towards emerging opportunities and evolving market needs.

However, for SMEs grappling with crisis-induced challenges,
realizing the potential benefits of business process innovation may
pose difficulties. This challenge arises from the necessity of
significant resource investments and the complexities involved in
navigating such innovations (Beliaeve et al., 2020). The availability of
resources, which underpins the relationship between bricolage and
resilience, can be constrained by efforts to innovate existing business
processes that become unviable during a crisis. SMEs responding to
crises should thus consider developing new business process
innovations, as the adversities of the crisis have severely affected
their current processes (Kuckertz et al., 2020). While operational
diversification through innovative initiatives enables better adapta-
tion to changing market needs during turbulent times (Frishammar
et al,, 2012), these endeavors typically require resources beyond the
capacity of resource-constrained SMEs (Beliaeva et al., 2020). The
inherent disadvantages of SMEs, leading to inadequate resource
allocation for innovation, might impede the potential increased
returns from bricolage, consequently affecting their OR.

Implementing business process innovation during an economic
crisis demands significant alterations to a firm’s existing operations
to exploit new market opportunities. Concurrently, it is vital to
consider the resources consumed in transforming existing business
processes (Puumalainen et al,, 2023; Sharma et al, 2022). SMEs,
typically less adaptable than larger firms, may face inflexibility in
their resilience-by-bricolage initiatives due to their limited compe-
tencies. Seo (2019) argues that SMEs generally lack the essential
resources needed for successful business process innovation, thus
constraining their innovation capacity. The strong focus on resource
commitment for innovations may hinder the adaptive capacity of
bricoleur firms in managing disturbances and maintaining function-
ality (Beliaeve et al., 2020; Friedman et al,, 2016). It is suggested that
for bricoleur SMEs, an excessive emphasis on innovations to exploit
new opportunities can lead to a short-term insufficiency in resource
availability, ultimately impeding their ability to achieve resilient
adaptation in the aftermath of the crisis. Building upon these, the
following hypothesis is presented:

H3: The bricolage-resilience relationship in crisis-
responding SMEs is negatively contingent on the level of
their business process innovation.

Methods
Data and sample. The focus of this study is to examine how
firms’ resilience manifests in their innovation activities, especially
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Controls
Firm size; export intensity; listed firm;
new venture; clustering firm; industry
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and operational support

|
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@ Organizational
strategy H1 () resilience
H3 ()

Business process
innovation

Fig. 1 Research framework. This figure illustrates the research model used
in this study, along with the proposed hypotheses.

in the face of the unprecedented challenge presented by the
COVID-19 pandemic. To examine the theoretical framework
outlined in Fig. 1, we utilized the KIS 2021 data. This national
statistical survey, conducted by the Science and Technology
Policy Institute (STEPI) and authorized by Statistics Korea,
gathered information on the innovation activities of South Kor-
ean service firms in 2020. CEOs or top managers, who are in
charge of strategic planning, served as informants. The survey’s
design was aligned with the Oslo Manual 2018 (OECD/Eurostat,
2018), ensuring compatibility with the Community Innovation
Survey questionnaire, a tool frequently used in strategic man-
agement, entrepreneurship, and innovation research. The initial
KIS dataset encompassed data from 4000 firms across 33 service
industries, selected from a larger pool of 60,111 firms listed in the
Statistical Business Register of Statistics Korea.

In selecting firms for the sample, STEPI adhered to specific
criteria. These included establishment before 2018, a workforce of
over 10 full-time employees, and a minimum operational period
of three years by 2020. The selection process employed a stratified
and systematic sampling method. Out of the total sample, 3273
SMEs were selected, excluding those from industries with no
variation in the dependent variable (i.e., consistently zero OR
values). This exclusion was imperative to maintain the integrity of
the logistic regression models, which rely on variability in the
dependent variable to accurately estimate relationships between
variables. Firms with no variation in the dependent variable
would not provide meaningful data for analyzing factors
influencing OR and could potentially confound the effects of
industry-specific characteristics on it, thus affecting the precision
and interpretability of the regression results. Industry dummies
were included as controls in the models to further ensure the
robustness of the study’s findings. Further refinement was done
by removing firms categorized under “unclassified industry” to
prevent collinearity issues with other industry classifications. The
final sample comprised 3,179 SMEs, all with complete responses
to the research constructs. The general profile of the sample is
detailed in Table 1.

Measures and tool

Organizational resilience. Critical organizational actions essential
for a resilient response during adversity include sensemaking,
absorption, adaptation, and coordination (Su and Junge, 2023).
Within these, our study specifically zeroes in on absorption and
adaptation to operationalize firms’ OR in the context of innova-
tion activities. Absorption refers to the organization’s ability to
maintain normal functions and persist without significant chan-
ges, and adaptation indicates the capacity for flexible changes to
better align with adverse conditions (Su and Junge, 2023). While
absorption focuses on continuing an organization’s pre-
established strategic direction, adaptation emphasizes creating
new solutions to mitigate the negative impacts of adverse events
through the strategic deployment of firm resources.
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Table 1 Samples' profile.
Items Frequency Percentage
Full-time employees (2020)
<10 229 7.20
11-50 1460 4593
51-100 554 17.43
101-200 443 13.94
201-300 276 8.68
300+ 217 6.83
Average no. of employees 15
Industry classification
Wholesale and retail trade 540 16.99
Transportation and storage 396 12.46
Accommodation/food service activities 153 4.81
Information and communication 363 1.42
Financial and insurance activities 104 3.27
Real estate activities 168 5.28
Scientific and technical activities 418 13.15
Facilities management 638 20.07
Education 47 1.48
Human health and social work activities 284 8.93
Arts and sports 27 0.85
Repair and other services 41 1.29
(n=3179)

Aligning with this conceptual framework of OR, our study
estimates SMEs’ OR by employing a questionnaire item that
probes the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic on their firms’
innovation activities. This questionnaire comprises four items
(1 =yes, 0 =no), inquiring whether a firm’s planned innovation
activities were (1) dropped, (2) deferred, (3) implemented as
planned (reflecting the absorption aspect of resilience), or (4)
newly added during the pandemic (reflecting the adaptation
aspect of resilience). A firm maintaining or adding innovation
activities during a crisis demonstrates its resilience by either
persisting with its strategic direction (absorption) or adapting to
create new solutions (adaptation). We assign a value of one to the
variable if a firm’s innovation activities were either maintained or
expanded, indicating resilience. Conversely, a value of zero is
assigned if innovation activities were dropped or deferred,
suggesting a lack of resilience. This operationalization aligns
with previous studies that recognize OR as the endeavor of
resilient organizations to improve their absorptive and adaptive
capacity during adversities (Boin, 2009; Tengblad and Oudhuis,
2018).

Bricolage strategy. Bricolage, as a theoretical construct, is tradi-
tionally anchored in the flexibility and ingenuity in utilizing
available resources (Baker and Nelson, 2005). Our choice of
operationalization was guided by this principle, reflecting the
unique, spontaneous strategies employed by SMEs during the
unprecedented challenges of the COVID-19 pandemic. The
measures of bricolage strategy in this study reflect a facet of
bricolage—be it resource recombination, unconventional pro-
blem-solving, or improvisational and adaptive approaches (Sen-
yard et al., 2014; Halme et al., 2012). The pandemic’s constraints
necessitated multiple improvisational approaches, aligning with
the essence of bricolage as firms navigated resource scarcities and
operational disruptions (Crupi et al., 2021). We argue that these
actions, though diverse, collectively embody the essence of bri-
colage, resonating with its foundational premise in literature
(Duymedjian and Riiling, 2010). Thus, the surveyed responses are
not mere accumulations of actions but rather reflect the
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multifaceted, context-specific manifestations of bricolage under
crisis conditions.

Therefore, our approach involved the use of survey items that
asked respondents to identify the specific managerial actions their
firms took using the resources at hand to confront the adversities
brought about by COVID-19. These survey items encompassed a
wide range of potential responses, including (1) temporary
business shutdown, (2) export suspension, (3) implementation of
remote work, (4) suspension of production or services, (5)
introduction of new products or services, (6) changes in
production methods (such as assembly line redesign, installation
of remote control systems, and smart factory upgrades), (7)
modifications in inter-firm communication and management
policies (like establishing intra-virtual networks, promoting
remote meetings, and introducing shift work), (8) alterations in
external transactions (such as operating external virtual networks,
promoting remote meetings, operating electronic transaction
platforms, and conducting non-face-to-face marketing and
monitoring), (9) scheduled contract cancellations, (10) recruit-
ment cancellations, (11) layoffs, and (12) other actions. To
quantify a firm’s engagement in bricolage, we calculated the total
number of managerial actions undertaken by summing all the
selected items, thereby providing a numerical representation of
the firm’s bricolage strategy during the pandemic.

Government support. In response to the challenges posed by the
COVID-19 crisis, the Korean government has rolled out a variety
of public assistance measures aimed at supporting SMEs. To
understand the impact of these measures on firms’ innovation
activities, respondents in our survey were asked to evaluate the
extent to which each type of government support affected their
firms using a five-point Likert scale (1 = extremely low influence,
5 =extremely high influence). Building on the framework
established by Kuckertz et al. (2020), we categorized government
support into two main types: financial and operational.

First, government financial support is subdivided into two types:
(1) direct monetary support, which includes emergency job-security
subsidies, subsidies for paid vacations and remote work practices,
and subsidies for industries particularly hard-hit by COVID-19; and
(2) finance support, encompassing public investment, loans, special
government guarantees, and accounts-receivable insurance. These
financial measures are designed to directly infuse capital into
businesses and provide economic relief and stability. Second,
government operational support includes six types of assistance: (1)
tax support, which covers tax exemptions, due date extensions,
customs refunds, and customs assistance; (2) infrastructure support
for establishing contact-free work environments; (3) human
resources support, which entails recruitment for research depart-
ments and facilitating employee training and development; (4)
regulatory easing, such as easing regulations on the 52-h workweek
and environmental protections; (5) market-related support, includ-
ing marketing channel development; and (6) export support, which
assists firms in entering foreign markets.

To evaluate the overall impact of these government assistance
programs, we calculated the average values of the utility degrees
to which firms received each type of government financial or
operational support. This approach allowed us to gauge the
perceived effectiveness and influence of different types of support
on firms’ innovation activities, providing insights into the areas
where government assistance has been most impactful and where
further support may be needed.

Business process innovation. The Oslo Manual offers a compre-
hensive definition of business process innovation, describing it as
a significant change from a firm’s previous business processes,
encompassing new or improved practices in one or more business

functions and implemented by the firm (OECD/Eurostat, 2018).
Following this, the KIS operationalizes the measurement of
business process innovations across various functions: (a) pro-
duction, distribution, logistics, marketing, and sales of products;
(b) general administration and management; and (c) new service-
process development.

The survey asked respondents to report on their firms’
engagement in business process innovation over the past year,
focusing on six distinct types: (1) product manufacturing, which
includes activities such as engineering, technology testing, analysis,
and certification; (2) distribution and logistics, encompassing
delivery service, warehousing, and order processing; (3) marketing
and sales, which covers advertising, promotion, exhibitions, market
research, price setting, and customer service; (4) information and
communication systems, including hardware, software, data
processing, databases, maintenance, web hosting, and other
computer-related activities; (5) general administration and manage-
ment, involving roles and responsibilities, decision-making pro-
cesses, governance, accounting, bookkeeping, auditing, finance,
insurance, human resource management, procurement, and supply-
chain management; and (6) product- or service-development
processes, which relate to the scope of in-house development,
application of developed technologies, and outsourcing.

To assess the extent of business process innovation in SMEs,
we calculated the number of different types of innovations each
firm had initiated. This approach provides a quantitative measure
of the firm’s engagement in business process innovation, offering
insights into the areas where firms are focusing their innovative
efforts and how they are adapting their processes in response to
changing market conditions and technological advancements.

Controls. To ensure accurate model specification and account for
covariates that may influence the dependent variable, we included
six control variables based on prior research (Bhamra et al., 2011;
Iftikhar et al,, 2021; Linnenluecke, 2017). We controlled for firm size,
as measured by the number of employees in 2020, recognizing that
larger firms might have more resources for business recovery. Export
intensity, defined as the ratio of annual exports to annual sales in
2020, and the status of being a listed firm and/or a clustering firm as
of 2020 were included to capture the firm’s access to external
resources and capital, which are crucial for addressing crisis-induced
adversities (Beliaeva et al., 2020; Brown and Rocha, 2020). We also
considered the industry of the firms’ primary businesses using the
two-digit Korean Standard Industry Classification to reflect the
unique conditions and environments of different industries that
underlie business strategies. Additionally, the status of firms being
certified as new ventures by the government was included due to
their inherent vulnerability to exogenous shocks and the liability of
newness, which could affect their ability to sustain operations during
crises (Seo, 2019). The relationships and interactions of these vari-
ables with OR are detailed in the descriptive statistics and correla-
tions presented in Table 2 of the study.

Analytical tools. Given the dichotomous nature of the dependent
variable, we employed logistic regression to test the hypotheses.
This type of regression uses a logistic transformation of the
probability of the event of interest to estimate the parameters of
the models through maximum likelihood. We present odds ratios
as an estimate of the relationships among variables instead of
regression coefficients. The odds ratio (odd) can be obtained by
an exponential transformation of the regression coefficients.

Results
To assess the impact of independent variables and moderators on
dependent variables, we tested the hypotheses and included
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Table 2 Descriptive statistics and correlations.

10

Max.

SD Min.
0

Mean
0.211

Construct

1.000

0.408

1. Organizational

resilience
2. Bricolage

1.000

0.158*

0

0.504

0.304

strategy
3. Government

0.665 0 4.000 0.128* 0.356* 1.000

0.283

financial support

4. Government

0.21 0 3.667 0.116* 0.149* 0.281* 1.000

0.040

operational
support
5. Business

0.102* 0.110* 0.105* 1.000

0.741*

0.692 0

0.288

process

innovation
6. Firm size

1.000

0.076*
0.019

0.016

0.048*
—0.012
—0.009
—0.010
0.004

0.055*

0.083*
0.022

2400
1.000

10
0]
0

197.149

0.085
0.170
0.134

114.689
0.0M

1.000
0.018

—0.029
—0.009
0.043*

0.016

0.051*

7. Export intensity
8. New venture
9. Listed firm

1.000
0.100*
0.128*

0.122*
0.103*
0.034

0.027

0.096*
0.076*

0.158*
0.079*

0.030
0.018

1.000
0.062*

0.048*
0.006

0.004
0.051*

—0.001 1.000

0.045*

0.036*

0.066 0

0.004

10. Clustering firm

*p<0.05 (n=3179).

control variables in the regression models. Table 3 presents the
results of the analyses, where Model 1 includes the control vari-
ables and Models 2-6 include the independent variables and
moderators for the hypothesis tests.

We checked for multicollinearity among the independent
variables by calculating variance inflation factors (VIFs) before
mean-centering the variables. We did not observe any VIF levels
above the critical threshold of 10; however, multicollinearity may
arise from introducing interaction terms. Thus, we mean-
centered each variable included in the interaction terms to test
for multicollinearity using VIF (Aiken and West, 1991), and we
found no indications of multicollinearity.

Model 1’s results indicate that firm size (odd = 1.001, p < 0.01),
new venture (odd = 2.501, p < 0.01), and listed firm (odd = 1.717,
p <0.1) have positive effects on a firm’s OR. The significant and
positive effect of new ventures is particularly noteworthy, sug-
gesting that new ventures are more resilient in implementing
crisis-response countermeasures by manifesting entrepreneurial
postures. Model 2 tested HI, which postulates a positive
bricolage-resilience relationship in crisis-responding SMEs. The
analysis yielded a significant and positive linkage between
adopting a bricolage-coping strategy and a firm’s resilience to
exogenous shocks (odd =1.761, p <0.01), supporting HI.

We then tested H2, which proposes a positive moderating role
of government support in the bricolage-resilience relationship,
through Model 3 for government financial support and Model 4
for government operational support. Interestingly, Model 3 shows
that government financial support positively affects the SMEs” OR
in isolation (odd =1.797, p <0.01), and it produces diminished
returns from employing a bricolage strategy for resilience
(odd=0.592, p<0.01). As Fig. 2 shows, when government
financial support is small (mean-1SD), as bricolage strategy
increases OR probability increases from 19.2% to 51.2%; however,
when government financial support is large (mean + 1SD), as
bricolage strategy increases OR probability only increases from
21.6% to 29.6%. This suggests that government financial support
substitutes for firms’ improvisational approaches to exploit and
combine available resources in dealing with crisis-induced
adversities. Model 4 suggests that government operational sup-
port enhances the firms’ OR (odd =3.130, p <0.01), while its
interaction with bricolage has no impact on the dependent vari-
able (odd =0.666, n.s.). This analysis provided no evidence to
support H2.

In Model 5, we introduced the interaction terms between a
bricolage strategy and business process innovation by crisis-
responding SMEs to test H3, which proposes a moderating role of
business process innovation in the bricolage-resilience relation-
ship. The results showed that bricoleur firms conducting business
process innovation experienced diminished resilience perfor-
mance (odd=0.545, p<0.1), while innovative initiatives for
business processes in isolation substantially enhanced the firms’
OR (odd =124.640, p<0.01). As Fig. 3 shows, when business
process innovation is small (mean-1SD), as bricolage strategy
increases OR probability increases from 0.7% to 15%; however,
when business process innovation is large (mean + 1 SD), as bri-
colage strategy increases OR probability decreases from 85% to
82.7%. This suggests that the simultaneous use of bricolage
approaches to combine available resources in multilateral ways
and innovations in business processes to capitalize on new
opportunities that emerged during the crisis can decrease SMEs’
resource availability, thus supporting H3.

Discussion
Theoretical contributions. This study extends the crisis man-
agement literature by exploring the extent to which SMEs facing
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Table 3 Hypothesis test results.

Export intensity
New venture

1398 (0.728)
2.501** (0.601)

1192 (0.637)

Dependent variable: organizational Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6
resilience
Bricolage strategy 1.7617** (0.160)  1.652** (0.172) 1.707** (0.161)  1.604** (0.238) 1.647** (0.277)
Government financial support 1.797** (0.132) 1.2807 (0.186)
Bricolage strategy x Government 0.592** (0.067) 0.684% (0.145)
financial support
Government operational support 3.130** (0.730) 1.413 (0.528)
Bricolage strategy x Government 0.666 (0.199) 0.820 (0.468)
operational support
Business process innovation 124.640** 119.441**
(25.303) (24.320)
Bricolage strategy x Business 0.545% (0.179)  0.564T (0.187)
process innovation
Firm size 1.007** 1.001** 1.001** 1.001** 1.001** (<0.001) 1.001**
(<0.00M) (<0.00m) (<0.00m) (<0.00m) (<0.00M)

2.387** (0.578)

1162 (0.632)
2.372** (0.581)

1198 (0.643)
2.412** (0.586)

2.526 (2102)
1.719 (0.661)

2.453 (2.053)
1.625 (0.628)

Listed firm 1.717F (0.538) 1.567 (0.500) 1.553 (0.500) 1.627 (0.521) 0.890 (0.478) 0.903 (0.486)
Clustering firm 1.063 (0.679) 0.918 (0.585) 0.843 (0.543)  0.742 (0.489)  0.193 (0.231) 0.181 (0.217)
Industry Included Included Included Included Included Included
Constant 0.149** (0.022) 0.120** (0.018) 0.153** (0.023) 0.133** 0.053** (0.016) 0.052** (0.016)
(0.020)
Chi-squared 382.860** 420.560** 487.020** 448.090** 2114.960** 2122.010**
Log-likelihood —1445.627 —1426.776 —1393.546 —1413.009 —579.575 —576.050
n 3179 3179 3179 3179 3179 3179
We reported the odds ratios for the independent and control variables.
fp<0.1; *p<0.05; **p < 0.01; Standard errors in parentheses.
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Fig. 2 Interaction effect of government financial support. This figure
illustrates the interaction effect of bricolage strategy and government
financial support.

various disturbances can benefit from adopting a bricolage
strategy to improve OR. Evidence suggests that the bricolage-
coping strategy enables firms to enhance their resilience. Results
indicate that bricoleur firms initiate experimental recombination
of available resources for new purposes to adapt to crisis-induced
disruptions. For firms vulnerable to crises, resilience is crucial for
adapting to changing conditions and effectively recovering while
addressing challenges that disrupt business routines (Yu and
Wang, 2021). However, as Bhamra et al. (2011) noted, there has
been limited evidence on how business entities, particularly
SMESs, can achieve varying degrees of resilience. We conclude that
bricolage impacts OR levels since the improvisational behaviors
corresponding to evolving crises encourage SMEs to integrate
unsystematic yet complementary resource exploitation, effectively

Bricolage strategy

Business process innovation=Mean-1 S.D.
Business process innovation=Mean+1 S.D.

Fig. 3 Interaction effect of business process innovation. This figure
illustrates the interaction effect of bricolage strategy and business process
innovation.

addressing environmental complexity. This aligns with Boin’s
(2009) argument that resilience is linked to an organization’s
crisis-response strategy, based on its capacity for improvisation,
coordination, flexibility, and endurance toward rapid recovery.
This study contributes to the literature by responding to prior
calls to identify predictive factors that promote resilient char-
acteristics within organizations (Linnenluecke, 2017).

We now turn to a rarely explored question: What factors
contribute to differences in the potential implications of bricolage
for SMEs OR in crises? One challenge in extending OR degrees
under economic conditions is the presence of various factors
influencing resilience beyond the organizational level of analysis.
Consequently, we investigated the potential impact of govern-
ment support on SMEs’ deliberate bricolage to enhance resilience.
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We hypothesized that leveraging government financial and
operational support would amplify the resilience implications of
the bricolage employed by firms for business recovery. However,
our findings reveal that while both financial and operational
countermeasures improve SMEs’ operational resilience as
intended, these support types have distinct impacts on resilience
when interacting with a bricolage-coping strategy. Specifically,
government financial support hinders bricoleur firms from
attaining high resilience, while government operational support
does not affect the resilience outcomes of their bricolage
approaches.

We suggest that government financial support may substitute
for bricoleur firms’ resource commitments when addressing crisis
challenges for recovery. This aligns with Chen et al’s (2022)
assertion that financial support did not alleviate SMEs’ liquidity
constraints during crises, as it could replace bricoleurs’ self-
sustaining efforts to repurpose available resources. We recom-
mend that SMEs leverage government financial and operational
support to enhance their adaptive capacity and maintain business
functionality during crises while remaining cautious about using
financial support due to its potentially adverse impact on the
resilience implications of bricolage. Although financial subsidies
often entail various requirements, resources used to comply with
these regulations and navigate bureaucratic obstacles might be
better spent implementing bricolage strategies for survival
(Halme et al., 2012; Kuckertz et al., 2020). Puumalainen et al.
(2023) also expressed concern that overreliance on government
financial support could foster dependence on external aid,
impeding SMEs’ proactive development of self-sufficient resi-
lience. Our evidence contributes to expanding the existing
literature by examining the influence of institutional measures
on SMESs’ crisis-response strategies, which can determine their
resilience (Glynn, 2021).

We also examined the moderating role of business process
innovation in the relationship between SMEs’ bricolage and
resilience. Our findings indicate that the concurrent application
of bricolage-coping strategies and business process innovation
may exacerbate misallocation of resources for firms, misleading
them to invest in projects that do not contribute to their long-
term resilience although business process innovation is a strong
predictor of OR in isolation. During an economic crisis, SMEs
must prioritize survival over innovation, focusing on maintaining
cash flow, retaining customers, and reducing costs. Implementing
business process innovation is a time-consuming activity that
could divert firms’ attention from crucial tasks needed to address
crisis-induced challenges through improvisational methods.
Business process innovation may be essential to adapt to
changing market values during a crisis (Felin et al., 2020) and
exploit emerging opportunities for business continuity (Kuckertz
et al,, 2020). However, it can impose significant resource burdens
on SMEs, which typically face resource limitations (Beliaeva et al.,
2020).

Firms lacking the in-house expertise required to successfully
implement innovative initiatives may find recruiting new talent or
training employees difficult and costly during a crisis, further
heightening the inherent risks of failure associated with
innovation. Our findings support Seo’s (2019) argument that
not all innovative initiatives, which resource-constrained firms
may struggle to afford, yield entirely positive outcomes. Bricolage
allows firms to creatively use and combine their existing resources
in new ways to meet changing market needs, without requiring
significant investment in new resources (Baker and Nelson, 2005).
Additionally, bricoleur firms adapt quickly to changing circum-
stances and develop new capabilities as needed (Duymedjian and
Riiling, 2010). Therefore, SMEs benefit from adopting a bricolage
strategy in the short term while working toward building the

10

necessary resources to invest in more substantial innovation
initiatives in the long term.

The distinction between OR and business process innovation is
fundamental in understanding their interplay. OR in this study is
defined as a firm’s capability to adapt and respond to external
disruptions, exemplified by challenges presented during the
COVID-19 pandemic. This form of resilience highlights an
organization’s external agility and flexibility. Conversely, business
process innovation focuses on significant internal changes within
a firm’s operations across various business functions, marking a
proactive internal strategy. Despite both being related to
innovation, they operate on different spectrums: OR is externally
reactive, addressing external shocks (Iftikhar et al., 2021), while
business process innovation is an internally proactive transfor-
mation (Aliasghar et al, 2020). This approach to the intricate
relationship between external adaptive capacity and internal
process innovation is critical for a comprehensive analysis of
resource orchestration for innovation in the context of con-
temporary crisis management.

Our findings significantly enrich the current knowledge of
SME:s in service sectors during the COVID-19 crisis by providing
more generalizable insights into resilience enhancement through
bricolage-coping strategy. Prior studies have examined how
service-oriented firms can bolster their business continuity in
the face of survival threats posed by the COVID-19 crisis (Huang
and Jahromi, 2021). Although this body of work has offered
valuable perspectives on specific industries such as restaurants
(Karniouchina et al., 2022), specialized services (Walsman, 2022),
and hospitality (Cambra-Fierro et al, 2022), the potential
causality among crisis-response strategies, institutional interven-
tions, and operational resilience has been relatively unexplored
(Levy, 2021; Linnenluecke, 2017; Shepherd, 2020). This study
bridges this gap in the literature by offering more extensive
implications for a range of service sectors through a holistic
approach that integrates the multiplicative resilience implications
of both managerial and policy responses, thereby enhancing the
comprehension of effective crisis management.

Overall, the literature posits that crisis management is a
systematic approach encompassing crisis prevention and pre-
paration, response during crises, and learning and revision post-
crisis. Resilience, a central concept in crisis management, refers to
a firm’s ability to absorb and adapt to disruptive events while
maintaining functionality. Resilient organizations often exhibit
shared traits, such as adaptive capacity, organizational flexibility,
and improvisation. We conclude that employing bricolage has
emerged as a critical strategic stance, enabling SMEs to revive
their businesses through crisis-driven recovery efforts. Amidst
unpredictable economic crises, firms should consider the
potential impacts of interactions between institutional or
intraorganizational ~ countermeasures and their bricolage
strategy on OR.

Practical implications. This study offers practical implications
for managers and policymakers in devising and implementing
appropriate crisis management strategies. SMEs can exhibit
varying resilience degrees by proactively adapting to economic
turbulence challenges, mitigating the worst effects of restrictive
market conditions. However, their resilience depends on their
ability to enhance resource availability. This research reveals that
adopting improvisational approaches to recover from crisis-
related damage increases firms’ adaptive capacity to develop and
apply new resources in response to their turbulent environments.
SMEs should be receptive to diverse modes of behavior to expand
resource availability and explore novel resource transformation
functions when tackling crisis challenges.

| (2024)11:263 | https://doi.org/10.1057/541599-024-02771-6



ARTICLE

Managers can leverage government financial and operational
support to enhance resilience and maintain business functionality
during a crisis. We posit that government support plays a
constructive role in helping SMEs maintain organizational
adaptability in crises. However, firms employing a bricolage
strategy should exercise caution when utilizing financial support,
as it can have substantial effects on their self-sustaining efforts to
expand resource availability for resilience. Meeting stringent
criteria for extra resources through government financial support
may deplete resources acquired via bricolage-coping strategies
(Kuckertz et al., 2020), diluting firms’ initiatives to materialize
potential resource value. From an institutional standpoint,
operational support programs aimed at enhancing firms’ resource
orchestration would be more sustainable policy interventions for
activating resilience.

Although business process innovation may offer growth
opportunities and competitive advantages, the risks associated
with pursuing such initiatives during a crisis may outweigh the
potential benefits for SMEs. They must carefully evaluate
potential innovation risks and returns before undertaking
innovation projects during challenging times. Economic crises
often result in market volatility and fluctuating customer demand.
Allocating funds for innovation projects may divert resources
from critical operational needs, increasing insolvency risk. Given
that innovation can impose unaffordable resource burdens on
organizations, they must exercise caution when devoting
excessive attention to innovations (Seo, 2019). Predicting
innovation success in such uncertain environments can be
difficult for SMEs, heightening failure risk. Managers in SMEs
must ensure sufficient resources are available for bricolage-coping
responses, maintaining a clear focus on business revival (Bhamra
et al., 2011).

Limitations and future research. This study has limitations that
present opportunities for future research. Firstly, our assumption
of linear relationships among phenomena for model conciseness
may not fully capture each construct’s unique impact on optimal
conditions for resilience enhancement. For example, overreliance
on bricolage can result in liability, leading to resource dispersal
and difficulty in maintaining a coherent recovery strategy (Baker
and Nelson, 2005). Excessive bricolage can also challenge orga-
nizations seeking to scale, as ad-hoc solutions may not be sus-
tainable or replicable for long-term growth (Senyard et al., 2014).
This limitation hampers their ability to adapt to future crises,
innovate, and evolve in a rapidly changing business landscape.
Thereby, the resilience implications of an excessive bricolage-
coping strategy may plateau or become negative beyond a certain
threshold.

Our analysis cannot eliminate endogeneity issues arising from
an implicit recursive model in the theoretical framework. The
COVID-19 pandemic, as a specific economic crisis causing
complex impacts, makes implementing universal policy measures
and firm responses challenging. Establishing causality in research
based on cross-sectional data is difficult, hindering causal
inferences between strategic choices and actions. This justifies
using qualitative research methods to better understand respon-
dents’ perceptions and responses to exogenous shocks. Future
research should employ alternative empirical methods, such as
experiments, to investigate the decision-making and behavioral
processes underlying SMEs’ crisis-response strategies.

Future research could examine organizations’ systems that
enable different resilience configurations. Resilience encompasses
not only addressing adversities but also adjusting organizational
functioning under various conditions. Understanding resilience
configuration within systems remains crucial. In large-scale,

unforeseen events like COVID-19, agile responses may be more
effective than rigid ones. Burnard et al. (2018) suggest that OR
configuration relies on organizations’ systems to adapt by flexibly
allocating resources and preparing through systematic risk
management. Incorporating reactive or proactive preparation
components in addition to adaptation aspects could yield more
accurate predictions and explanations of crisis-response strategies
(Burnard et al., 2018).

Adopting a process-based view of OR, as suggested by Conz
and Magnani (2020), indeed opens up opportunities for studies to
develop a more comprehensive OR measurement. This perspec-
tive emphasizes examining OR as a dynamic process that unfolds
over three critical phases: pre-adversity, adversity, and post-
adversity. Each phase involves distinct actions and strategies that
contribute to an organization’s overall resilience. This approach
would not only help in understanding how organizations navigate
through each phase of a crisis but also offer insights into the
effectiveness of different strategies and actions at each stage.

Conclusion

Despite burgeoning interest in the realm of SME crisis manage-
ment research, scholarly inquiry remains limited in its exam-
ination of the potential implications of a bricolage-coping strategy
for tackling resource constraints, a salient SME shortcoming. This
knowledge void prompted us to postulate that bricolage could
fortify SMEs’ resilience in the face of crises, contingent upon the
external and internal counteractive measures undertaken by
bricoleur firms.

We draw on the conceptual frameworks of bricolage strategy
and OR, and we evaluate the moderating roles of governmental
financial and operational support, as well as business process
innovation, as countermeasures within the context of the
COVID-19 crisis in the bricolage-resilience mechanism. Our
analysis contributes to the academic discourse by proffering
empirical evidence elucidating the potential implications of a
bricolage approach for resilience, as well as its conditional factors,
within SMEs amidst capricious economic crises. This deeper
understanding of the nexus between bricolage and resilience
under specific conditions paves the way for more effective crisis
management strategies for SMEs navigating turbulent and
uncertain landscapes.

This study on Korean SMEs’ resilience during the COVID-19
crisis, with a focus on the bricolage strategy, provides insights
potentially relevant on a global scale. The pandemic, a worldwide
shock, has affected SMEs in various countries, each facing com-
parable challenges and degrees of impact. Kuckertz et al. (2020)
discuss the similarity among global policy measures adopted to
support SMEs, highlighting the universal need for efficient crisis
management. The bricolage approach, characterized by adapt-
ability and spontaneity, as seen in Korean SMEs, are corre-
sponding to equivalents in other countries experiencing similar
crises (Singh et al., 2022). Through a bibliometric analysis of prior
studies, Singh et al. (2022) found that this strategy, which pro-
motes creativity and flexible resource use, aligns with the global
entrepreneurial response to crises, marked by rapid pivots and
innovations.

However, seeking global implications of our findings requires
caution. Differences in institutional agendas, government sup-
port, and industrial conditions across countries can affect the
resilience efficacy of bricolage strategies. The scope of govern-
ment support, as Kuckertz et al. (2020) note, differs inter-
nationally, influencing the bricolage strategy’s effectiveness. The
specific economic and regulatory contexts in different nations
may also present unique challenges and opportunities for SMEs,
shaping their strategic orientations to crisis management (Adam
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and Alarifi, 2021). While the contingent mechanisms underlying
the bricolage-resilience relationship observed in the Korean context
provide a useful framework, their application elsewhere necessitates
careful adaptation to local conditions and peculiarities.

Data availability

This study used the Korean Innovation Survey (KIS) data pro-
vided by the Science and Technology Policy Institute (STEPI).
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