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Abstract
This paper argues that innovations by the development country poor in support of themselves or their communities go often invisible, as they tend to occur in the sphere of informal economy inadequately accounted for. This “invisibility” directs academics, business, and policy makers to focus on “visible” top-down innovation models in development context, possibly overlooking an important source for social and economic empowerment. This paper reviews empirical evidence and literature on innovation processes by the poor, and develops perspectives to improve the ability of existing BOP and “inclusive” innovation frameworks and policy strategies support them.
We propose to model innovation as a context dependent process, and consider the implications “invisibility” and possible corrective measures for the nature of innovation for development efforts. This is done through an extended discussion of conceptual frameworks covering business and government approaches to BOP and “inclusive” innovation, particularly focusing on possibilities to develop perspectives and intervention methods to support innovation bottom-up by the poor and poor communities themselves.

1. Introduction

Innovation by the developing country poor in support of themselves is an important element for the global fight against poverty, as well as to ensure that the “innovation for development” efforts by governments, donors, business, and NGOs are inclusive in a way that reflects the human rights based development agenda. Indeed, in order to allow for the emergence of truly “inclusive innovation” framework, this paper argues, we should do more to recognize to what extent innovation by the developing country poor already does to improve life at the bottom of the pyramid, as well as how it could be fostered more.
Although admittedly important, there are factors limiting the realization of the potential of innovation by the poor. The conceptual modelling and practical framing of innovation for development doesn’t sufficiently recognize the phenomenon and its potential, giving rise to relative “invisibility” of innovation by the poor. This “invisibility” directs academics, business, and policy makers to focus on “visible” top-down innovation models in development context, possibly overlooking an important source for social and economic empowerment. In the context of ICT bottom-of-the-pyramid service ecology, this paper reviews empirical evidence from our earlier research and by others, as well as other literature on innovation processes by the poor and develops perspectives to improve the ability of existing BOP and “inclusive” innovation frameworks and policy strategies to generate pro-poor impacts.
1.1. Innovation and the global poor
One basic problem, when developing perspectives on innovation by or for the poor, lies with our understanding of the “global poor” and their capabilities. Given that “innovation” still rings a lot about science and technology, despite of all the advances in social or user-driven innovation, innovation by the development country poor remains something of an oxymoron. Thus it has been easy to write off almost completely innovation from the developing countries and to advocate an agenda of technology transfer from the rich to poor countries. (Sachs 2003). More recently example is offered by the OECD guide for measuring R&D in developing countries  (OECD 2012), which focussed almost exclusively on formal research and development, such as investments and personnel, overlooking the possibilities of innovation in the informal sector. 
Obviously, the poor and poor communities lack much of capabilities for innovation, but this does not mean that they are incapable of innovating. Indeed, poor communities present a fruitful ground for several standard categories of innovation defined in the OECD Oslo Manual, especially those that could be covered by definitions applied to organizational and service related innovations. Perhaps most importantly, the “new to the firm” and “new to the market” definitions of innovation, which are typically applied in the context of region, would cover much of innovation occurring at the bottom-of-the-pyramid, given that the starting level in terms of capacity and pre-existing technologies and services is relatively modest. Developing countries and poor communities remain an unlikely source for “new to the world” innovation, but if we accept that innovation is a context-dependent process of improvement and change regardless of the starting level, we can observe plenty of innovation, admittedly inherently incremental and social by nature, by the developing world poor.

The issue here concerns to what extent, and how, innovation processes can be “inclusive” or “participatory” in the sense that they are realizing human rights-based development agenda, and whether academics, governments, and businesses advancing this agenda are capable of seeing the forest for the trees. Some (George, McGahan, and Prabhu 2012) have explicitly argued that in order to build “inclusive growth” framework that covers also innovation, the notion of innovation occurring in developing countries and at the bottom of the pyramid should be expanded. In particular, this paper argues, more should be done to recognize innovation emerging within the poor communities.

Too easily innovation continues to be introduced by donors, governments, business, and NGOs as a remedy to the “under-development” of poor communities or countries, echoing the “technological fix” (Scott 2011) approach of importing rich country solutions to poor country problems. Indeed, it was the tensions arising from the discrepancies between donor and recipient country capabilities that figured importantly for the emergence of human rights based development agenda that today is the standard framework for development cooperation. As Giles and Holland (2001) have argued: “The rights-based development agenda has risen to prominence in parallel with the emergence of social development notions of participation and entitlements that challenged the “technical fix” development paradigm of the 1950s and 1960s and the delivery of basic needs in the 1970s.”
The way the poor are conceptualized in development cooperation remains a contested issue, as Collins et al (2009) put it: “We suppose that with incomes at these impossibly low levels, the poor can do little for themselves beyond hand-to-mouth survival. Their chances of moving out of poverty must depend, we assume, either on international charity or on their eventual incorporation in the globalized economy” (Collins et al, 2009, p. 1.) The need for improved analysis and correct recognition of the innovation capabilities of poor countries or communities echoes the influential criticism of William Easterly (2006) that too much of current development cooperation is undertaken by “top-down planners” who fail to recognize real needs and capabilities at grass-root level.
Innovation for development is often underpinned by faith in market-led development, which materializes often in public-private partnerships and support to entrepreneurship, and therefore the somewhat stylized tensions between top-down and bottom-up approaches bear upon the effectiveness of the approach. As Easterly has argued (2006, p88-89), the “bottom-up social choices” are decisive for how the free-market mechanism may support development, but all too often the top-down approach of development cooperation planning paradoxically suppresses such processes. Hence, the integration of the bottom-up informal sector and the activities by the poor themselves is a precondition for an inclusive development framework, not its outcome, as demonstrated by Hernando de Soto (1989).
It is not difficult to recognize these tensions in the bottom-of-the-pyramid (BOP) literature too. Virtually all success cases in the seminal books by Prahalad (2005) and Hart (2005) are about how large companies can enter the market made of worlds poor and deliver innovative services and products. While global BOP efforts have undoubtedly delivered on its original objectives to: “build capacity for people to escape poverty and deprivation through self-sustaining market-based systems” (Prahalad 2005, p8.), it is essentially about introducing outside solutions and capacity into poor communities. Another criticism extended to BOP has been that it approaches the poor as consumers rather than producers, and fails to alleviate poverty by creating micro-entrepreneurial or employment opportunities for the poor. (Karnani 2009)
We are not arguing that the poor could simply innovate their way out of the poverty without outside intervention, or that the whole present innovation for development or BOP approach would have failed to mobilize the capabilities of the poor. The point here is that by improving our ability to understand, identify, and foster innovation among the people living at the bottom of the income scale in developing countries we can improve the “inclusiveness” and “pro-poor” aspects of development. 
1.2. Capturing pro-poor impacts of ICT
The way innovation creates pro-poor impacts continues to be insufficiently understood issue; in part because of there hasn’t been enough empirical research on micro-level. In the context of ICT4D, several scholars have raised doubts about our ability to credibly verify and account for how ICT is impacting and unfolding in the developing countries. A common critique is that much of the evaluative and assessment effort focuses on infrastructure and device diffusion that reveals little about the impact of use, particularly in the case of the poor. (James and Versteeg 2007). In their comprehensive review of the literature on the economic impacts of ICT in developing countries, Aker and Mbiti (2010) argued that macro-economic assessments, especially because such evaluations suffer from inherent data reliability problems, provide few insights into how grass-root phenomena take place or how concerned instruments and policies could be improved. Heeks (Heeks 2010) echoed these concerns, but in addition pointed out conceptual weaknesses in impact assessment framework of ICT4D.
To better capture how ICT can be inclusive and pro-poor, more attention, evaluation studies and empirical research should go into examining how the uptake and use of ICT generates pro-poor impacts, as well as how ICT related jobs and entrepreneurial opportunities are created at the bottom-of-the-pyramid. (Aker and Mbiti 2010; Heeks 2010). While there are several studies investigating how the uptake and use of ICT, say mobile phones, is fostering micro-entrepreneurship in the developing countries (Donner 2008; Donner and Escobari 2010), there is less research into how ICT creates jobs or micro-entrepreneurial opportunities at the base of the pyramid (Toivanen et al. 2012; Donner and Escobari 2010; Aker and Mbiti 2010).
Such opportunities, however, are essentially about inclusive development, as they provide economic and social opportunities directly to the poor, and often in fashion that is economically truly self-sustainable. Given that donor and government funded ICT4D activities may crowd-out entrepreneurial activities that would have taken place anyway (Geldof et al. 2011), the issue bears upon the “inclusive” nature of ICT4D and more broadly innovation for development efforts. Moreover, such opportunities are likely to emerge within the “informal economy”, which in the developing countries accounts for the majority of non-agricultural employment, and thereby is essential for any serious headway in pro-poor efforts. (ILO 2011).
1.3. ICT innovation ecosystem and the BOP service ecology
The global ICT innovation ecosystem model proposed by Fransman (2007) is a layer-based hierarchy of technological, economic and social entities and their relationships that distinguishes between producers and consumers. At the heart of this model is innovation, and the ability of different actors to produce innovations largely determines their competitive position and strategy in the ecosystem. From developing country perspective, an important issue is in what role they are integrated in the global ICT innovation ecosystem, and that they are able to follow strategies that also advance their development goals. (Toivanen 2011)
A central challenge for developing countries is to become producers of innovations in the global ICT innovation ecosystem. As they obviously have relatively weak capacities in research based innovations addressing the core technological components of the ICT innovation ecosystem, developing countries often gravitate towards innovation that is closer to the user-interface and consumption. In this paper, we examine in detail the BOP ICT service ecology, and maintain that, in particularly for developing countries, this is also an important sub-element in the global and national ICT innovation ecosystems, although one not explicitly integrated in Fransman’s model. 
The BOP ICT service ecology comprises ICT enabled services, such as telecenters, as well as services aimed to maintain or build the ICT infrastructure, such as mobile phone repair or security services for telecommunication base stations. The service ecology falls for the most part within the informal economy and caters primarily BOP clientele. It is typically populated by micro-entrepreneurs or employees who are below or close to the poverty line, and whose conditions are often imprinted by scarce financial resources, lack of formal schooling or technical training. In some countries and occupations, BOP ICT service ecology micro-entrepreneurs or employees fall easily to the category of vulnerable or marginalized people, who have challenges with empowerment, social inclusion, access to education and knowledge, and so forth. (Toivanen et al. 2012)
The BOP ICT service ecology is ubiquitous in the developing world. Just consider Africa, where one of the most apparent consequences of the African mobile phone revolution is the mushrooming of local phone businesses and service ecologies in cities and rural centres alike. Shops selling and repairing mobiles are to be found on every busy street corner and market, and street vendors offering SIM cards and air-time vouchers a fixture of street life. Telecenters are important social institutions everywhere, and likewise, people all over the continent have adapted to living side-by-side with telecommunication base stations, and accustomed providing some service for them. These embody social and economic opportunities brought about with the large scale diffusion of ICT in the 2000s, yet we are not aware of any estimates about the number of jobs, firms, or economic impacts associated with this industry.
While perhaps in some perspectives the ICT BOP service ecology remains idiosyncratic, it does embody considerable sector of investment, innovation, entrepreneurship and development, as well as some features typical of most other sectors, and therefore serves well as a vehicle for discussion of broader conceptual issues. 
2. Analysis: Identifying innovation by the poor in the ICT Service ecology
2.1. Mobile phone repair and new to the region innovation
The success of mobile phones among the developing country poor has given emergence to a thriving maintenance and repair industry in them, visible practically in every urban location. As the purchase of mobile phone, or computer, remains a considerable investment decision for the development country poor, the repair industry plays an important role in securing pay-offs for this decision. Moreover, the repair industry constitutes a critical element for the overall functioning of national ICT infrastructures in developing countries, and probably plays more important role that in rich countries where the relative cost of service against that of replacing device is higher for consumers and substitute phones are easier to acquire. 
There is considerable demand for repair as phones are prone to be broken or malfunction in the hands of developing country poor. The overall living conditions among developing country poor may expose phones to dust and sand, unstable electricity re-charge current, the SIM-card lock-up is frequent problem due to common practice to share phones among many users, and so forth (Anderson and Kupp 2008; Toivanen et al. 2012; Rosner, Jackson, and Hertz 2013).
ICT maintenance and repair services at the bottom of the pyramid are essentially a cottage industry populated by people of local origin, and typifies the informal economy, as it is usually done in cash in little stands along popular trade streets, and often involves informal social networks. Typically, the micro-entrepreneurs who set-up repair shops come from poor or low-income families, and have little or no formal preparatory education, as they usually learn the trade through apprenticeship or learning by doing. ((Toivanen et al. 2012; Rosner, Jackson, and Hertz 2013).
To possibility to become a mobile phone repairer entails significant social and economic opportunities. Indeed, in the hierarchy of micro-entrepreneurial activities, mobile phone repair is often characterized as something where one moves in Africa “up to” from, for example, selling fish or coal. A typical case, as reported by Toivanen et al (2012) is that of Matthias K., who was about 50 at the time of interview and had successful repair business in Iringa, Tanzania, with the family and two employees. Having been left without schooling in the absence of funds, he ventured in to selling fish, driving taxi, setting up a food show, selling mining products, and finally in mobile phone repair in 1997. 
Realizing that the increasing mobile phones opened a business opportunity that some people had already took advantage of, Matthias K. decided to acquire necessary technical skills. Having learned some mechanical skills as taxi driver, Matthis K. took up an apprenticeship with an Indian who had already had a mobile phone repair business in Iringa. As the friend moved out of the town, Matthias K. wanted to launch his own business. Yet, he still lacked necessary skills, and turned for further training from the person who had introduced mobile phone repair in Iringa, and paid 170,000 Tsh for one month of apprenticeship to learn the so called “traditional “ methods of repairing phones. This included using matchsticks to heat integrated circuits in order to remove parts for repair. Upon learning the basics, Matthias K. purchased repair equipment, such as a blower, spanner and computer, and launched eventually his own business. (Toivanen et al. 2012).
The establishment of a repair shop that can fix mobile phones and unlock SIM-cards, a range of specialized tools and skills are necessary, such as a computer, specialist repair kit, basic hand tools, blowers, and soldering guns. The computer enables the mechanic to trace a fault in case of the breakdown of a circuit, and also allows access to critical online repair knowledge bases and the download of specialist files and software. Computers are essential in diagnosing problems of broken phones, and also in fixing them, for example, if a phone needs to be re-formatted or have software re-installed. (Toivanen et al. 2012).
Learning to use computers and the Internet are other key skills for mobile phone repairers, and they critical for fixing error messages and other software issues in phones. When Matthias K. looked to learn these skills, he had to travel twice several hundreds of kilometres to Dar es Salaam, and procure an experienced mobile phone mechanic willing to teach him, against payment, how to use specialist software and computers. The perhaps most important thing was that he learned to search solutions for specific problems from the Internet based GMS forum. The ability to access and use the Internet-based GSM hosting forum (http://forum.gsmhosting.com) proved critical for the micro-entrepreneurial aspirations of Matthias K., as for so many other developed and developing country mobile phone mechanics. 
The GSM hosting forum is a huge online user chat forum, which specializes in how to fix and repair problems in mobile phone handsets. It covers virtually all mobile phone models, and users post detailed descriptions –often literally pictures - of problems or malfunctions, as well as similarly detailed instructions on how to fix mechanical or software problems. The forum embodies an enormous, global, crowd-sourced and user-driven knowledge base, which provides valuable and practical knowledge to people interested in repairing mobile phones. Eventually, Matthias K’s business became a success that allowed him to buy a house in respected section in Iringa, educate his children, of which two pursued university studies. (Toivanen et al. 2012).

This case illustrates several occasions of typical innovation that easily goes “invisible”. Acquisition of mobile phone repair skills and specialized technologies in developing countries echoes all the features of typical innovation process: Creation of specialist network, access to specialized pools of knowledge, introduction of new skills and technologies, and finally implementation of all these in the market place, all signifying “new to the region” type of innovation.
2.2. Internet café and co-creation of services
Another important nexus of innovation in the development country local ICT service ecology is represented by the Telecenters, and particularly their interaction with local clientele that we will call “co-creation of services” here. The majority of telecenters in developing countries are operated by for-profit local micro-entrepreneurs, who actively both advocate the possibilities of Internet and computers for local clientele and seek to respond to demand for new type of services. In local setting, this dialogue between micro-entrepreneurs and users is a way to shape services, often amounting to innovation.
Telecenters embody some of the most frequent micro-entrepreneurial opportunities locally, yet they also have figured centrally in donor-funded ICT, often raising questions about economic sustainability and aid dependency. While financial aspects are important for telecenter survival and sustainability, skills and entrepreneurial strategies also play an important role, as Best and Kumar (2008) have shown in their review of telecenters in rural India. According to them, rural Indian telecenters that were owned and run by people with some prior training in computers, or that had a separate training operator, had better survival rates than others. 
The behavior of telecenter entrepreneurs echo the importance of informal networks, access to new technology and specialized pools of knowledge as discussed above in the case of repair industry, although in somewhat different context. Telecenters are about providing Internet access rather than technical service, and in addition also promote broader awareness of Internet and computers. Although Telecenter business model centers on providing access to Internet and email, it typically comprises in integrated manner affiliated services such as printing, typing (e.g. email or filling in online forms), assistance in information search (e.g. health, education), and computer configuration. Thus the cafés do have an important mediating role between the needs and awareness of local clientele and the technical possibilities. To carry out this role well, and to be successful, the qualities and behavior of the Telecenter entrepreneurship must demonstrate local leadership not short of being innovative (Bashir, Samah, and Emby 2011; Mtega and Ronald 2013) 
An illustrative case about such demand-driven innovation is discussed by Toivanen et al ( 2012) in the case of Iringa, Tanzania. As majority of the 12 Iringa telecenters were run by for-profit entrepreneurs, their business viability was closely linked to understanding local needs, requiring that the cafés were embedded in the local social and cultural fabric. University and school students constituted the most important client group, and who were also technologically most advanced user group, often placing new demands that the Telecenters were needed to address. To carry out this social role well, many of the cafés emphasized their social and educational mission in Iringa, reflected in the need to educate the local community about the possibilities of the Internet economy, and to promote ICT among the most vulnerable population groups. In their review of electronic dissemination of rural information, Mtega and Ronald ( 2013) show similar responsiveness to emerging user needs by Tanzanian telecenters. 
The introduction of new services and technology that match the growing and diversifying needs of local clientele is an important aspect of developing country telecenter business, not falling short of co-creation of innovative services in the local context. Although the financial incentive for mission oriented NGO or donor funded telecenters to focus on changing user-needs is lesser than that of local micro-entrepreneur, this doesn’t give rise to easy pro-poor prescription. In fact, for-profit micro-entrepreneurs have shown, in the case of India, to be more susceptible to the needs of the middle-class than local poor. (Kuriyan and Ray 2009).

Co-creation of new services that are new to the regional market are essentially about innovation, although those introduced in low-income developing country markets are not technologically or organizationally as radical in rich country markets. Nevertheless, the cases discussed here easily amount to innovation, and should be taken seriously in the context of inclusive innovation efforts.
2.3. Less travelled roads: Vendoring and infrastructure services
Our argument about “invisibility” of innovations by poor implies that they are not recognized sufficiently. Another side of this is that the alternative of innovation by the poor is not considered seriously as solution to problems, or for development. Such “roads less travelled” are not easy to detect or to propose, but some have been discussed in detail in Toivanen et al (2012). They related to two features of the ICT infrastructure that are almost ubiquitous in the developing world: SIM card vendors and base stations, yet little literature or other systematic effort exists to consider how local, bottom-up innovation and micro-entrepreneurial opportunities could emerge in their connection.
SIM card vendoring - comprising here street vendors, kiosks and small shops - would present effective pro-poor and inclusive innovation opportunity, as most of the vendors are drawn from social or economic groups that suffer from poverty or its imminent threat (Rangaswamy and Nair 2012; Brouwer 2010). The SIM card being so essential for the operators, the flexibility for bottom-up innovation looks unlikely, and indeed the very organization of the business itself limits such opportunities. Typically the vendors are privately employed by mobile phone operators for the purpose of selling SIM cards and registering new clients. The operators supply vendors with the necessary equipment, such as table, chair, uniform, and so forth, points out designated locations for street vendoring, and often pays also necessary licenses and taxes to local municipalities. (Toivanen et al. 2012; Brouwer 2010). 
Another little surveyed potential source of local and pro-poor innovation opportunities is the provision of energy and back-up for remotely located telecommunication base stations. This energy problem has given rise to much research and literature in an effort to find off-grid energy solutions that are sufficiently resistant to the local communities surrounding base stations, that is, traditional and renewable energy solutions that are resistant to theft (Boccaletti, Fabbri, and Santini 2007; Heimerl and Brewer 2010), but little has been said about energy solutions that engage local communities. 
Suni (2010) examined several energy solutions for off-grid and remotely located base stations, some that included not only power back-up but also the steady supply of base-station energy from local renewable sources. The study argued that the use of local renewable sources for base-station energy generation, especially if this involves organisational solutions beneficial to the community, such as cooperatives and other arrangements, could be economically feasible and enhance local acceptance of base stations. Selling or sharing the base-station electricity with local people, in particular in off-grid communities, would also be an important pro-poor aspect of base-station technologies, she demonstrated (Suni, 2010, p.85-86). 

Toivanen et al (2012) analyzed in detail build-up and maintenance of telecommunication base stations rural and urban Tanzania, and concluded although opportunities exist, practically no effort was taken to foster local innovations. For example, the build-up phase the tower and provision of security could basically offer numerous opportunities for local development, as did the provision of security services, and even technical maintenance that had was taken care by multinational company specializing in base station services.
Certainly these “roads less travelled” represent one kind of speculation, but they do describe, admittedly in idiosyncratic fashion, in detail where innovation by the poor themselves could emerge, but is given the organizational setting is not likely.
3. Discussion and conclusions

The currently emerging “inclusive innovation” framework seeks to advance innovation practices and development that enable better life and empowerment for the vulnerable and marginalized groups at the bottom-of-the-pyramid. The effort to open access and enable innovation in benefit of the poor has required serious re-conceptualization of innovation as co-creative and non-technological, as innovation has traditionally been confined to research based science and technology innovation, addressing the needs of the poor as industrial policy or improved infrastructure or service delivery. Although considerable conceptual and practical advances have been accomplished in this regard, this paper has argued that certain difficulties to recognize innovation by the poor in support of themselves remain, and that, until addressed properly, these difficulties remain weaknesses in the emerging “inclusive innovation” framework.
The basic challenge is that much of innovation in support of the poor still echoes disrepute “technologic-fix” and “top-down planning” modes of development, where governments, donors, businesses, and NGOs push technologies and solutions to poor countries and communities, and that is underpinned by the assumption that the poor, due to lack of necessary capabilities, do not innovate. Hence we have argued that much of developing country innovation remains “invisible”, not being recognized, and thereby not accounted for or subject to supportive public policies or instruments.
This “invisibility” of innovation by the poor emerges from the conceptual framework for innovation in developing countries, as well as from the practical mode of working. Despite the fact that the notion of innovation has been expanded to non-technological, organizational, and service innovations, there still remain difficulties to recognize this type of innovations at the BOP, where possible innovations remain relatively incremental and social by nature. More importantly, there appears to be surprising difficulties to apply “new to the firm” and new to the market” innovation categories in the developing countries, inevitably missing a huge body of innovation in the poor communities.
Evidently, more precise and formal definition of innovation at the bottom-of-the-pyramid is necessary in order to secure that the full range of innovative efforts in developing countries is accounted for. Such a typology should also clearly depart from the rich-country designed Oslo Manual framework, and remain sensitive for innovation that is “new to the region” in poor communities and countries. 

Through a discussion of ICT service ecology at the BOP, we have attempted to demonstrate and illustrate what types of innovations pass “invisible” too easily. These ranged from innovation by mobile phone micro-entrepreneurs to co-creation of services in telecenters to innovation possibilities in energy supply for telecommunication base stations. It is easy to think of a range of other examples of “invisible innovations” in the areas of finance, health, education, agriculture, food processing, and so forth. Literature on indigenous knowledge (Brokensha, Warrant and Werner 1980; Odora Hoppers 2002) has already extensive addressed this aspect, and similarly economists (Banerjee and Duflo 2011) have illustrated financial innovations developed by the poor themselves, such as saving pools. It looks like the research and empirical analysis on the phenomenon of innovation by the poor remains scattered and sporadic, and it would be important for future research to generate more systematic understanding about its extent and nature. 
Evidently, our argument has some implications for the nature of the emerging “inclusive innovation” framework. The active role played by the poor themselves in innovation can be recognized more fully than is done today, and this would probably work to enhance the inclusiveness, as well as pro-poor impacts of innovation for development efforts.
Another matter is that innovation for development community, comprising academics, governments, donors, businesses, and NGOs, must explore to what extent they are following an approach that puts too much weight on “innovation push” or “technological fix”, and are insufficiently sensitive to the bottom-up innovative efforts, albeit modest ones, of the poor themselves. Finding the balance is not only about the ability to fit within the human rights-based development agenda, but concerns issues of sustainability and accountability: Outside pro-poor interventions run always the risk of crowding out local micro-entrepreneurs, as well as creating aid dependencies. More vexing, and not that improbable, scenario is the possibility that the “technological fix” interventions of donors or multinational companies are in direct response to problems caused indirectly by inherently failing institutions or governance, and therefore undermine a culture of accountability.
Finally, we want to emphasize that we are not suggesting that innovation by the poor themselves alone would be credible strategy to address poverty. Neither do we claim that the innovation for development or BOP framework would suffer from some fundamental problem, quite on the contrary. Our objective is to sensitize the innovation for development community to recognize one key aspect of innovation at the bottom-of-the-pyramid that works either for or against its “inclusive” nature.
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