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Abstract Making is a creative experience of imagination and tinkering through which 
one finds resourcefulness in surrounding objects and materials. The propensity to make 
has been widely studied through Ryan and Deci’s Self-Determination theory that sheds 
light on how makers are driven by Intrinsic and Extrinsic motivational factors. 
However, most of these studies have focused on Do-It-Yourself (DIY) movements that 
originated in the West such as the Maker Movement, the Steampunk Movement, 
regenerative living, etc. In this paper, we focus on the Base of the Pyramid (BoP) 
community from rural India and present a study that investigates into the motivational 
tendencies that catalyze DIY in such communities. We studied DIY practices in five 
BoP communities in rural India (Assam, a Northeastern state of India) through 
contextual enquiry using semi-structured interviews. In the light of Practice theory that 
considers skills, images and stuff as the three components of a practice, we analyzed 
the motivational factors that give meaning to DIY in rural BoP communities. 
Furthermore, the observed inter-generational trend(s) showed how the linkages 
between these inter-connected elements are changing over time and how new meaning 
might be required for DIY practices to sustain in such communities.  
 
Keywords: Making, Do-It-Yourself, Intrinsic Motivation, Base of the Pyramid, Practice, 
Prosumption, Rural BoP.   
 
1 Introduction: 

“If we stop thinking of the poor as victims or as a burden and start recognizing them 
as resilient and creative entrepreneurs and value conscious consumers, a whole new 
world of opportunity will open up.” - C.K.Prahalad (2006) 
      
The Base of the Pyramid (BoP) is one of the fastest growing consumer segments. It is 
the poorest portion of the global population living with an annual income which is 
below a certain Purchasing Power Parity threshold. Although some difference exists in 
the exact value setting for the same, many researchers have set this at $2 per day [2]. 
This group lacks the income to satisfy their basic needs and suffer from a lack of access 
to public services and in many instances, suffer from exclusion in social, cultural and 
political arenas [2, 3]. Since Prahalad and Hart showed that the traditional aid strategy 
does not effectively solve the problem of poverty and suggested a market based 
approach [4, 5], companies started exploring BoP market in two different ways. The 
first approach was to explore the economic potential of the BoP [1,6,7], where-in many 
companies started making “frugal innovations”: products designed specifically for such 
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markets with reduced cost, complexity and functionality [8,9]. Others adopted “bite-
down” strategies which aimed at increasing their consumption by selling products in 
smaller quantities [10].  Despite the seeming profitability of this sector, many scholars 
today question the long-term sustainability and the actual empowerment that such 
strategies bring [10,11]. Cheap shampoo sachets, for instance, in reality increase the 
long-run cost of the product for the BoP and are a huge source of environmental 
pollution since the multi-layer packaging cannot be recycled [10]. Furthermore, mass 
produced products from Western companies often overlook the norms and aspirations 
of BoP consumers and invasively replace indigenous designs and locally produced 
goods [12]. They also often fail to make a distinction between satisfying essential needs 
and offering non-essential goods [13].  
 
The second approach, also called as the second-generation of BoP strategies, sees BoP 
as business partners wherein they are to be empowered, enabled and involved in the 
process of business co-invention and co-creation. An example in this category is 
FabIndia [14]. Another approach is to empower these communities to self-produce 
goods for their own consumption, also known as ‘prosumption’ [15]. Much like the 
Maker Movement that is growing as an antithetic response to passive consumerism, 
these communities can be stimulated to use their local resources and to produce their 
own goods with socio-culturally embedded modes of production [16,17]. BoP 
communities often have a tradition of DIY prosumption practices that have either 
sustained as survival or have evolved as craftsmanship with locally available materials 
[18,19,20]. Many of these indigenous practices have traced their way into the western 
world for their eco-friendliness such as the use of reeds for making mats and leaves for 
making disposable plates [21,22]. Yet, just as the rise in consumerism led to an 
alienation of people from labor in Western societies, BoP communities are also 
witnessing a gradual drift away from DIY practices despite their significance as 
heritage and their local rootedness [23,24]. Preserving their existing DIY practices and 
introducing new ones, would need a thorough understanding of the various factors 
which motivate the BoP for it and how it is transforming over time due to the current 
consumption-production systems. Hence, in this paper, we seek to investigate why 
people do DIY in rural BoP communities and how is such a practice transforming over 
time.  
 
2 Theoretical Background:  

DIY, traditionally, has been seen as a practice of making products or constructing 
solutions for one’s own consumption [25,26, 27]. The local term for this concept from 
various countries are ‘Jugaad (India), Guanxi (China), Blatmir (Russia), Quan he 
(Vietnam), Ubuntu (South Africa) and Gambiarra (Brazil)’ [27]. These practices 
revolve around innovative make-do products (systems) born out of poverty to 
economically solve basic problems with resources in the immediate surroundings. 
Rural BoP communities also have grassroots innovators: individuals working outside 
the realm of formal sector to bring contextualized, bottom-up solutions to local 
problems in agriculture, transport, payment systems or education [20,28,29]. However, 
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the author could not find significant literature on the prosumption practices of the rural 
BoP communities.  
 
Several researchers have studied DIY behavior from a psychological point of view and 
differentiated motivational factors into intrinsic and extrinsic based on Ryan and Deci’s 
Self-Determination Theory [30,31,32,33]. Ryan and Deci (2000) categorized Intrinsic 
motivation as the behavioral drive resulting from something being inherently 
interesting or enjoyable and Extrinsic motivation as the drive resulting from separable 
outcome such as economic returns, recognition, feedback, etc. Intrinsic motivation has 
three components: competence, autonomy and relatedness. These tendencies are 
expressed only under specific conditions catalyzed by external agents. The propensity 
to seek competence is highly visible among DIY communities. Each is in a pursuit for 
greater self-expression, inventive epiphanies or finer craftsmanship [25,31,34,35]. 
However, competence has to be accompanied by autonomy or a sense of free will that 
one is doing something out of one’s own interests and values, to motivate an individual. 
The identity seeking DIY’er is essentially seeking autonomy in trying to establish 
coherence between himself and his surroundings [31,32,35]. The final component, 
relatedness, refers to the need people have to be valued by family, peers and social 
circles. The feeling of connectedness to a group with a similar culture or goals can 
encourage people to work collaboratively and seek recognition from peers 
[30,31,32,36]. Intrinsic motivation can further be divided into a) enjoyment and b) 
obligation/community based. Hackers, for instance, not only act as part of a group with 
the goal to make all software openware, but also operate under the norm that their own 
work should be open source [33]. 
 

In this research, we use Self-Determination theory to 
analyze the motivations for DIY in BoP communities. 
However, in order to understand how DIY subsists in 
these communities, we consider DIY as a practice: “an 
active integration of materials, meanings and forms of 
competence” [37]. A practice embodies three loosely 
structured groups of elements: skills, images and stuffs 
(fig.1). Skills embody learned routines, know-how and 
ways of doing and feeling. Images are socially shared 
meaning related to the practice that give reasons for 

Fig. 1. Components of a 
practice [38] 

Fig. 2. Emergence, sustenance and extinction of a practice [38] 
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engaging in it. Stuff embodies the physical aspects: the objects, tools along with the 
body of the maker [38]. These elements are interlinked and interact with each other to 
transform the practice over time. For e.g., the coming of 3D printing (stuff) transformed 
the practice of prototyping and changed its image from a slow hands-on process to a 
fast automated process. It also implies a change in skill requirement, from skills in hand 
modelling to 3D modelling software. Establishing a practice, often involves 
establishing these linkages to connect the materiality with the skills to execute and the 
reasons to engage in it. Similarly, the mutation of the linkages can deform the practice 
over time and eventually lead to its extinction through breakage of links (fig.2). (38) 
Practice theory has been used to analyze emergence, evolution and extinction of 
practices [38,39] and to design products with higher embeddedness in daily routines or 
to have higher sustainability [38,40].  It provides us with a useful lens to examine DIY 
as a practice, the motivations that give it meaning and how such meanings are evolving 
over time. 
 
3 Methodology 

Research Questions: Our research had two primary 
questions: (a) What are the motivations that constitute 
Images for the practice of prosumption (DIY) in BoP 
communities? (b) How is this practice transforming over 
time? 
 
Research Subjects: This study was conducted in five 
rural BoP communities, namely: Joypur, Gopalpur, 
Paator Kusi, Sarthebari and Naumati in rural Assam in 
India (fig.3). People from each community had a 
different ethnic background except for Sarthebari and 
Naumati. The researcher visited nineteen low-income 
households in total. All the households sustained on 
agriculture. The women worked in the fields as seasonal labor. At times they grew other 
crops such as beetle nut, rubber, bananas, etc. in their backyards and reared livestock. 
There were 31 respondents in this group (17 male and 14 female) from the age of 25 
years to 70 years. We also interviewed fifteen young respondents (8 male and 7 female) 
from the age of 12-20 years. All of them either attended school or a community college.  
 
Research Approach: We conducted a contextual enquiry in the aforementioned 
communities. We used field work techniques such as touchstone tours in homes, field 
notes, pictures and shadowing rural DIY’ers along with semi-structured interviews. We 
spent five days on an average in each village, from morning till evening in the fall 
season. Our foci during these observations were the kinds of materials and tools used 
and the skills involved in the practice. The semi-structured interviews focused on the 
images (motivations) of the DIY practice to the community and the individual. The 
interviews were transcribed and subjected to open coding. In order to glean motivations 
and purposes for doing DIY, we conducted a qualitative cause-effect analysis using the 

Fig. 3. Research sites in India 
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reference model construct from Design Research Methodology [41]. The field notes 
and pictures were arranged under the themes (concepts) in order to aid in the 
development of the associated concepts. We also interviewed the young respondents 
with the same questionnaire to understand the meaning that they assigned to DIY so 
that we could identify if there was a variance or continuity in meaning. If we 
encountered a respondent who did not engage in DIY, we restructured the interview to 
study the kinds of activities that s/he was most intrinsically motivated for and what 
their major sense of purpose was. We however, did not interview craftsmen as they 
were majorly driven by extrinsic motivation to do DIY.  
 
4 Observations and Results 

The touchstone tours around the houses revealed that rural people engaged in some 
form of making practice to be self-sufficient either in the form of weaving their own 
clothes, constructional DIY for making houses, sheds and granaries or making 
quotidian products for transporting goods, storage of food or for catching fish. Figures 
4,5 and 6 show a woman making a granary, a woven basket to transport fish and a 
weaver working at her manual loom. A rich DIY tradition, nurturing a range of 
prosumption practices, was observed among the rural communities. They extensively 
used local materials such as cane, bamboo, various palms, coconut leaves and coir, 
woods (teak, sal, gambare), water hyacinth, husk, hay, sand, cow dung and silk cocoons 
(Eri and muga) and very basic tools such as knives, sickles, hammers, shovels, etc. to 
more complex manually operated machines like looms (fig. 6). Most of the DIY 
practices have evolved as heritage for such communities, a means of fulfilling their 
material needs using local resources. The patterns of weaving, the designs of the 
products and the techniques of making houses and granaries using mud, cow-dung, 
straws and bamboo were passed on from generation to generation. The respondents 
who engaged in DIY reported picking up such skills during the early years of their life. 
Fifteen out of the nineteen households also reported helping each other in heavy DIY 
activities such a construction or setting up of looms. Being part of a collectivist culture, 
the members valued co-operation and coordination to support each other in their 

survival needs. The 
women demonstrated 
a high sense of 
collectivism in their 
practice of weaving 
wherein they shared 
ideas and designs 
with each other 
continuously. 

Fig. 4. A woman 
making a granary. 

Fig. 5. A woven 
basket to transport 
fish. 

Fig. 6. A woman 
weaving on a 
loom. 
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In our efforts to understand the motivations and purposes to engage in DIY, we 
conducted a cause-effect analysis for each of the interviewees. Fig. 7 presents the 
analyses of three representative subjects engaging in three widely conducted DIY 
activities. Being primarily a survival strategy, DIY in BoP communities, is at times 
strongly driven by extrinsic motivations such as economic profit, lack of product 
availability and need for customization of products. Recognition of work by peers and 
others in the community was also a strong motivator for DIY. The interviews, however, 
manifested several other intangible needs. They sought higher competence through 
creative expression and refinement of craftsmanship, higher autonomy by self-
production of goods and higher relatedness through sharing of ideas. The subjects also 
felt a sense of purpose in doing DIY. For some it meant preserving traditions, for others 
it was a way of bringing welfare to the community. Table 1. shows the major reasons 
and motivational factors which give meaning for the people to engage in DIY and the 
associated concepts that the interviews generated. 
 
 

Fig. 7. The Cause-Effect Analysis on three respondents of a few widely done DIY practices. 
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The younger group of respondents however, did not demonstrate a strong inclination 
towards doing DIY. Only one out of the eight male respondents reported doing 
technological DIY in the form of making small toys by repurposing parts from other 
gadgets. Three out of the seven female respondents expressed that they occasionally 
engaged in creative DIY projects such as making craft items or doing clay-work. These 
young DIY’ers were at times, driven by a clear sense of purpose of achieving a goal 
through their work and at times, solely for the opportunity to dwell in their creative 
side. The respondents who did not engage in DIY, did not perceive making as having 

Concepts/ Associated Concepts/ Exemplary Opinion from a Subject  
 
 
Competence 
Creative self-expression, 
Ability to see final product, 
Growth in expertise. 

“I like to work on 
challenging projects, where 
I can be creative in new 
ways.” 

 
Relatedness Needs 
Sharing ideas and designs, 
Adoption of ideas by peers. 
 

“If I have a new pattern, I 
show it my neighbor and if 
she has one, she shows it to 
me.” 

 
Autonomy 
Freedom to generate own 
ideas, Ability to satisfy 
one’s needs. 

 
“I make all small things that 
we use at home. We do not 
buy them from the market.” 

 
Social norms 
Helping others in the 
community. 
 
 

“There is a norm in villages 
to help each other. If I run 
out of something, I can 
borrow it from the 
neighbor.” 

 
Extrinsic Motivations  
Economic profit, 
Recognition, Product 
quality. Customization, 
Lack of product availability 
in the market.  

“The government gave me a 
certificate for being a model 
farmer. They call me train 
others on farming 
techniques.” 

 
Purpose  
Preserving tradition, 
Community welfare. 
 
 
 

“I try to be of help to others. 
Being able to do community 
service is a 
 privilege.” 

Table 1. The concepts and associated concepts derived from the interviews with opinions of 
subjects to exemplify. 
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the potential to make them feel higher competence and autonomy or even affording 
them the opportunity to fulfill their relatedness needs. In fig. 8, we present a mind map 
depicting what the young respondents perceive as competence, autonomy, relatedness 
and purpose: the meanings that were assigned to the DIY practice by the older 
respondents. Four out of the nine young male respondents actively engaged in sports 
to hone their athletic skills. It also gave them an opportunity to fraternize with friends 
and club members. The young female respondents viewed group activities in schools 
as their opportunity to connect with their peers and work collaboratively with them. 
Though all the respondents were from similar familial backgrounds and received 
similar education, the male respondents demonstrated a sense of purpose that was 
inspired by the problems that they witnessed in their community either in traditions, 
environmental problems, deficiencies in education or political and socio-cultural 
failings. The female respondents however, expressed a greater proclivity for creative 
expression. They experienced such activities as an immersion into a world of playing, 
tinkering and creative imagining. We observe that while the older respondents viewed 
self-reliance and being connected to the community as their major source of motivation, 
the younger respondents opined, without exception, that only education and extra-
curricular activities can give them higher competence and autonomy for a stable future. 
The young respondents also demonstrated a clear divergence from their older 
generation in their sense of purpose. They had a higher awareness of global problems 
and how change was required in several fronts to uplift their community. 

Fig 7. Mindmap showing what Competence, Autonomy, Relatedness and Purpose means to the 
young respondents. 
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5 Discussion 

DIY practices, in their ability to transform living for the poor by harnessing material 
resources from the environment, have become a part of tradition for these communities. 
Besides the intrinsic and extrinsic motivations, people often engage in DIY with 
abstract goals such as preserving traditions and ensuring community welfare. These 
motivational factors, reasons and goals together constitute an intangible whole that 
gives a socially shared meaning to DIY practices for these communities. Our field work 
revealed that prosumption practices have subsisted in such communities being 
supported by skills (know-how and expertise), stuff (tools and raw-materials from the 
environment) and images (motivations, goals and purpose). However, we also observed 
the links between the two elements: skills and stuffs with images are decaying (fig.8). 
The new generation does not have the motivation to do DIY as their previous generation 
does. They do not perceive DIY as capable of affording them with either competence 
or autonomy to sustain themselves in the real context. Table 2 shows a comparison 
between the older generation and the younger generation on their perceptions of 
growing competence, autonomy and relatedness and their sense of purpose. Free 
education has contributed to the movement of youth from hands-on activities to more 
academic pursuits in the hope of a better future [17]. The exposure to the world outside 
the vicinity of their villages, either through television or smart phones, have further 
given them a “vision of a good life” that is no longer aligned with the rustic lifestyle 
where self or social production of goods is a norm for survival.  

 
6 Conclusion: 

This study studied the DIY practices in five rural Indian BoP communities. The 
researcher observed several prosumption practices that utilized local materials. The 
knowledge and skills have become embedded in such societies. However, such 
practices are morphing over time. The new generation today do not share the same 

 Competence Autonomy Relatedness Purpose 

Older 
Generation 

Creative self-
expression, 
Ability to see 
final product, 
Growth in 
expertise. 

Freedom to 
generate own 
ideas, Ability 
to satisfy 
one’s needs. 

Sharing ideas 
and designs, 
Adoption of 
ideas by peers. 

Preserving tradition, 
Community welfare. 

Younger 
Generation 

Academics, 
Extra-curricular 
activities, 
Moving out of 
the village. 

Academics, 
Jobs. 

Sports, 
Playing with 
friends, Group 
projects. 

Community work, 
Bring change, 
Discover other 
places, Reduce 
environmental 
pollution. 

Table 2. A comparison of what motivations and purpose are for the younger and older generations 
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motivation to do DIY as their previous generation. Affordable primary education, 
access to technology and the availability of cheap consumer goods have altered the way 
people perceive DIY. Though the local materials are still available, these practices have 
lost their meaning (images) and the younger generation no longer finds a reason to learn 
such skills. Reviving such prosumption practices or designing DIY products would 
necessitate that we understand this changing landscape of motivations and meanings. 
For the practice to sustain in future, it must find new meaning. 
 
7 Implications for Designers 

The Maker Movement today has gained significant momentum in the West. FabLabs 
that started from MIT have been setup even in remote places of the world [42]. But 
when it comes to BoP communities that are only on the verge of being alienated from 
labor with the evolution of new survival norms, is it possible to make them adopt a DIY 
culture by simply providing them with a physical lab? Understanding the way in which 
they perceive making is crucial in designing an experience that makes them feel a 
growing sense of competence, autonomy, relatedness and fulfillment of purpose. One 
way to retain prosumption practices in these communities is to introduce new DIY 
practices with new skills and stuffs that are aligned with the meaning that younger 
generations assigns to DIY or to re-establish the link with traditional meanings of DIY 

by educating 
the youth 
about the 
sustainability 

aspect of such 
practices. 
 

8 Limitations of this Study 

This study was conducted in the eastern part of India with rural BoP communities. The 
results of this study are socio-culturally sensitive to this context. The meaning attached 
to DIY practices and inter-generational trends around these practices in other BoP 
communities might vary. 
 
  

Fig. 8. Re-establishing linkage with new images to sustain DIY practices  
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