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Abstract

Extant literature lack¢he integrative theory ofirst-time (pure)nascent entr ep
ongoing opportunyt recognition.There is an academic consensus that the investigation
of ongoing opportunity recognition may provide new insights into entreprebeurs

behaviours and cognitive process.e. what they do and how they do it.

This studyhasrespondedo this knowledge gap by addressing the following research
question: how do prencubator supported nascent entrepreneurs recognise

entrepreneurial opportunities? The objectives of this study were:
(1) to explore the process by which they come up ejiibortunityideas;
(2) to explore behavioural actisthat shape opportunity ideas into opportunities;

(3) to understand the role d@he preiincubator on their cognitive and behavioural

process; and
(4) to provide recommendations for effective oppotinecognition practice.

A single qualitative case study was adopted for the study t#alBgraduates who were
supported througtheprei nc ubat or 6 sup fpragsmmnmmeeDats wesetcallected
through semstructured interview, mindapping and paécipants observation, and

analysed by adoptingninductive thematic analysimethod

Findings show that nascent entrepreneur
discreet, interrelated components: opportunity awareness and opportunity search.
Opportunity awareness is an intentional process by which they translate their
experiential problems and perceived gaps into demandupplydriven opportunity
ideas. It drives their opportunity search behaviour. They rely on various social networks
to test the veracity of their opportunity ideas and search for opporiteidyed
information. They prioritise their socialetwork reliance according to their social
relationshipsThis behaviour is guided by their emotional attachment to opportunities. It
is found that prancubator managers moderate their emotional attachment and
subsequent search behaviours. As tfrgscent entrepreneursgly on various social
networks, their confirmation bias mediates opportunity recognition belief reinforcement

and thenput factors provided by social network members.
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The findings are significant to pfecubator manager3heyprovide revelatory insigist
into their supported r5abshawours,andeoghitioreipr e n e
relation to opportunity recognitio This study also makes noteworthy contributions to
entrepreneurship literature by providing new theoretical insights into the opportunity

recognition offirst-time (pure)nascent entrepreneurs.

3|Page



Acknowledgemens

My doctoral study haveen an exciting and challenging journey. |, alone, could not
have overcome challenges without others. | would like to take this opportunity to

express my gratitude to those who directly contributed to my study.

First and foremost, my heartfelt gratitud®eg to my supervisors: Dr Theodora
Asimakou and Professor Dean Bartlett. Their joint supervision sessions have made my
doctoral journey very inspiring. | am indebted to Dr Theodora Asimakou for her
consistent support in all respects. Her authé@ptibonesty, patience, and simplicity are

my real inspirations. | reconsidered some of the things that | previously neglected. |
learnt to trust others. | learnt to appreciate the work of others. | learnt to be an effective
communicator. | consider her as my rgtedel. Thank you for being an inspiring

academic.

| am indebted to my wife, Samiya Akter, for her endless support and unwavering love. |
have come this far at the expense of her sacrifice. During my doctoral journey, she lost
her beloved father and granttiar, yet she made sure that her losses did not interfere
with my study progression. She ensured my health andbseil, which | recognise as

an utmost necessity for my doctoral journey.

| am indebted to my forever friend, Mohon Lal Gain, for his adawh in my academic

success and his financial support.

Special thanks to Dr Chahid Fourali for helping me secure access to the research

organisation and to Toby Kress for granting access for my research.

I am thankful to Suzanne Smith for h&@ncere support and encouragement at the final

stage of thesis. Thank you for putting up with my incessant absences and excuses

Finally, my heartfelt gratitude goes to my parents, Mohammad Abul Kashem and
Rousahanar Begum, who always want to make me tardaiman. | would not have

come this far if they did not value higher education.

4|Page



Contents

Y 0153 1 = ox S PP PR PP P PP PPPPPPPPPPPPP 2
Chapter 1 INrOAUCTION .......ccoiiiiiieiee e e rmmee e s e s 12
1.1 The contexdf the STUAY...........uueiiiiiiiiii e 12
1.2 Rationales of the Study...........ccooiiiiiiiiiiee e 15
1.2.1 Knowledge gap in the literature.............uueeeeiiiiiieeeiiiiiieeieeeeeeee e 15
1.2.2 Study topic significance for practitioners..........ccccceeeeiievieeeeeceeiiiee e, 17
1.2.3The high level of failure in starting new businesses..............c.cccevvveeun.. 19
1.2.4 Study significance for myself...........oooocce s 19

1.3 TNESIS SIIUCKUIE ...ttt r e e e e e e e e e e e e e s ammms 20
Chapter 2 Literature REVIEW...........cooiiiiiiiieieieeee e e 22
2.1 Defining entrepreneurial opportunities and entrepreneurs.................co.e.-. 22
2.1.1 What iS an OPPOITUNITY2.......cciiiiiiiiiiiieeieeeiiiteieree e e e e e e e e s eeereeeeeeeeeeas 22
2.1.2 What iS @n ENtrEPrENEULI2.......uuuiiieiiiiieeeeeeeeeee ettt e e e e e e e s e 25
2.1.3 TYDES Of ENrEPIrENEULS......ceeieeeieiiiii e eemrn e 27

2.2 Opportunity formation process: two alternative thearies...............cc..vveeeeee. 30
2.2.1 The dISCOVEIY VIBW.....uuuuiiiiiee e e e eeeeeeeeeeei s e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeme e e e e eeeeeenennnnns 30
2.2.2 THE CreatioN VIBW.........uuviieeeiiiiieiieeereee e e e et e e s e e eeasn e e e e 32

2.3 OPPOrtUNY rE€COGNITION. ......everieeiiiiiee e e e ettt e e e e e e e e aneer s e e e e e e e e e e eeees 34
2.3.1 Two alternative theories of opportunity recognition................ccccevueeee. 34

2.4 Review of opportunityecognition models...........ccccooviiiiiiiiccc s 35
2.4.1 A model of the entrepreneurial opportunity recognition pracess........ 36

2.4.2 The model and units for the opportunity identification and development
L1070 YOO P TR TTPPOPPTP 38

2.4.3 Opportunityecognition as pattern recognition.............ccceeeeevvvieemeeennnnn. 39
2.4.4 A theory of entrepreneurial behaviours and opportunity recognition..40

245 A conceptual model of entrepreneurial opportunity production: a

CONSLIUCTIVISt PEISPECHIVE. .. .ciiiiiiiie et e e 42



2.4.6 An integrative model of opportunity recognition: prior knowledge and

COQNItIVE ChAraCeriSHICS.......ciiiveiiiiiiii e e errnr e e e e e e e e 43

2.4.7 ldentification, intentions and entrepreneurial opportunities: an integrative

ProCESS MOUEL. .. .. iiiiiiii e e e e e e e e renneaeens 44
2.5 Prior knowledge and opportunity recCognitiQn............ccceeeeevvieeeiiieeeeeeeeeeeenn, 46
2.5.1 Dimensions of prior KNOwledge...........ccoooiiiiiiimmmn e 47
2.5.2 Prior empirical StUAIES.........uuuuiiiiiiie e veeer e a7
2.6 Entrepreneurial alertness and opportunity recognition...............ceevveeenee. 53
2.6.1 DIMeNSIONS Of @lertNesS........c.ccuuiiiiiiiiiii e 55
2.7 OPPOItUNILY SEAICH. ... uuuiiii i e eeee e e e e e 57
2.7.1 Entrepreneurial INtENTIAN. .........uueiiiiiiiiii e 59
2.7.2Social networks as source for opportunity search...............ccccvvveemnnnnn. 59
2.8 Conceptual frameWOIK...........ouuiiiiiiiiii e 64
2.8.1 Who and what will be studied?............cccooiiiiiinn e 64
2.9 SUMIMAIY. ettt reeee et e et e et e e e e mmms e e e et e e e et e e e et s amnneeesanaeees 68
Chapter 3 Research Methodigy ............uuuieiiiiiiiiiiiieeeiiiee e 69
3.1 Establishing a philosophical framework for the study.....................cccce....... 70
3.1.1 Philosophical aSSUMPLIONS.........uuiiiiiiiiiiiii e 70
3.1.2Assumptions about the nature of society...........ccooeevviiiiiccciiiiiie e, 12
3.1.3 An interpretive paradigm VIEM...........cceeviviveiiiimmneeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeieenesmmmeees 73
3.2 Research approach: INAUCHVE. .........oooviiiiiiiieeeeeee e 74
3.3 Research strategQualitatiVe...............oooviviiiiiiicceeeeee e 75
3.4 Research design: Case StUAY.........cuuiiiiiiiiiiieeeiiiiiiee e 76
3.4.1 Unit of @analySiS.......cuoiiiiiiiiiiiiie e cceeen e eeeen e e e eann ol
3.4.2 BoUNAING the CASE......cciieeeiiieiiiiimmr e e errn e e e e e e e e e aaees 78
3.4.3 Selection Of PArtiCIPANTS...........uuuiiiiiiiiiiieeeiiiir e eeer e 81
3.4.4 Gaining access to the casedy site and data.............cccoeeeeeiiiceccnnnnnn. 85
3.5 Data CONBCHIONM ....ceiiiiiieieeee e eneeee 86

6|Page



3.5.1 SemBtrUCIUIrEd INTEIVIEWL. .. ...eeeeee e e 87

3.5.2Participant 0bSErVatioN..............uuuuuuueniireeeerie e e e erre s 91
GRS TC 21 1Y, LT I 0 =T o] o1 o PP 93

3.6 Data ManagemMeENT...........viiiiiiiiiiiiee e rmme e 95
3.7 Data analysisthematiC analySiS...........ccuuiiiiiiiiiiiiecnee e 97
3.7.1 Four phases Of @nalySIS.........ccuuuuiiiiiiiiiieer e eerne ) 98

3.8 Ethical CONSIOEIatioNS. ..........uuuiiiiiiiiiiiieeeiiiriiie et e e 108
3.9 Research evaluation Criteria............cccuuuiiiiimemii e 109

G T 0 DY U] 01 0 = U 7SR 111
Chapter 4 Findings: Opportunity aWare€ness............oooeeeuuverrrimemnennnaeeieeenneneees 113

4.1 A Case Study of Lond-mcubaMe.t.r.o.p.d1Bi t an
4.2 Opportunities as two types of situations: deradneen and supphdriven....119

4.3 Experiential proleims and perceived gaps as the definers of situations...122

4.3.1 Awareness of an experiential problem.............cccovvvive e, 123
4.3.2 Awareness Of Perceived gap........coouuuiuiiiiiiiicme e 128
4.4 Entrepreneurial intention as part of opportunity awareness.................... 132
4.4.1 The influence of intention on OPPONUARFICEPLION.......cvvvviviiiiiieeeeenens 133
4.4.2 Employment uncertainty as a driving @aCL...........cccooovieiiiiiiccciiiienenn. 135
4.5 SUMIMIAIY. c.uiiiitiee ettt e eeeee et e et e e e e et e e e et ameer s e e eaa s e e et e eeesneesanmmesnaaee 139
Chapter 5 Findings: Opportunity Search...........ccccoooiiiiiiiiiiee e 139
5.1 Opportunity search in informatian..................ccceeiiiccceeeereicee e 140
5.1.1 Reliance on social NetWAIK............coooiiiiiiiiice e 142
5.2 Opportunity attaChment.............cooeiiiiiiiieeei e 144
5.3 Attachment orientations.O..l..nf.l.i4&nce

5.3.1 l nsecur e attachment 6s influence

business sUpPpPOrt OrganiSAtIONS............uvuuueiiii i e eeeerae s 148
5.3.2 Secure attachment ds .i.nf.l.uebbde on

5.4 SUMIMI@TY. ..ttt eeee ettt e e e et et sm e e e e e e e e et e e e e e eeennamra e e eas 162

7|Page



Chapter 6 DISCUSSION..........ccoeiiiiiiieeeiieeee e e et e e e e e e e e e anan 164
6.1 Opportunitis as socially constructed situations [1.Q].............cvvvvvrmmiccnnn.. 166

6.2 OPPOItUNILY AWAIENESS. .. . uiiieeieeeeeeeeeieiieeeie e e e e e eeeee e et e eeeeeeesbnnneeeeeeeeeeenannnn 167

6.2.1 Experiential problem and perceived gap as the definers of the situati®®s

6.2.2 Intention as part of opportunity aWar€NeSsS.......ccceevveeeeeeeeecececieaeeeennn. 171

6.3 OPPOIrtUNItY SEAICH. ... ..iiii i e e ceeeeeceeee e 173
6.3.1 Social network as opportunity search source...........cccccoevviviecciennenn. 174
6.3.2 The influence of emotion on social network reliance........................ 175
6.3.3 The effect of social network reliance............cccocoviiiiiccc e 178
6.3.4 The influence of confirmation bias on belief reinforcement.............. 179

5.4 SUMIMAIY....uiieieiie ettt reeer et e et e et e e e e e mmmre e e et e e e et e e e esa s annneeesan s 182
Chapter 7 CONCIUSION..........ooiiiiii e e e e e e e aeeeean 184
7.1 CONIDULIONS . ..cciiiiiieee e e e et e e e e e enneees 185
7.1.1 Contributiond KNOWIEAQE...........uuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeieeeeeeee e 185
7.1.2 ContributioNS t0 PracCtiCe........oviiiiiiiiii e ceeee e eeeer e e 189
7.1.3 Methodological Contribution...........ccccovviiiiiiiiceeiciee e 191

7.2 RECOMMENAALIONS. ....cei i et iteee e et e e es 191
7.3 Limitations ofthe Study..........ouiiiiiiiiii e 194
A ([ (=TS o o o R 195
7.5 RefleCtive aCCOUNT.........coooiiiiiiiiiieieeee s 197
7.5.1 Research POSItIoNaAlLY...........ueiiiiiiie e eeevieeer e 197
7.5.2 Larning and developmMEeNL. .........u v 203
RETEIENCES. ... .t aeee e e e 208
APPENAIX A e et a— e e e ettt e e e e e e e e s et a e e e e e e s 224
Y o] 01T T [l = SRR 226
APPENAIX € .ot ee e eeer e et e e e e e e e e e e e e e et a e e e e eeeas 227
Y o] 01T T [l 5 SRR 228
APPENAIX E . et e e e e a e e 229
Y o] 01T T [ USSP 233



List of Figures

Figure  Titles Page
Figure 2.1 Opportunity recognition process model by Ardichvili and Cardoza...37
Figure 2.2 Opportunity recognition process model by Ardichvili, Cardozo and Ry
Figure 2.3 Opportunity recognition process model by Baron.............................40

Figure 2.4 Oppdunity recognition model by Dyer, Gregersen, and Christensen41l

Figure 2.5 Opportunity recognition process model by Wood and MeXin............ 42
Figure 2.6 Opportunity recognition model by Hajizadeh and.Ali......................... 44
Figure 2.7 Opportunity recognition model by Jarvis..............ccoiviviieenneeee, 45

Figure 2.8 Conceptual framework of the opportunity recognition of nascent

BNITEPIENEULS. ...ttt rrer et e et e e e et e e e enmme e e e e en e e eetaeeeeesn s smnneeessnneeeenns ] 64
Figure 3.1 Indutive development of theory (adapted from Gill and Johnson, 201%)
Figure 3.2 Case bound.ar.y..(.aut.haor.oas.7®wn d:
Figure 3.3 Evolution and emergence of case selection...............ccovvieemeviiieenenn. 85

Figure 3.4 Partici.p.ant..Cols.. . Mi.nd..Ma®pi ng

Figure 3.5 Clustering eXampleS.......cccooieeiiiiiiiiieeee e e 102
Figure 4.1 An illustration of Big Idea Challenges' pitch day............cccccoevvieeeeen. 114
Figure 4.2 An illustration of the business staptprogramme’s activity................. 117
Figure 4.3 The process of opportunity awareness (data driven)....................... 118

Figure 4.4 Partigants' situational awareness according to their experienced problem

AN PEICEIVEU GAP. .. oottt e eer bbb eeeens bbb e s e e e e e et e e e e e e e e s eeemeeeees 123

Figure 4.5 Participants different dimémss of knowledge affect awareness of gdR29

Figure 4.6 Participants' crassiltural awareness................ovvvvvvviicmeeeevenvvennnnnn 130
Figure 4.7 Participant D's MiNd Map............oouvuiiuiiiicreeeeeiviieee e eeeeennanns 136
Figure 4.8 Factors affecting employment UNCertainty................eeeeeeeeeevvvveneennen. 137

9|Page



Figure 5.1 Opportunity search according to opportunity awareness................ 141
Figure 5.2Participants' subsequent soamtwork reliance (datdriven model)......143
Figure 5.3 Key features of the opporturgifachment tBme.............ccccceeieiiniiaee. 145
Figure 5.4 Participants' opportuniéytachment orientations (dadaiven model).....146

Figure 5.5 Opportunity attachment ori ent
(datadriven MOEI)..........cooeeiiiieeee e e ennnaaas 147

Figure 5.6 Insecure attachment éddven).tdB | ue n:

Figure 5.7 Busi ness support organi satic

ATACNMENT OFENEALIONS . ...ttt ee e e e e e enaann 153

Figure 5.9 Secure attachments' influence on broader public network (Data drii/60)

Figure 5.10 Hierarchical chart for market research informatian........................ 161
Figure 6.1 Empirical model of opportunity recognitian...............ccccceevieeeiieeeeeens 165
Figure 7.1 A pendulum view of my research positionality.............c..ccceeveeeeenn... 200

10|Page



List of Tables

Table Titles Page

Table 1.1Business birth and death rates, UK, 2011 to 2016 (Source: ONS,.201173

Table 2.1 Typology of entrepreneurs according to theiorpbusiness ownership

Lo LCT =T 1ot PR SUPPPPRPN 30
Table 2.2 Overview of prior opportunitgcognition model studies...........ccc.c....... 36
Table 2.3 Overview of prior knowledge study findings.............coooviiiiicee e 50
Table 2.4 Overview of prior studies on the effect of social netwatk................... 61
Table 3.1 Qualitative Research Strategy...........ccovvvviiiicceiii i 76
Table 3.2 Criteria for participant SEleCtioN...........ccccevveeiiiiccccriiieiie e, 83
Table 3.3 Profile of interviewees and iNtErVIEWS............oooiiriiiiieennee e 91
Table 3.4 Participant observations summarised information................c.coeeeeeeeee 92
Table 3.5 Data documentation fOrmaL...............oooiiiiiiccce e 96
Table 3.6 NVivo compatible dafde formatting.................coooeeiiiiiieeeii 97
Table 3.7 Stages of data analySiS..........ccceeeeeiiiiiieeeii e 99
Table 3.8 Example Of MEMBITING ..........uvuiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 103
Table 3.9 From basic to organising to main themes...............ooooiiicee e 108
Table 4.1 Two kinds of situational OpportUNItY.............ceviiiiiiiiemeiee e, 120
Table 4.2 Category representative data.................evuuicccrveeeeiiiiiiiiiineee e eeeenenns 126

l1|Page



Chapter 1 Introduction

1.1 The context of the study

Entrepreneurial opportunity lies at the heart of business creation in any economy.
Business creation involves recognising, evaluatiagd exploiting entrepreneurial
opportunities. This process is called entrepreneurship (Shane, 2003). Opportunity
recogniton is a key stepn entrepreneurship: without opportunity recognition, business
creation is impossible (Ram&®driguez et al.2010). A significant body of evidence
suggests that entrepreneurship resuitgpositive outcomes: competitiveness of an
econony, job creation, unemployment reduction, poverty alleviation, innovation,-socio
economic mobility (Casson, 198 Rotger, Ggrtzand Storey, 2012; Van Praagnd
Versloot, 2007). Due to these positive outcomes, many developed ecorespmsally

the United Kingdom (UK), has placed entrepreneurship high on their economic agenda.
However, the positive outcomes of entrep
to recognise opportunities the first place (Westhead, Ucbasagau\Wright, 2009).

In the UK, the business population demography report (2017) showstisamess birth

rate has gradually riseover the last six year@able 1.1). Business birth refers to the
registration of new businesses. The growing trends of business birth rate indicates that
the UK business environment is favourable for the creation of new businesses. To
encourage new business creatithie UK government offers various support services:

tax exemption for micro business, mentoriagd investment programmes. However,
schol ar s have argued that business formn
recognise opportunities (Baron, 2007). THegve emphasisg on understandingow
opportunity ecognition actually occurs in the mmaf entrepreneurs (ibid). Since
entrepreneurship is an emerging field o
opportunity recognition is fairly undeteveloped (Fletcher, 2006). This study aims to
address thislkowl edge gap by examining nascent

recognition.
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Counts given to the nearest thousand

Active Births Deaths

Count Count Rate (%) Count Rate (%)
2011 2,343 261 12 230 9.8
2012 2,373 270 114 252 106
2013 2,449 346 14.1 237 97
2014 2,551 351 137 246 97
2015 2,699 383 143 283 105
2016 2,834 414 14.6 328 116

Tablel1.1 Business birth and death rates, UK, 2011 to 2016 (Source: ONS, 2017)

Returning to the business population report, the growing trend of business birth rate
may not necessarily reflect the contribution of nascent entreprerBueshisiness
popul ation demography report does not pr
business ownership. Due to lack of this specific data, we do not know whether new
business creations are contributed by new entrepreneurs or repeat entrepreneurs (who
havepreviously started businesses). In other words, entrepreneurial mobility from non
enrepreneurs to entrepreneurs is unknown. However, extant literature sutigest
starting a new business is famore difficult for inexperienced entrepreneuthan
experienced ore One of the main rationale is that experienced entrepreneurs have
well-devdoped cognitive frameworks (i.e. mental models) that allow them better
opportunity recognition than inexperienced entrepreneurs (Baron and Ensley, 2006).
This suggests that statisticsgardingbusiness birth rate may haleenaccelerated by

repeat entragneurs.

In recent yearsthe UK government hsrecognised potential contributions of new
entrepreneur$ mainly graduate$ in the economy. Policy makers have rationalised
that graduatdasskills in entrepreneurship could encourage the formation, graavith
development of new enterprises. To improve graddaidls in entrepreneurshiphe
government hscalled for UK universities to incorporate entrepreneurial education in
their core curriculums (GOV.UK, 2016). Recently, many UK universities createtv
form of organgations called préncubatos to support their graduates in starting new
businesses. The function afpre-iincubator is to provide opportunity recognition and
enactment support services to inexperienced entrepre(#insng et al, 2002). The

training of opportunity recognition through orgsational arrangement indicates that it

13|Page



has become a part of professional practitée HE Business and Community
Interaction (HEBCI) survey shows that 3,890 graduate stgnd were formed in
2015/16 (HESA, 2017). The result shows the extent to which higher education
providers support neantrepreneurs itheir transition tobeingentrepreneurs.

Despite various institutions (i.e. government, university-ipcebators) provioshg a
range of supporservices, very little is known about how opportunitégs recognised

by their supported nascent entrepreneuiihis is mainly because theurrent
institutional practice of entrepreneurship is highly prescriptive and orientated toward
business creation.nE foci of interest is on business creation activities rather tthean
creation ofentrepreneurs. Developing business mgdetiting business plas pitching
business ideas, securing financial investregamd conducting market research pr&t

a few of those many prescriptive institutional services. These prescribed activities
demand specific entrepreneurial behaviour. Extant literatuieatesthat experienced

and inexperienced entrepreneurs behave differently due to the differendkeir
cognitivemindsets (Westhead, Ucbasarand Wright, 2009). Thereforécontendthat
current opportunity recognition practice can only be effective if we understand the

cognitive and behavioural process of nascent entrepreneurs.

The process by which individualseaqognise opportunities is also critical for
organgational scholars (Carolis and Sapartio, 2006; Grégoire, Barr and Shepherd,
2012). Entrepreneurship is about the processredtingnew orgarsations (Steyaert,
2007 Liao and Welsch, 2008 In other words the process of recognising and
exploiting opportunities represents the processrefatingnew orgarsations. Unlike
economic policy makers and entrepreneurship practitioners, sagianal scholars are
interested in studying the noise and hustleaforgansa t i o nem@rgepce eather
than businesses (Dimov, 2010). Shane and Venkataraman (2003) @rokree
rationales for orgasational scholars to study entrepreneurship. First, entrepreneurship
is a mechanism through which society converts techméarmation into products and
services. Second, economic efficiencies are identified and mitigated in the form of
entrepreneurial opportunities. Finally, entrepreneurship mechamisncrucial for the
change in capitalist society in the form of innowati Shane and Venkataraman (ibid)
point out that the absence of entrepreneurship from collective theories ofsatigaus,

market and economy mansour understanding of business landsdcapecomplete.
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The above discussiodemonstrateghat opportunity recognition is critical for the
creation of new businesses and orgations. The practice of opportunity recognition is
influenced and shaped by various actors and institutions; i.e. government, policy
makers and university preéncubates. The arrent institutional practice of
entrepreneurship is very prescriptive. To make current practice effectivan in
institutional context especially preincubatos, it is important to understand their

supporednascent entr epr eogndienmpe@sssop portunity r

This study aims to respord this gap by addressing the following research question:
how do preincubator supportednascent entrepreneurs recognise entrepreneurial

opportunities? The objectives of this study are:

(1) to explore the q@cess by which nascent entreprenerome up withopportunity

idess;

(2) to explore nascent sthatshapepopmnueity idsad b e

into opportunities;

(3) to understand the role tdieprei ncubat or on nasaoeveand ent r

behavioural process related to opportunity recognition; and
(4) to provide recommendations for effective opporturgyognition practice.

Having discussed the context of the study, the next section prdlielegionales of the

study.

1.2 Rationales of the study

The topic of this study is nascent entr
recognition. There are three main rationales for the focus of this tbpiknowledge

gap in academic literature; the current importance of tipéc tfor entrepreneurship
practitionersthe level of failure in starting new businessa the personal importance

of myself.

1.2.1 Knowledge gap in the literature

Entrepreneurship scholars have been invigorated by a shared goal of understanding
how, and by whom opportunities are recognised (Venkataraman 1997; Gaglio and

Katz, 2001; Shane and Venkataraman, 2000; Dimov, 2011). Prior studies have
investigated this phenomenon from various perspectives: cognitive (Baron, 2006; Baron
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and Ensley, 2006), behawural (Baron, 2007; Dyer, Gregersen, Christensen, 2008)
economics (Kirzner, 1997)and social constructionist (Fletcher, 2006; Alvarez and
Barney, 2007; Wood and McKinley, 2010). Among these perspectives, cognitive
psychology and economics have producedremempirical studies. As a result, our
understanding of opportunity recognition these areas has progressed significantly.
However,a social constructionist view of opportunity recognition has received scant
attention in empirical studies. Despite salestudies highligting the importance of this
perspective in explaining entrepreneurs?o
opportunity recognition, there is no empiricatljiven theoretical model (Wood and
McKinley, 2010).A social constructiorst perspective of opportunity recognition is
concerned with how entrepreneursod cogni-t
social situatednesgnabing opportunity recognition (Fletcher, 2006). In this study, |
adopt a social constructionist perspective to investigate nascent entrepr@neurs
opportunity recognition. The empirical study othe perspective ofsocial
constructionist may provide revelatorynis i g h t i nto nascent ent

and behavioural processrelation toopportunity recognition.

Current theoretical models of opportunity recognition were developed from the studies
of experienced and successful entrepreneurs. These thabretmdels do not
adequately explain nascent entrepreneurs
focused on those entrepreneurs who recognised opportunities and successfully
established business enterprises (Shane, 2000). The approach of these istudie
retrospective and limited by success Wi@avidsson and Honig, 2008jetcher, 2006;
Grégoire, Shepherd and Lambert, 2009; Grégoire, Barr and Shepherd, 2010). In a
retrospective study, entrepreneurs recalled information from distant past memories. As
empirical studies have suggested that entrepreneurs devetdpcognitive framework

(i.e. mental models) throughe businesdormation process, they may report biased and
distorted information about their initial opportunitycognition process (Baroand

Ensley, 2006). Because ofish dat a may not capture ent
behavioural processesvhich are essential to understatite opportunityrecognition
process. Moreover, prior opportunitgcognition studies on experienced entrepreneur
represent success bias. These studies investigatgepreneurs whdad enacted
recognised opportunities. Because of such focus, very little is known about

entrepreneurs who are trying to establish businesses or abandon their opportunity idea
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during the process of starting businesses. These entrepreneurs are called nascent

entrepreneurs (Carter, Gartnand Reynolds, 1996).

Nascent entr epr en e urecegbitioro praxess Inag reaeiped coartt u n i
attention in extant literaturgDavidsson and Hag, 2003) Few studies have

i nvestigated nascent entrepreneursodo char .
early planning action in respect to the emergence of nascent venture (Parker and
Belghitar, 2006; Lichtenstein et al. 200Liao and Welsh, 2008; Dimov, 2010).

Venture emergence process begingh the recognition ofan opportunity and
culminates withfirst sales(ibid). Due to the paucity of studies, the opportunity
recognition process has remained largely understudied. This study aaddress this

startling knowledge gap by investigating the following research question: hgwedo
incubator supportedascent entrepreneurs recognise entrepreneurial opportunities? The
dowdquestion may improve our understanding on nascent entrepréoegnitive and
behavioural processin relation to opportunity recognition (Baron, 2006; Westhead,
Ucbasaran and Wright, 2009; Arentz, Sautet and Storr, 2013). Moreover, investigation
intonascent entrepreneursd ongoing opportut
results (Dimov, 2011Santos et al., 2015).

1.2.2 Study topic significance for practitioners

The body of entrepreneurship literature has placed entrepreneurship tivélaippied
management field (Moroz and Hindle, 120 Klein, 2008). The research of
entrepreneurship is driven layproblemsolving agenda that is the nexus of practice and
pedagogy. The implication of current academic theories is noticeable in practice. Prior
studies have suggested that wollel entrepreneurs can be trained to recognise
opportunities (Baron, 2006). Based on this academic recommendation, many UK
universities set up business idea developmental centres, known-meyators, to

train their graduas on key entrepreneurial activities: opportunity recognition,
evaluation and enactmenf pre-incubator is an orgasation in which managers assist
graduates in makinghe transition to business ownership. In other words,-non
entrepreneurs makihe transtion into nascent entrepreneuasd then ito emergent

entrepreneurs with the supportagfrei ncubat or 6s managers and

Current l ncubator manager so i ntervienti o

opportunity recognition and opportunity enactmémearly shows the convergence of
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managerial and entrepreneurial activities. However, mainstream entrepreneurship
literature clams that managerand entreprenesirare two distinct individuals (Moroz

and Hindle, 2@2 Shane, 2012). It is the performed action that dichotomises
entrepreneurs from managers. Mgers operate within existing mea&sd framework
whereas entrepreneureate new mearsnd frameworls. Entrepreneurial opportunity
recognition requireshe creation of new mearend frameworls whereas opportunity
enactment requiretkie application of existing new meaesd frameworls. The former

is called entrepreneurial seurce and the lattemanagerial resource. Patton (2013)
claimed that entrepreneurship process requaesombination of both entrepreneurial

and managerial resources.

The current function othe preiincubator informs that managers have advanced their
maragerial practice tahe opportunityrecognition stage. At the recognition stage,
managers act asguide ofthe opportunity recogniser. They guide nascent entrepreneurs
through opportunity recognition and enactment stages. Their guidance or assistance is
based upon conventional theories of entrepreneurship. By conventional theoefes

to those theories that are developed from the study of successful entreprandurs
appliedi rrespective of entrepreneur soastype.
effective in practice asthey appear. Empirical studies suggest that opportunity
recognition varies between experienced and inexperienced entrepreheuts their
cognitive and bleavioural differences (Baron and Ensley, 2006). This suggests that

nascent entreprenewequiredifferent support for opportunity recognition.

The prescriptive nature of entrepreneurial practice by managers becomes an important
management issue rather ath managerial. The main reason is that current
entrepreneurial practice does not reflect the understanding of nascent entrepreneurs
cognitive and behavioural processin relation to opportunity recognition. Pre
incubatorsupported nascent entrepreneues a fact, their future customers. Therefore,

it i s i mportant for them to wunderstand
behavioural process contribute to the recognition of entrepreneurial opportunities.
Theories derived from practitionsupportednascent entrepreneurs would be more
relevant than conventional theories because the study outcome would be context (i.e.
pre-incubator) and entrepreneur (i.e. nascespgecific. This makes my study topic

significant for practitioners.
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1.23 The high levd of failure in starting new businesses

Data regarding the level of failure in starting new businesses are difficult to obtain.
European Union Business and Innovation Centre (EU|BIC) 2017 impact report showed
that EU registered business incubator assessed 160,000 opportunity ideas and
managed to convert over 12,000 of them into sips in the period of 2014 2016

(EBN, 2017). This means the rate of conversion from opportunity ideas assessment to
startup creation was 7%. The remaining 93% of opyaty ideas did not make it to
startup. This shows a high level of failure in starting new business withimptdator
context. However, he EU|BIC 2017 impact repofavoured fast and early failure of
opportunity ideas over stamps. They claimed is less expensive in terms of time and
money. The highly level of idea failure currently represents a realist view of opportunity
recognition Most of the ideas are abandoned if nascent entrepreneurs cannot objectify
their opportunityideas to the key actors; i.e. incubator and invesiidis. high level of
opportunity ideas failure or abandonmentequires an investigation of how nascent
entrepeneurs recognise entrepreneurial opportunities. This study addresses this

knowledge gappy adopting a social constructionist view of opportunity recognition.
1.24 Study significance for myself

The study of opportunity recognition is of my personal egemwhich has grown from
experience of runningny own family business and my exposure to management
education in the UK. | am the proprietor and managing director of our family business
Saiful Enterprise (Bangladeshimited. Since the age of 14, | hapkyed an active role

in runningthe businessalong with my father. We source, manufactued supply jute
cords (rope) spare parts fothe public and private jutenill sector in Bangladesh. My
father has been in the jute and fibre industry sincebiginning of his career as a
purchase officewithin a government orgasation. Whilst working forthe government
organgation, he set up our enterprise in 2003. dWwrthat his work experience in the
jute and fibre industry helped him to set up this bessn He did not require any market
research for the launch of enterprise. Market knowledge alr@adyknown to him.
However, neither my fathemorlk new t he term Obusanhess
business considering the market demand for jute and fitbducs. During the last
decade, our entrepreneurial journegcamerugged. Due to changes in government

policy, the industryhas become unattractive for both existing and new businesses.
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Demand for our productdeclinedsteeply. We realised the need fdentifying new
opportunities associated with jute and fibres to keep our enterprise goingbbocaihe
extremely difficult. Thiswasbecause we did not actively seek new opportunities from
the beginningOn thereflection of my experience Jéarned that opportunity is not only
important for the creation of new businesses, but also critical for the survival, growth

and development of established orgations.

At the age of 19, | left Bangladesh fahigher education in the United KingdordK).

| enrolled fora Bachelor of Arts with Honours in Applied Accounting. When | was a
secondyear undergraduate student, | participatedairsix-week business stamp
programme. Over the siweeks, | became familiar with the process of starting
business. | found this programme quite prescriptive. This programme turned my
attention to our businedermation process. My father set upe family business
without anystartup training. This made me wonder whether a person requires business
startup trainirg to starta business. Since then, | have speculated some fundamental
guestionswhat are business opportunities? Are entrepreneurs born or made? What is
the difference between entrepreneurs and business owners? My doctoral degree has
offered me the opparhity to reali’e my personal interestt he st udy of ent

opportunity recognition.
1.3 Thesis structure

The thesigs structurel as follows. Chapter 2 provides a thematic literature review on
entrepreneurial opportunity recognition. At the eofl this chapter, | provide a
conceptual framework for this study. the conceptual framework section, | explain

who and what willand will not be investigated.

Chapter 3 elucidates research methodology. In this chafiterjustification of
qualitative research methodology and other employed methods are provided. This
chapter is comprisedof the following sections: (3.1) establishiagramework for the
study (3.2) research approach: inductiv@.3) research strategy: qualitatives.4)
research desig case study(3.5) data collection(3.6) data managemen(3.7) data
analysis (3.8) ethical consideratigmand (3.9) research evaluati@ection 3.1 states my
study t opi c 6 sthe nerpretivei panadignu | Sectian 8.2 discusses the
rationale for the inductive research approach. Section 3.3 relates philosophical

assumptions, paradigm positicand the inductive research approach to the choice of
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qualitative research strategy. Section 3.4 justifies the rationale b#dterzhse study
research dsign. This section mainly includdle units of analysis, case boundary
design and sampling. Section 3.5 explains the choice of data collection methods and
discusses how data were collected. Section 3.6 describes data manafemoant
collected data were managed. Section 3.7 explains the choice of interpretive discourse
analysis asa dataanalysis technique. Section 3.8 explains my ethical considerations.

Finally, section 3.9 discuss#®research evaluation criteria.

Chaptes 4 and 5 present the study findings on opportunity recognition. The findings
show that the opportunityrecaynition processcomprises two components: (a)
opportunityawarenessand (b) opportunityearch. These two components are distinct,
but follow a sequential ordei.e. opportunitysearch follows opportunity awareness. To
emphasise the equal importance béde two components, | present them in two
chapters. Chapter 4 presents the findings on opportanigyeness. On the other hand,
Chapter 5 presents the findings on opportuségrch. Both chapters depict the process

of opportunity recognition.

Chapter 6 presenta discussion of the findings. In this chaptéhe findings are
compared and contrastwith extant literature to address the research question. Chapter
7 concludes this thesis by claiming the contributions to knowledge and practice. This
chapter further includes the following sections: recommended course of action,
limitations of the study, future research avenuyesand a reflective account.
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Chapter 2 Literature Review

The purpose of this chapter i's to revi
entrepreneurial opportunity recognition. The awmnthe review is to demonstrate the
current knowledge gap, identify key theoretical concepts, and develop them into a
conceptual framework. This chapter begins by explaining the concept of opportunities
and entrepreneurs. Then the following sections gtoarview theories of opportunity
formation process models of opportunity recognition, and the factors that affect
opportunity recognition. Through the literature review, | critically evaluate the findings

of prior studies. | conclude by arguing théitst-t i me nascent ent
contemporaneous opportunity recognition has been overlooked by prior studies. The
final section of this chapter describes the development of the conceptual framework.

2.1 Defining entrepreneurial opportunities and entrepreeurs

Entrepreneurs and opportunities are the genesis of opportunity recognition (Shane,
2012; Santos et al., 2015). To understand how opportunities are recognised by
entrepreneurs, it is important to understand: what is an opportunity and what is an

entrepreneur? In the next sslections, | review relevant literature on these two themes.

2.1.1 What is an opportunity?

The notion of an opportunity is theoretically exciting, but empirically elusive in the
field of entrepreneurship (Dimov, 2011). Sometimélse term is prefixed with
Obusi nesso or 6entrepreneurial 6. Schol
entrepreneuri al opportunityo since I ts
services), innovators, i.e. entrepreneurs, and entrepreneurial pradity(different kind

of profit). Business opportunity appears to be a less interesting term since it is
associated with the sole profit motive of a business owner. The means of achieving
business profit can be solicited and/or unsolicited. To grasp a wheksrstanding of
entrepreneurial opportunity, one must understand three things: (a) definition; (b) types;

and (c) characteristics.

(a) Definition. The definition of entrepreneurial opportunities is mainly derived from
economic theory. There is a growingnsensus among scholars on the definition of
entrepreneuri al opportunities. OEntrepre

new goods, services, raw materials, and organising methods can be introduced and sold
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at greater than their costofpro¢ t i ond ( Casson, 1982; Shan
In the first part of the definition, opportunities are presented as situations that give rise
to profit potential goods or services. Regarding the second part of the definition, the
introduction of new gods or services requires a new way of recombining existing
resources (Eckhardt and Shane, 2003). Through the recombination of resources,
entrepreneurs establish a new meand framework. The concrete example of new
meansends relationship is a new reeifmeans) for producing juice (ends). The means

ends framework concept not only highlights how one might enact opportunities, but the

novelty or uniqueness of products or servi@sane, 2012)

(b) Components and types of opportunitiesBased on the abovdefinition, some
scholars have proposed three basic components of opportunities: (1) demand side (e.g.
wants or needs in market); (2) supply side (e.g. new products, services, technology or
business models); and (3) an economic means for transactiorebetvestwo Grégoire

and Shepherd, 2012). However, other schdtage shown that demandnd supply

side components discreetly act as opportunities. They propose two kinds of
opportunities: (a) demarside; and (b) suppigide (Dimov, 2007aSantos et al2015)
Demandside opportunities pertain to situations that give rise to customer needs. On the
other hand, supplgide opportunities pertain to situations that reflect the potential for

new or existing products or services.

Several authors have claim#tht customer needs are an objective phenomena (Miller,
2007; Dyer, Gregersen, and Christensen, 2008). Customer needs are viewed as social
facts or phenomena that are known to some (not all) people and are addressable
(Alvarez, Barney, and Anderson, 2013)hey have argued that individuals discover
customer needs through their natural alertness. Conversely, others have argued that
individuals gain insight of situations through their qualitative experiences (Dimov,
2007a). However, no empirical evidence faund to support objective views of
opportunities. This is because opportuni
in a retrospective manner. In other words, we can only prove the existence of

opportunities when a customer accepts the propasehligts or services.

(c) Characteristics of entrepreneurial opportunities. Extant literature has shown
three main opportunity characteristics: (i) potential economic value, i.e. the capacity to

generate profit; (i) newness, i.e. a product or servicedithhot previously exist; and
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(i) perceived desirability, i.e. moral and legal acceptability of the product in society
(Baron, 2006). These three characteristics differentiate entrepreneurial opportunities

from other types of opportunities.

(i) Novelty is an important characteristic of entrepreneurial opportunities. It refers to
radically new, incremental, or improved products, services, business models, or
production processeéShane, 2012) Because of novel ty, t h
o p p or t assaciatgddvithiineovation. Product or service novelty or newness comes
into existence when entrepreneurs establish a new resabselationship(ibid). Other

forms of opportunities lack this characteristic, because products or service are based on
an exsting meangnd framework. In other words, other forms of opportunities offer

copy-cat or metoo types of products or services.

(i) Entrepreneurial profit is the second characteristic of entrepreneurial opportunities. It
refers to the difference betwedme expost value of a resource recombination and the
ex-ante cost of obtaining resources and the cost of recombining them (Shane, 2003).
Scholars have defined it as theonetaryreward resulting from the establishment of a
newor modifiedmeansends relaionship.Both profit and nofprofit organisationseek
entrepreneurial profit In a profit-seeking organisation, entrepreneurs may reward
themselveswith the surplus whereas ngmofit organisations such as charities and
social enterprises retain entrepe@rial profit for the future renvestments to the
organisationsFuture reinvestment is essential for the sustainability of charities or social
enterprise. Since both forns of organisations (i.e. profit and nqmofit) seek
entrepreneurial profit, this thesis majsoca ppl y t o i ndi,whicha@!| s 6
driven by purely social interestHowever, in this thesis, | investigated only those
entrepreneurs that had a pumotive of creating new businesses rather than charities.

(i) Legal and moral acceptability is the third characteristic of entrepreneurial
opportunities. Products or services must meet legal and moral acceptability in a
particular societfBaron, 2006) This characteristic excludes those products or services
that are being traded in the shadow economy or the black market. The legal and moral
acceptability of opportunities are context specific. Different jurisdictions have different
legislative requirenmas that determine the legal acceptability of certain products. The
responsible conduct of entrepreneurship research must exclude the study of those

opportunities that do not reflect social, moral, or legal acceptability.
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The above describes how the cludeaistics, novelty, profit, and perceived desirability
(legal and moral) create an opportunity entrepreneurial opportunity. Not all of these
characteristics are given, they are created by individuals called entrepreneurs. Extant
literature defines entrepneurs as agents and creators with respect to opportunity
recognition (Eckhardt and Shane, 2003; Alvarez, Barney, and Anderson, 2013). Since
opportunities and entrepreneurs are inseparable (Dimov, 2010), it is important to
understand what makes an individu 6 ent r e pr e n e-gection, | review t h e
literature on the concept of the entrepreneur.

2.1.2 What is an entrepreneur?

In the extant literature, there is a consensus among scholars regarding the definition of
entrepreneurs. Entrepreneurs reter those individuals who act upon recognised
opportunities (McMullen and Shepherd, 2006; Shane, 2012; Alvarez, Barney, and
Anderson, 2013). The pursuer, not the recogniser, are considered to be entrepreneurs. In
other words, recognising opportunity is nstfficient for an individual to gain
entrepreneurial identity unless s/he takes action (McMullen and Shepherd, 2006). The
action must be orientated towards opportunity enactment. Opportunity enactment refers
to Obuil di ng -dcald opeyawne forfpioductseon geryvices anehtéd by, or
derived from, a business opportunityd (CI

The above definitions of entrepreneurs have three major weakness. First, scholars have
forgotten those individuals who do not seek t@atnopportunities, but sediff their
opportunity ideas to others (business managers, investors or other entrepreneurs). By
selling opportunity ideas, individuals pass off their opportunity enactment responsibility
to others. These individuals are equdtlyown as entrepreneurs irrespective of their
action towards opportunity enactment (Moroz and Hindle 2p0@ne may argue that
selling off an opportunity idea is anotherode of opportunity enactment. In this
context, one must note that the opportunity dugtill needs to make a managerial
decision on the possible mode of opportunity enactment, i.e. licensing, franchising, or
establishing firms. Prior studies have provided a distinction between entrepreneurial
knowledge and managerial knowledge in termsopportunity recognition. Patton
(2013) claimed that opportunity recognition involves the utilisation of entrepreneurial
knowledge, whereas opportunity enactment requires the application of managerial

knowledge. The distin@in between entrepreneurial andanagerial knowledge in
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opportunity recognition and exploitation, in fact, illuminates the identity of the person.
Thus, an opportunity seller becomes an entrepreneur for deploying entrepreneurial
knowledge, bringing the opportunity into existence, andingakthers believe in their
recognised opportunities.

Second, the current definitions of entrepreneurs are based on a critical realist view of
opportunities, which implies an objective existence of opportunities. In other words,
opportunities are out there, exisgess, anthsen:
are waiting to be discovered serendipitously. Many proponents of this view have
claimed that recognising opportunities does not require any effort, but special cognitive
abilities, such as a natural alertness (Kirzner, 1997; Shane, 2003). @nenlga
establish himself or herself as an entrepreneur when s/he proves the existence of an
opportunity. This is only possible by makiagattempt to enact an opportunity. Hence,

the enactment, not the recognition of opportunities, proves the existence of

opportunities as well as entrepreneurso |

Third and finally, current definitions do not recognise individuedsentrepreneurs if
they abandoned their recognised opportul
opportunity idea development bgs them closer to an entrepreneurial identity (Dimov,
2007b). Actions includes searching for information and clarifying and shaping ideas by
discussing them with others (ibid). Such action reduces uncertainties surrounding
opportunities, and, therefore, dmmes an entrepreneurial action (ibid). Dimov stated
there are three possible action outcomes and relates them to the closest possible
entrepreneurial identity: (1) stop believing in an idea, and the idea dies; (2) try to start
business and then abandon and (3) continue believe in an idea and a business
emerges. In the first scenario, an individual gogential entrepreneyiin the second, a

nascent entrepreneuand in the third, an (emergeshtrepreneur

| argue that the identity of an entrepren&iassociated with the ontological status of
opportunities. | contend that opportunity recognition requires conscious action that may
result from entrepreneurial thinking. An example would clarify my contention: in South
Asia, products made from rhinoosr horn has great value in the medicine market.
Despite the | ack of scientific evidence
demand is high. Think tanks claim that the rhino horn market exists becanggaken

beliefamong market actors. To cteaa market based on mistaken belief requires-well
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devised actions for opportunities to come into existence before its enactment. The
exampleof devised action coulte persuathgs o c i a | actors to beli
promising benefits. In this scenayiindividuals who create mistaken belief in the
market would be regarded as potential entrepreneurs, irrespective of his/her action
towards opportunity enactment. This is because their created market paves the way for

others to enact opportunities.

The almve review highlights that an individual becomes closer to an entrepreneurial
identity when s/he acts upon an opportunity idea with an intention of starting a business.
As an opportunity idea develops into a business venture, individuals make the transitio
from potential entrepreneurs, to nascent entrepreneurs, to emerged entrepreneurs. The

clarification of entrepreneursod identity

Having discussed the definition of entrepreneursfoHewing section identifies types

of entrepreneurs.

2.13 Types of entrepreneurs

In the extant literature, there is a growing recognition of the heterogeneity of
entrepreneurs (Westhead and Wright, 1998; Westhead, Ucbasaran, and Wright, 2003).
Several scholars ke claimed that the resource needs tlé different types of
entrepreneurs may not be samotefoss and Kolvereid, 2008yYesthead, Ucbasaran,

and Wright, 2009). However, the current typology of entrepreneurs is based on either
individual status or prior bsiness ownership experience. Basedhdividual status, the

types of entrepreneurs are as follows: private entrepreneur, establishment (corporate)
entrepreneur, political entrepreneur, revolutionary entrepreneur, criminal entrepreneur,
academic entreprenr, and student entrepreneur (Casson, 1982; Pirnay, Surlemont and
Nl emvo, 2003) . Ent r eimdividual status, highlight\diffezesices b a s
in their background, but it does not show the differemeexher important factors, i.e.

prior busiress ownership experience. Mainstream entrepreneurship scholars have
identified prior business ownership experience as the most common differentiating
factor in opportunity recognition, which includes a range of entrepreneur types
(Westhead, Ucbasaran andigtt, 2003).

Based on previous business ownership experience, prior studies have provided four
types of entrepreneurs: nascent, novice, serial, and portfolio entreprehaiblies2(1).
Among t hem, seri al and portfolio entrepr
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Orepeat entrepreneurs6. However, nascent
entrepreneurs because they are yet to edtatblesr businesses. These entrepreneurs are
individuals who are currently in the process of starting a new business, but have not yet
succeeded in making the transition to new business ownership (Carter, Gartner, and
Reynolds, 1996; Reynolds et al. 2004mbv, 2011, Hopp and Sonderegger, 2015),
although they might have prior business ownership experience. Nascent entrepreneurs
who seek to start business for the first me are called O&épure
Ucbasaran and Wright, 2003). These individuale &nainly seen as pursuers of
opportunities (Dimov, 2011), who attempt to introduce new products or services, new
organising methods, and serve a new market (Shane and Venkataraman, 2000).
Opportunity recognition and enactment are conceptually distintt,ifbyractice, the
recognition of opportunity requires the knowledge of its enactment. Since opportunity
recognition and enactment process are not linear in practice, the process of starting a
new business indicates the iterative process of recognisindg exploiting
entrepreneurial opportunities. Hence, | argue that pure nascent entrepreneurs are not
only pursuers, but also recognisers of opportunities. In the extant literature, there is no
evidence that explains the opportunity recognition of pure -ffivg¢) nascent

entrepreneurs. This study is concerned with addressing this knowledge gap.

Unlike nascent entrepreneurs, other types of entrepreneurs (novice, serial, and portfolio)
already have established ventures. This reflects in their definitionalgogsation.
Novice entrepreneurs are those individuals who lack prior business ownership, but
currently have a majority or minority equity stake in business that is either new,
purchased, or inherited (Westhead et al., 2005). Serial entrepreneurs anghibdse/e

had a prior business ownership, which was sold or closed, but currently have a minority
or majority ownership stake in a single independent business that is either new,
purchased, or inherited (ibid). Portfolio entrepreneurs are those individuads
currently have a minority or majority ownership stake in two or more independent

businesses that are either new, purchased, or inherited (ibid).

These definitions suggest four different types of entrepreneurs according to their prior
business ownershiexperience However, the commonality among novice and repeat
(serial and portfolio) entrepreneurs is that they all have fully operational businesses. An
operational business ike proof of a recognised opportunity. In this context, pure ffirst

time) nascent entrepreneurs are yet to prove their opportunities, since they are in the
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process of starting businesses for the first time. This has an implication on the nature of
opportunity recognition study. The opportunity recognition study of other types of
entrepreneurs, except nascent entrepreneurs, would require remembering and recalling
distant past information about how opportunities were recognised. This study approach
is retrospective. In other words, the study has been conducted after the recodnition o
opportunity. This study approach is heavily dominant in the extant literaBuégdgire,
Shepherd, and Lambert, 2009 y, t he
opportunity recognition requires a combination of immediate peseandnow, and

Conversel study of

future speculative information.

Types of entrepreneur

Prior business ownership

Current business ownership

Pure nascent

(Westhead, Ucbasaran, ang
Wright, 2003)

Nascent

(Hopp and Sonderegger,
2015)

Novice

(Westhead, Ucbasaran,
Wright, and Binks, 2005)

Serial

(Westhead, Ucbasaran,
Wright, and Bnks, 2005)

Portfolio

(Westhead, Ucbasaran,
Wright, and Binks, 2005)

Have no prior business

ownership

May have prior business

ownership

No prior business ownershi
either as a business founde|
an inheritor, or a purchaser

of an independent business

Had prior business
ownerships that are sold or

closed

Had prior business
ownerships that are sold or

closed

In the process of starting

business for the firdime.

In the process of starting a

business

Has a majority or minority
equity stake in business that i
either new, purchased, or

inherited.

Has a majority or minority
ownership stake in a single
independent business that is
either new, purchased, or

inherited.

Currently has a minority or
majority ownership stake in
two or more independent
businesses that are either ne

purchased, or inherited.
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Table 2.1 Typology of entrepreneurs according to their prior business ownership

experiences

The above literature review highlights that entrepreneurial opportunity is more distinct
than other forms of opportunities. The central charéstics of opportunity are novelty,
entrepreneurial profit potential, and perceived desirability (social, legal, and moral). It is
the individual who imputes these characteristics on opportunity, and thus emerges as an
entrepreneur. The above concept ofrepreneurs and their types of are also reviewed.
Current literature recognises nascent entrepreneurs as a type of entrepreneur. This type
of entrepreneur is further classified according to prior business ownership expgrience
Nascent entrepreneurs whaxk prior business ownership experience are further defined

as Opur e natsicneen tnba socre ndf iernsttr epr eneur so. T

investigation of pure (first i me) nascent entrepreneur so

Having reviewed the caept of opportunities and entrepreneurs, the next section
reviews the theories of the opportunity formation process.

2.2 Opportunity formation process: two alternative theories

In the extant literature, the entrepreneurial opportunity formation procesplaned

by two alternative theories: the discovery theory and the creation theory (Alvarez and
Barney, 2007). These two theories hold polarised epistemological traditions. Discovery
theorists have explained the opportunity formation process from &trpalispective
(Kirzner, 1997; Shane and Venkataraman, 2000). On the other hand, creation theorists
have explained the opportunity formation process from social constructionist and
evolutionary realist perspectives (Fletcher, 2006; Alvarez and Barney, A0t and
McKinley, 2011). Whether opportunities are objective or subjective phenomena are a
persistent feature of academic discourse (Dimov, 2011). Below | review both the

discovery and creation theories.

2.2.1 The discovery view

The opportunity discovgrview is rooted in Austrian economics (Hayek, 1945; Kirzner,
1997).Theorists have speculated that opportunity exists prior to discovery in the market
and i ndependently of individual sd6 percep
Baron, 2006; Shane2012). Opportunities are objective and created by market

imperfectiors. Examples of market imperfections may include asymmetric and
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information imperfection, transactiespecific investments, economies of scale and
scope, externalities, heterogeneouslistributed resources and capabilities, and
mismatches between supply and demand (Alvarez et al., 2017). Market imperfections
are objective realties caused by exogenous shock to-exjsteng market or industry
(Shane, 2003; Eckhardt and Shane, 2003). piesrof exogenous shock are changes in
technology, changes in government actions, trends in demographics, and so forth. When
any of these exogenous shock occurs within aegrgting market or industry,
individuals associated with that market shobkl awae of objective opportunities a

shock has created (Alvarez, Barney, and Anderson, 2013). Individuals become
responsive to changes and recognise opportunities because of their knowledge of the
information regarding the market or exogenous shocks. Kirzner (I#ifjed such
responsiveness to opportunities as Oentr
refers to an individual 6s ability to spo
markets and industry knew about opportunities created bykshtieey could all try to

enact them and their ability to profit would cease to exfdvafez, Barney, and
Anderson, 2018

The discovery view of opportunity formation has a number of limitations. First, it
requires a prexisting market or customers. his theory does not recognise
opportunities as those that require the creation of a future market and customers.
Second, this theory focuses on individua
and cultural influences (Fletcher, 2006; Wood duKinley, 2010). As a consequence,

a significant number of prior studies have examined individual traits, access to
opportunities, and a varying degree of alertness to opportunities (ibid). Ascribing
individual so superior C 0 g mgnition virepliesathat | i t i
entrepreneurs are different to rentrepreneurs before discovering opportunities
(Alvarez and Barney, 2007). Third and finally, this theory does not adequately explain
the opportunity recognition of firdtme nascent entrepreneursiavlack prior business
ownership experiences as well as superior cognitive ability. Due to a lack of prior
business ownership experience, these individuals are different from experienced
entrepreneurs in terms of their cognitive ability and behaviour (v#adt Ucbasaran,

and Wright, 2009).
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2.2.2 The creation view

In the opportunity creation view, opportunities do not exist independently of
individuals. These are formed endogenously, by the action, reaction and enactment of
individuals (Alvarez and Barne® 0 0 7 ) . I ndi vidual s6 action
to the conception of opportunities (Dimov, 2007b). Unlike the discovery view,
individuals do not wait for external shocks to generate market imperfections: they take
action. In other words, opportunisieflow from, rather than towards, individuals.
However, random actions do not lead to the creation of opportunities. Actions must be
orientated towards goals or purposes, i.e. creating market imperfections that lead to the
formation of opportunities (Alvaz and Barney, 2007; Dimov, 2011). In other words,
actions must be inherently linked to opportunities. In this theoretical view, opportunities
and entrepreneurs are inseparable (Dimov, 2007b). Since actions are purposeful or goal
orientated, scholars havee cogni sed them as entrepreneu
these actions are commonly referred to as entrepreneurial action or behavioural action
(Al var ez and Barney, 2007) . I ndi vi dual :
opportunities are searchinfpr information, discussions with others, formal and
informal planning, establishment of relationships, and intentions (Dimov, 2007b). These
actions depict entrepreneursé behaviour.
behavioural actions based ¢ime retrospective account that reported past behaviour.
Entr epr e-repouad past behaviodir may be distorted by their gradual learning

as well their tendencies to glorify successful endeavours and depreciate those that turn
out to be wrong (ibid). This highlights the need for the investigation of

contemporaneous behaviour in relation to the opportunity formation process.

Action does not gain purpose or immediate goals unless individuals realise and project
those goals, i.e. opportunity formation. chibing goals to actions requires an
understanding of the meaning of projected action, desired outcomes, and subsequent
actions. The recursive nature of action and interpretation suggests that opportunity
formation is the | oi nitive and bebaviaueal poogessi Thed i v i
sole action of individuals is not enough for opportunities to come into existence
(Alvarez and Barney, 2010). It requires interaction with social actors, such as
customers, supplies, or other stakeholders. Interactidnsettial actors is important for

i ndividual s6 cognitive evaluati onWobdh r el
and McKinley, 2010) Opportunitiesd formation may
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market and future customers. Since the future maskgeti to exist, individuals engage
with relevant stakeholders to -coeate a market for their ideas (Alvarez and Barney,
2014).

The creation theory of the opportunity formation process has two distinct advantages
over the discovery theory. First, it expia the existence of the future market and future
customers. The market and customers are the result of social interaction facilitated by
entrepreneursd actions. Second, it -shows
entrepreneurs prior to the creatiof an opportunity(Alvarez and Barney, 2007)
Through the process of opportunity creation, individuals become closer to an
entrepreneur identity and become different to otlidid). In other words, individuals

make the transition from neentrepreneurso entrepreneurs through the creation of
opportunities. Thi s t heoretical view e
formation process more accessible. Despite the plausible theoretical explanation of this
view, there is no specific empirical evident®at explains the process by which
inexperienced entrepreneurs form opportunities (Wood and McKinley, 2010). This
study is concerned with addressing this knowledge gap in relation ttirfiesshascent

entrepreneurs.

The review of the above two alternagitheories highliglsttwo distinct philosophical
stances. The discovery theory applies a realist view of opportunity formation whereas
the creation theory applies a social constructionist philosophical stance. The social
constructionist stance makes nastke entrepreneur sé ongoing
process more accessible than the discovery view. | argue that opportunity formation is
the outcome of recursive individual s6 co
social situatedness. The commbty between the discovery and creation theory is the
origin of opportunity. Both theories have claimed that market imperfection is the source
of opportunities. However, both theories equally disadjreger the ontological
existence of market imperfectioh contend that the creation theoretical view is more
appropriate for the study of firsti me nascent entrepreneur
recognition. This is because it offers access to their cognitive and behavioural processes
in relation to opportunityormation within their social world context. Therefore, based

on the creation view of the opportunity formation process, one of my research
objectives is to explore the process by which nascent entreprec@mes up with

opportunity ideas.
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Having discuss# the alternative theories of the opportunity formation process, the

following section reviews theories of the opportunity recognition process.

2.3 Opportunity recognition

Extant literature has provided varied definitions of opportunity recognition. dtenn

of opportunity recognition has led to the categorisation of ways that this occurs: (1)
opportunity recognition refers to connecting known products with existing demand; (2)
opportunity discovery refers to a known supply in search of unknown demafmdio

a known demand that motivates the search for an unknown supply; and (3) with
opportunity creation, neither the supply or demand exists prior to entrepreneurial action
I entrepreneurs participate in creating both (Miller, 2007). The above thredides$in

are based on three views of opportunities: perception, discovery, and creation
(Ardichvili, Cardozo and Ray, 2003Regardless of different views, the commonality of
definitions is that opportunity recognition requires an alignment between maddas ne
and products or service®@ Connor an &harfej2008Grégdr®, Shepherd,

and Lambert, 2009; Kuckertz et al.. 2017).

2.3.1 Two alternative theories of opportunity recognition

Several scholars have claimed that opportunity recognition (eatreprial alertness) is
distinct from opportunity search (Kirzner, 1997; Ardichvili and Cardozo, 2000; Shane,
2000; Fiet, Pi skounov, and Patel, 2004 ;
(2000) case study of eight entrepreneurial opportunitiesvesthothat experienced
entrepreneurs recognise opportunities through their prior knowledge rather than search.
Similarly, Ardichvi li and Cardozoos (2
entrepreneurs indicates that they recognise opportunities througmaheial alertness

rather than search. Their findings shamvthat entrepreneurs become alerted to
opportunities because of their prior knowledge. Baron (2006) explained that prior
knowledge provides knowledge structure, a cognitive framework/mental mbdel, t
alerts entrepreneurs to opportunities. These prior studies suggest that experienced
entrepreneurs do not require opportunity search as part of their opportunity recognition

process.

The proponents of opportunisearch theories have challenged thetagss theory
(Fiet, Piskounov, and Patel, 2004; Heinonen, Hytti, and Stenholm, 2011). They argued
that alertness is the result of comprehensible phenomena. According to them,
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opportunities lie in incomprehensible ignorant information that requires atwmac
systemic search (ibid). However, other scholars have viewed opportunity seaach as
reactive behavioural action, and they claimed that entrepreneurial alertness may
sensitise entrepreneurs to investigate unknowable information (Hsieh, Nickerson, and
Zenger, 2007).

The contradiction among these theoretical views suggests that our understanding of this
area is underdeveloped. Both entrepreneurial alerthess and search theories are based
upon the discovery view of an opportunity formation process. Ttweseival theories

hi ghlight and b
Since scholars have recognition of experienced

entrepreneursod6 cognition

investigated the opportunity

entrepreneurs, we do not know wéceghitter na
involves both entrepreneurial alertness and opportunity search. This suggests the need
for the investigation of nascent entrepr .

Having discussed the alternative theories of opportunity recognition, the fadowin

section reviews the models of this concept.

2.4 Review of opportunityrecognition models

To date, a limited number of studies have conceptually and empirically developed
opportunityrecognition process modelg.able 2.2 provides an overview of these
studies, including their authors, year of study, participants, methodology, and findings. |
review each of these studies by discussing the opporitetidgnition model and its

strengths and weaknesses.

Authors & Perspective Participants Methodology | Findings/key factors

years

Ardichvili and Not specified Experienced Case studies | Entrepreneurial

Cardozo (2000) entrepreneurs alertness, prior
knowledge of market
and customer and
extended to social
network

Ardichuvili, Not specified Serial Dubi n 6] Entrepreneurial

Cardozo and entrepreneurs | theory alertness, prior

Ray (2003) building knowledge, social

framework networks and
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Baron (2006)

Dyer, Gregerser
andChristensen
(2008)

Wood &
McKinley
(2010)

Hajizadeh and
Zali (2016)

Jarvis (2016)

Cognitive

Behavioural

Social
constructivist

Cognitive

Cognitive and
behavioural

Serial and
novice
entrepreneurs

Innovative/
experienced
entrepreneurs

Inexperienced
entrepreneurs

Experienced
entrepreneurs
who run
nanotechnology
companies

Nascent
entrepreneurs

Conceptual
model

Inductive
grounded
theory

Conceptual

model

Hypothesis

testing

Conceptual
model

personality traits

Entrepreneurial
alertness, prior
knowledge and active
search

Bias against status
quo, questioning,
observing,
experimenting and
networking,
association thinking

Conception of
opportunity idea,
objectification of
opportunity idea,
enactment of
opportunity, level of
peer consensus, Socig
ties and e
reputation

Entrepreneurial
alertness, prior
knowledge and
entrepreneurial
learning.

Entrepreneurial
intention,
identification, social
norms, prior
knowledge,
entrepreneurial
munificence

Table2.2 Overview of prior opportunityecognition model studies

2.4.1A model of the entrepreneurial opportunity recognition process

Ardi chyv

studies of eight experienced entrepreneurs, sthded at least one successful venture
(Figure2.1). They tested their hypothesis on factors that contribute to the recognition of

opportunity. These factors are entrepreneurial alertness, information asymmetry, prior

(@00@) opgoEunitgrecogmiioa model is based on the case
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knowledge, discovery versus purposeful search, networking versus solo
entrepreneurshipand creativity. Their study findings suggested that entrepreneurial
opportunities are likely to involve an application of an existing technology in a new
market. Experienced entrepreneurs recognise these opportunities through discovery
rather than purpoself search. Their opportunity recognition is the constellation of three
factors: entrepreneurial alertness, access to extended social networks, and prior
knowl edge of mar kets and customersdo pro
cust omer sO pesuti bfl relevesit edusatiom and/or experience. Relevant
experience is a result of work experience or idiosyncratic life experiences. Based on the
findings, Ardichvili and Cardozo hypothesised that there could be a recursive
relationship between alertnegsdaprior knowledge. Prior knowledge of the market and
customerso probl ems coul d heighten al e
individuals to seek new information that complements prior knowledge. This

complementary knowledge may further heighten gméeeurial alertness.

Education
Prior knowledge of
markets and
customer problems
Experience '
: Outcome: successful
¥ opportunity recognition
Entreprencurial
alertness
Work
experience
Personal Networks
experiences

Figure2.1 Opportunity recognition process model by Ardichvili and Cardozo

The main strength of this model is that it depicts the opportunity recognition of
experienced entrepreneussho have started at least one business. This model
empirically confirms that experienced entrepreneurs do not proactively search for
opportunities: rather, they recognise them through discovery. Entrepreneurial alertness,
prior knowledge, and social netviksrare key factors that lead to recognition. However,

the main weakness of this model is that it retrospectively explains the opportunity
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recognition of experienced entrepreneurs. Therefore, it cannot be claimed that the
recognition factors of experienceshtrepreneurs are similar to nascent entrepreneurs,
who are in the process of recognising opportunities. This necessitates the investigation
of nascent entrepreneurs6 ongoing oppor:

uncover how nascent entrepreredr ongoi ng opportunity recoc

2.4.2 The model and units for the opportunity identification and development

theory

Ardichvili, Cardozo and Ray (2003) developed an opportunity recognition process
model by integrating prior conceptuatdaempirical studies on serial entrepreneurs (a
type of entrepreneurs who have started multiple businességiré 2.2). They
presented opportunity eegnition as a multistage process influenced by four major
factors: (1) entrepreneurial alertness; (2) prior knowledge; (3) social networks; and (4)
personality traits. The model shows that entrepreneurial alertness is heightened by: prior
knowledge, socianetworks, and personality traits. These three factors are presented as

antecedents of entrepreneurial alertness.

Personality traits:
»  crealivity
*  optimism
Core Process
Perception Subsequent
Social Networks: ) Businesses
s weak ties + Discovery A
s action set Entrepreneurial Alertness )
e  partnerships — — Creaticn
* inner circle
Development
+
Evaluation
Prior knowledge: Abortion .
. L. Venture Formation
*  domain 1 (special interest)
+  domain 2 (industry knowledge):

- knowledge of markets
- knowledge of customer problems
- knowledge of ways to serve customers

Type of opportunity

Figure 2.2 Opportunity recognition process model by Ardichvili, Cardozo and Ray
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The main strength of this model is that it depicts the opportunity recognition model of
serial entrepreneurs who have started multiple businesses. It shows that social networks,
domainspecific prior knowledge, and personality traits, i.e. creativity and ogptm
heightens entrepreneurial alertness. Overall, it shows the advancement of Ardichvili and
Car dozob6s e a rdcagmtion nogebp ldowever,rnthe tmgin weakness of this
model is that the findings are derived from retrospective studies and litoitedly

serial entrepreneurs. The retrospective study of opportunity recognition only captures
distant past behaviours. Reporting past behaviours and cognitive processes may be
subj ect to bias since entrepreneurosd de
opportunity recognition and enactment. Therefore, the study of past opportunity
recognition does not capture actual cognitive and behavioural processes that are
essential for understanding entrepreneurs. Moreover, nascent entrepreneurs are distinct
from serial entrepreneurs because they lack prior business ownership experience.
Therefore, It cannot be claimed that ser
is similar to that of nascent entrepreneuris re-emphasises thenecessit of
unraveling first-t i me nascent entrepreneursod ongoi

This is the aim of my study.

2.4.30pportunity recognition as pattern recognition

By adopting a cognitive perspective with mainly pattern recognition, Baron (2006)
synthesisedp r i or studi esbéo findings and conce
opportunityrecognition process modelFigure 2.3). This model suggests that
opportunit es emerge from the external worl d,
framework (mental framework), and realised into new products or services. Individuals
with a higher level of knowledge and/or experience may be alerted to opportunities.
This is because knowledge and experiences provide richer cognitive protypes for the
interpretation of seemingly unrelated information. On the other hand, individuals with
lessdeveloped cognitive prototypes may search information to perceive patterns that
suggestnew entrepreneurial opportunities. According to their model, habitual/repeat
entrepreneurs are more likely to recognise opportunities through alertness, whereas

novice entrepreneurs use a search approach in this regard.
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=
Patterns That Suggest New

Possible Products, Services, etc.
Founding of
New Ventures

Business Opportunities

Knowledge; Experience

Events, Changes, Trends T
in the External World )
Changes in Technology ' -~ \
Changes in Markets
Trends in Demographics
Changes in Government Perccived
Policies & Regulations Interpreted
Other Events, Changes, Through
Trends in Relevant
Business —Related
Variables

Perceived Patterns in

ﬁ These Events,

Trends, Changes

Cognitive
Frameworks
{Prototypes,
Exemplars, etc.)

: Patterns That Do not :
+ suggest New Products, :
Services, etc.

Figure2.3 Opportunity recognition process model by Baron

The main strength of this model is that it provides a better explanation from the
perspective of human cognition, specifically patteracognition. This model
conceptually highlights the cognitive difference between serial and novice
entrepreneurs. Entrepreneurs are different in terms of their prior knowledge and
idiosyncratic life experiences. The main weakness of this model is tisati@veloped

from the synthesis of prior studies that retrospectively investgp#st recognised
opportunities. As mentioned above, retrospective studies do not depict the actual
cognitive and behavioural process that contributes to ongoing opportucaignigon.
Besides, this conceptual model is limited to the explanation of serial and novice
entrepreneurs. Therefore, the conceptual claim cannot be transferrable to nascent
entrepreneurs who are currently in the process of recognising opportunitidditiora

it does not consider the influence of social actors that may shape the cognitive
evaluation of entrepreneurs during the opporturetognition process. This is a

knowledge gap. This study aims to address this gap.

2.4.4A theory of entrepreneurial behaviours and opportunity recognition

By adopting a behavioural perspective, Dyer, Gregersen, and Christensen (2008)
conducted an inductive grounded theory on 25 innovative entrepreneurs and 25 senior

executives of large companies. They empiricallyedeped an opportunitgecognition
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model, shown here inFigure 2.4. This empirical model depicts innovative
entrepreneur sd o0 pp o that deads ttoy oppsreurty edognitioe. h a v i
According to this model, entrepreneurs who are less susceptible to status quo bias (a
type of cognitive bias) demonstrate questioning, observing, experimenting, and
networking behaviours during their opportunity séardhese behaviours facilitate
associational or pattemecognition thinking (a cognitive process) that generates

opportunity ideas. Dyer, Gregersen, and Christensen referred to the process of

generating opportunity idea as O6opportuni
Discovery "
Cognitive bias behaviors Cognitive process o
E— generate novel ideas
ﬂ Questioning
e
/
J _ Observing —
Bias against H f‘l.ssq:ia_ti-:unal » Opportunity
__ 7 thinking recognition
~ -

Experimenting [

the status quo \

b

Y
¥

~.
1 Metworking

Figure2.4 Opportunity recognition model by Dyer, Gregersen, and Christensen

The main strength of this model is that it shows the relationship between cognitive bias,
behaviour, and the cognitive process. Lowasceptibility to status quo bias triggers
specific entrepreneursd behaviour al acti
opportunity recognition. These behavioural actions are only identifiable when
entrepreneurs engage in opportunglated nformation search. The main weakness of

this model is that it retrospectively explains the opportunity recognition of innovative
entrepreneurs who already had established innovative businesses. As mentioned earlier,
retrospective studies can only report past behaviours. It cannot depict current
behaviours related to opportunity recognition. Therefore, the current findings of this
model cannot be transferrable to nascent entrepreneurs who are in the process of
recognising opportunities. Moreover, this nebdloes not consider the role of social
context that may enable or preclude certain behaviours and the cognitive process.

Unlike innovative and experienced entrepreneurs, nascent entrepreneurs may behave
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and cognise differently and utilise their social m®s$ for opportunityelated
information search. Their behavioural and cognitive processes related to opportunity
search may be shaped by their social circles, or vice versa. This study is concerned with
understanding how nasc eoness nediated thnougle soeall r s 0

situatedness enable specific behaviours that contribute to opportunity recognition.

245 A conceptual model of entrepreneurial opportunity production: a

constructivist perspective

By adopting a social constructivist perspgae, Wood and McKinley (2010)
conceptually developed an opportuaigcognition model of inexperienced
entrepreneurs Fgure 2.5). This model assumes that entrepreneurial opportunity
recognition proceeds through three stages: (1) the conception of an opportunity idea; (2)
the objectification of that idea; and (3) the enactment of opportunity into a new venture.

In this opportunityrecognition mdel, opportunity begins as an idea that an individual
conceived from his/her social world. It is then objectified through the level of consensus
among peers. The lack of consensus could resulthéhabandonment of ideas.
Conversely, the opportunignactne n t process is influenced

ties and reputation. A lack of social ties and reputation may result in opportunity

abandonment.

Conceptual- i ]

ization of an Opportunity ¢ Objectified Opportunity

opportunity by ohjectification opportunity / enactment

A channels

dea ry _ T

entrepreneurial
L . ' 3

Opportunity behavior Opportumty
abandonment abandonment

* Level of * Entrepreneur’s
COMNSENsUs among social es
knowledgeable . Ent .

nirepreneur s

peers .
reputation

Post hoe reconstruction

Figure2.5 Opportunity recognition process model by Waodl McKinley

The main strength of this model is that it conceptually explains inexperienced

entr epr ene u-resognitianprooess.tThismodelidentifies social context as a
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key factor that facilitates cognitive processes related to opportunitygmaon.
Besides, it considers opportunity abandonment as part of the oppereoognition
process. The main weakness of this model is that it is not empirically driven. Even
though the model highlights the conception of opportunity idea, it is natrkthow the

idea conception initially takes place. Also, this model emphasises describing
inexperienced entrepreneurs without specifying their level of experience: novice or
nascent. Therefore, it cannot be claimed that the current model is similar tmtnasce
entrepreneurs who are in the process of recognising opportunities. However, the social
constructionist perspective may empirically shed new light on this specific type of
entrepreneur . Thi s study i s concerned

opportunity recognition from a social constructionist perspective.

2.4.6 An integrative model of opportunity recognition: prior knowledge and

cognitive characteristics

Hajizadeh and Zali(2016) tested their hypothesis on sample of 64 experienced
entreprenexs: founders of Nantechnology companies. Their hypothesis confirmed
that opportunity recognition is influenced by three factors: (1) entrepreneurial alertness;
(2) entrepreneurial learning; and (3) prior knowleddgegyre 2.6). Ther study
highlighted the role of prior knowledge on cognitive characteristics, and vice versa.
They determined that prior knowledge enhances both cognitive characteristics,
entrepreneurial alertness and entrepreneurial learning, which leads to successful
opportunity recognitn. Ther study also confirredthat higher entrepreneurial alertness
and learning mediate the relationship between prior knowledge and opportunity
recognition. It was found that higher entrepreneurial alertness and learning helps
entrepreneurs to apply pri knowledge to acquire new information, and the

combination of new and prior knowledge leads to opportunity recognition.
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Entrepreneurial

Alertness
Prior +H1 Opportunity
Knowledge Recognition
Entrepreneurial
Learning

Figure2.6 Opportunity recognition model by Hajizadeh and Ali

The main strength dhis model is that it shows the recursive relationship between prior
knowledge, alertness, and learning. The relationship among factors provides better
understanding of their role in opportunity recognition. The weakness of this model is
that it retrospetively explains the opportunity recognition of experienced entrepreneurs
who already have established businesses. As mentioned previously, retrospective
studies do not depict reaime cognitive and behavioural processes that
disproportionately contributeto ongoing opportunity recognition. Besides, the
conceptual models are limited to the explanation of experienced entrepreneurs.
Therefore, the findings cannot be transferrable to nascent entrepreneurs who are
currently in the process of recognising oppoities. In addition, it did not consider the

social networks or situatedness that may contribute to the identified factors.

2.4.7 Identification, intentions and entrepreneurial opportunities: an integrative

process model

Jar vi s 0 soncdptialdy 1dévelopedopportunityrecognition model of nascent
entrepreneurs explores the relationship
and opportunities Higure 2.7). Their model suggests that entrepreneurial intention
medi ates the relationship between an i n
entrepreneurial behaviour: opportunity recognition and exploitation. In this model,
Jarvis proposed #t opportunity recognition and exploitation are definitive behaviours

of entrepreneurs. According to the model, individuals who identify themselves as
entrepreneurs will be aware of the need to recognise and exploit opportunities. In other

words, theidemtf i cati on as an entrepreneur dri ve
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enact entrepreneurial opportunities. Behavioural controls such as dmteaiant

knowledge and availability of resources (entrepreneurial munificence) increase the
likelihood of peceiving oneself as an entrepreneur and subsequent search for
opportunities. In this model, opportunity search rather than entrepreneurial alertness is a

key part of opportunity recognition.

Behavioural A
Controls
 EEEE—
Entreprenaurial
Munificence

—
—_——
Domain
Relevant
Knowledge

—— — —
A"

Social Norms

P3a

Entrepreneurial
Behaviours

|

Cpportunity
Recognition

Search
Intentions

Y

Entrepreneurial

Identification P3b

|

Commitment
Intentions

Opportunity
Exploitation

b

|

Entrepreneurial ldentity
Salience

Affective
Commitment

Situational
Relevance

Figure2.7 Opportunity recognition model by Jarvis

The main strengths of this model i's that
opportunity recognition and enactment as definitive behaviours. It also sheds light on
entrepe neur i al i ntention that i's mediated I
norms. The weakness of this model is that it is not empirically developed, and shows a
nascent entrepreneursd behaviour without
model is an arrangement of variables identified in the extant literature about nascent

entrepreneursdé opportunity recognition.
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In the above, | evaluated both conceptual and empirical models of opportunity
recognition. These models highlight the importanckeatfavioural and cognitive factors

in relation to opportunity recognition. The key factors are entrepreneurial alertness,
prior knowledge, active search, entrepreneurial learning, intention, personality traits,
and social networks. However, the empiricabdels are based on experienced
entrepreneurs who already had established businesses. arkataveloped from the
retrospective study of opportunity recognition. Extant literature has already claimed that

t he retrospective studies do not captur
processes, essential to understanding opportunity recogn@Giagli0 and Katz, 2001;
Grégoire, Shepherd and Lambert, 2009). Conversely, the conceptual models evaluated
above | ack empirical evidence. Wood anc
conceptual model highlights the importance of the cognitive and behavprocesses

of nascent entrepreneurs in relation to
model shows how they cognise opportunities with the support of a social circle, whereas
Jarvisodés model shows how their porumptyrtun
recognition. The main knowledge gap is that there is no empirical model that represents
nascent entrepreneursod6 opportunity recog
investigating cognitive and behavioural process of nascent entremertmwever,

these models have suggested that prior knowledge, entrepreneurial alertness, active
search, intention, and social networks are major factors of opportunity recognition.
These factors highlight both the cognitive (i.e. entrepreneurial alertresd)
behavioural action (search, social network reliance, intention) of entrepreneurs. Having

identified these factors, the following sections review these in detail.

2.5 Prior knowledge and opportunity recognition

Prior knowledge is a key factor of oppamity recognition (Shane, 2000; Shepherd and
DeTi enne, 2005; Arent z, Sautet, and Stor
information about a subject matter that may be the result of work experience, education,
and/or idiosyncratic life expences (Shepherd and DeTienne, 2005). Research on prior
knowledge has taken cues from the work of Hayek on dispersed knowledge in society.
Hayek claimed that knowledge is not evenly distributed in sodidgyek, 1945)
Knowledge about undartilised resarces, demand of new raw materials, or sudden
political changes is distributed according to the life circumstances of each person in

society (Shane and Venkataraman, 2000). Opportunities exist because of the uneven
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distribution of knowledge in society (Kiner, 1997). As a result, only some individuals,
but not all, can recognise opportunities. However, with the progress of senmbral
scholars have claimed that prior knowledge provides a foundation of the cognitive
framework (i.e. mental models) that |peentrepreneurs to recognise opportunities
(Arentz, Sautet, and Storr, 2013, Wang, and Liang2015;Hajizadeh and Zali, 2016

In other words, the cognitive process derives from the knowledge structure provided by
prior knowledge.Kolb (1984) refersto prior knowledge as one of the thrdestinct
elements in the experiential learning proceBBrough the process of experiential
learning individuals accumulate and integrate new with prior knowledge. Times,

knowledge structure evolves and develops.

2.5.1Dimensiors of prior knowledge

There are four dimensions of prior knowledge that influence the recognition of
opportunities. These dimensions are knowledge of the market, knowledge about ways of
serving the market, knowl edge of <cust ome
(Shane, 200; Marvel and Lumpkin, 2007). Knowledge of the market makes it easier to
recognise demand conditions, which facilitates the recognition of opportunities (Shane,
2003). Knowledge of how to serve the market refers to the knowledge of production and
distribuion of goods or services in the market. A new production method or a new
source of supply can trigger opportunity recognition, as this new knowledge allows

i ndividual s to better serve the existing
problemsleads to opportunity recognition because knowledge facilitates ways to solve

problems in situations when customers cannot articulate their needs or solutions (ibid).

2.5.2Prior empirical studies

To date, scholars have studied experienced entreprenedrsn@e nt r epr ene u
(students and managers) dimension of prior knowledge that contributes to the
recognition of opportunitielable2.3 provides an werview of these studies, including
their aut hor s, year of study, participa

paragraphs, | critically examines these studies.

Authors Studies Participants Types of Method Study findings

& Year Entrepreneur
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Shane
(2000)

Shepherd
&
DeTienne
(2005)

Marvel &
Lumpkin
(2007)

Exploring the
relationship
between prior
knowledge
and
opportunity

discovery

Exploring the
constructs of
financial
rewards and
prior
knowledge in
the recognition
of

opportunities

How does the
experience,
education, and
prior
knowledge of
technology
entrepreneurs
relate to
innovation
radicalness at
opportunity

recognition?

Eight cases of
entrepreneuria
opportunities

(22 technology

entrepreneurs)

78 MBA &
executive
MBA students

145
technology

entrepreneurs

Experienced

entrepreneurs

Non

entrepreneurs

Experienced

entrepreneurs

Semt
structured

interviews

Laboratory

Experiment

Survey

Knowledge of
the market,
knowledge of
ways of serving
the market and
knowledge of
cust omer
problems
facilitate
opportunity

recognition.

Prior knowledge
leads to
opportunity
recognition. It
also moderates
financial
rewards and
opportunity

recognition.

Innovation
radicalness was
positively
associated with
formal
education and
prior knowledge
and prior
knowledge of
technology, but
negatively
associated with
prior knowledge

of ways to serve
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Gruber,
McMillan,
and
Thompson
(2013)

Arentz,
Sautet and
Storr

(2013)

Escaping the
Prior
Knowledge
Corridor:
What Shapes
the Number
and Variety of
Market
Opportunities
Identified
Before Market
Entry of
Technology

Startups?

Prior
knowledge
and
opportunity

identification

Founders of
496
technology

ventures

64 students

Experienced

entrepreneurs

Non-

entrepreneurs

Interview

Laboratory

experiment

market.

Entrepreneurs
recognise large
numbers and
varied market
opportunities
when they
possess diverse
industry
experience and
diverse external
knowledge
sourcing

relationship.

Prior knowledge
indirectly
influences
opportunity
recognition
through its
impact on
entrepreneurial

alertness.
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Li, Wang | The influence | 94 student Experienced | Suney Prior knowledge
and Liang | of entrepreneurs | and nonR indirectly
(2015) entrepreneurial who founded | experienced influence
experience, their entrepreneurs opportunity
alertness, and | companies anc recognition
prior 114 non through its
knowledge on | entrepreneurs impact on
opportunity entrepreneurial
recognition alertness.
Hajizadeh | Prior 64 Experienced | Survey Prior knowledge
and Zali | knowledge, entrepreneurs | entrepreneurs indirectly
(2016) cognitive influences
characteristics, opportunity
and recognition
opportunity through its
recognition impact on
entrepreneurial
alertness.
Kuckertz | Associated 101 executive | Non Survey Prior knowledge
etal. relationships | managers entrepreneurs is positively
(2017) between prior associated with
knowledge, opportunity
opportunity recognition and
recognition, exploitation.
and
exploitation

Table2.3 Overview of prior knowledge study findings

Shane (2000) examined eight cases of entrepreneurial opportunities in the ai@a of 3
printing technology. He interviewed 22 technology entrepreneurs. He fouwatd th

entrepreneur so prior knowl edge of t he

ed
findings are limited to experienced entrepreneurs who already had established

customersod6 probl ems | them to recoghni

businesses. HErepreneurs who recall past information may be subject teregatirting
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and retrospective bias. Their experience with successful businessonmay have
modified their past information in a favourable way. Therefore, study findings based on
retrospective information do not confirm whether the prior knowledge of nascent
entrepreneurs, who are in the process of starting a business, play any tiodr in

opportunity recognition.

Shepherd and DeTienne (2005) conducted an experimental study on 78 MBA and
executive MBA students (neentrepreneurs) to explore the relationship between prior
knowl edge of customer so pr obl eogni#ion afn d f i
opportunity recognition. Their study results show that while prior knowledge of
customersod6 problems | eads to the recoghni
relationship between financial reward and opportunity recognition. They finatndhe

|l ess knowl edge that i ndividual s had abou
effect that the financial reward had on the number of opportunities recognised, and the
innovativeness of those opportunities. The main strength of their stuiiatighey

adopted an experimental study to eliminate retrospective aneepeltting bias.
However, the experimental study is weak in its nature when opportunity recognition is
itself a living phenomenon within a reabrld context. Moreover, since theudy
investigated nomntrepreneurs, the findings could not be transferred to entrepreneurs.

Marvel and Lumpkin (2007) surveyed 145 technology entrepreneurs to investigate how
the four dimensions of prior knowledge (the market, ways of serving the market,
cust omersd probl ems, and technol ogy) rel
recognition. Their study results showed that innovation radicalness is positively
associated with prior knowledge of technology, but negatively associated with prior
knowledge of ways to serve markets. Similar to prior studies, they adopted a
guantitative methodology focusing on experienced techndbagged entrepreneurs. Due

to the nature of the study, the claims of the findings cannot be transferred to nascent

entreprenels.

Gruber, McMillan, and Thompson (2013) investigated the factors that shape the number
and variety of market opportunities identified before the market entry of technology
startups. They interviewed the founders of 496 technology ventures. Their finding
showed that entrepreneurs recognise large numbers and varied market opportunities

when they possess diverse industry experience and diverse external knesoledmeg
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relationships. However, their claims are limited to experienced entrepreneurs who
already possess diverse knowledge. The retrospective investigation atpaghised
opportunities may be -rbporiang efdistamtypaseinforma@p r e n
(Davidsson and Honig, 2003). The study findings cannot be transferred to nascent

entrepreneurs, who are in the process of recognising opportunities.

Arent z, Sautet, and Storrdés (2013) | abor
prior knowledge indirectly influenced opportunity recognition through its impact on
entrepreneurial alertngs. Similar study findings emer (
(2015) guantitative study on eight stud
(2016) survey research on 64 experienced entrepreneurs. These study finplifays
knowl edge ds ncenahiopperturity récaghition ¢hrough its impact on
entrepreneurial alertnesssuggest that prior knowledge provides a knowledge structure
called a cognitive framework, which is responsible for heightening alertness to specific
opportunities. However, thmain weakness of these studies is that these studies are
guantitative. Due to the quantitative nature of these studies, they do not explain how
entrepreneurs find the relevance of prior knowledge to specific opportunities. Moreover,
these studies were iducted on nomntrepreneurs and experienced entrepreneurs.
Therefore, the findings cannot be transferred to nascent entrepreneurs who are in the

process of recognising opportunities.

Kuckertz et al. (2017) surveyed 101 executive managers to measuretuagpor
recognition and exploitation constructs. Their study hypothesis confirmed that prior
knowledge is positively associated with opportunity recognition. The limitation of their
study is that they surveyed managers, not entrepreneurs. Managers apceesins

are distinct individualgMoroz and Hindle, 2012)Managers operate in existing means
ends framework whereas entrepreneurs create new meaframework. Because of

the fundamental difference between managers and entrepreneurs, the stud finding
cannot be inferred to entrepreneurs. Moreover, the study findings do not explain how

prior knowledge unfolds opportunitgcognition process.

The above literature review demonstrates that prior knowledge is an important construct
for the study of entmreneurial opportunity recognition. It provides a knowledge
structure that activates specific cognitive characteristics, i.e. entrepreneurial alertness.

To dat e, scholars have focuse#@nbnepxeeell
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prior knowledge orthe recognition of opportunities. Most of these studies were mainly
based on either surveys or experimental studies. This limits or avoids the context of the
phenomenon. Opportunity recognition is an ongoing and coespadific phenomenon.

While experimetal studies aim to avoid retrospective and-sefforting bias, surveyed
studies are subject to these biases. The evidence from the above literature review
suggests t hat t he rol e of prior knowl e
recognition is uneXpred. The results of these studies could have been different if
studies had been conducted on nascent entrepreneurs.

2.6 Entrepreneurial alertness and opportunity recognition

Entrepreneurial alertness is one of the most important factors of opportuaigniton

(Kirzner, 1997; Gaglio and Katz, 2001; Tang, Kacmar, and Busenitz, 2012; Valliere,
2013) . The term Oentrepreneuri al al ert ne
According t o Kirzner, entrepreneuri al
opportunitiesd (1979); and O6an attitude
have hitherto been overlookedd6é (1997). S
requires individual so6 ability t earlystageer pr
of the entrepreneurial alertness theory, there was no plausible explanation of how
individuals become alerted to opportunity. Scholars have associated alertness with sheer
luck, sudden surprise, superior intuition, and a lucky hunch (Kirz®&7;1Shane and
Venkataraman 2000). Over the years, entrepreneurial alertness has been translated into
i ndividual s6 cognitive properties/ charac
search behaviours (Gaglio and Katz, 2001; Baron and Ensley, 200&r&/aP013;
Hajizadeh and Zali, 2016). By drawing on the patt&tognition theory of cognitive
science, scholars have claimed that alert individuals have more accurate mental models
or cognitive frameworks (i.e. prototype model, exemplar model and schrevdel) that

enable the interpretation of given opportunity information (ibid).

The mental models prototypes, exemplars, and schema all represent the knowledge
structure of an individual és physical an
2006; Baon and Ensley, 2006; Aviram, 2009; Valliere, 2013). Knowledge structure
evolves with life experienceabatshape mental moded Several empirical studies have

shown that prior knowledge is an important antecedent of entrepreneurial alertness
(Tang, Kacmarand Busenitz, 2012; Arentz, Sautet, and Storr, 2013; Li, Wang, and
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Li ang, 2015; Haji zadeh and Zal i, 2016) .
study demonstrated that knowledge acquired through prior business ownership
experience (referred to as sgeE human capital) alerts individuals to opportunities.
From their findings, they claimed that due to prior buskmssership experience,
repeat entrepreneurs (often referred to as habitual entrepreneurs) are more likely to
recognise opportunities tharovice entrepreneurs. With reference to this claim,-first
time nascent entrepreneurs may not be alerted to opportunities because they do not have
prior busines®wnership experience. To date, no empirical evidence has been found to
confirm that nascent emfpreneurs recognise opportunities through alertness.
Understanding how these entrepreneurs come up with opportunities may reveal insight
into their cognitive processes. Therefore, one of the objectives of this study is to explore

how nascent entreprenewsme upwith opportunity ideas.

Turning back to alternative theories of the opportufotynation proces$ discovery

theory and creation theory (see section .2scovery theorists have claimed that
opportunities are formed exogenously whereas credheorists have argued that
opportunities are formed endogenously through the actions of entrepreneurs (Kirzner,
1997; Shane, 2003; Fletcher, 2006; Alvarez and Barney, 2007; Wood and McKinley,
2010). Regardless of alternative theoretical stances on oppgrtarmation, scholars

have recognised entrepreneurial alertness as the most important factor of opportunity
recognition (Tang, Kacmar, and Busenitz, 2012; Valliere, 2013). They claimed that, in
the discovery theory, entrepreneurial alertness providesssary information about
objective conditions, i.e. market imperfections caused by an exogenous shock.
Conversely, in the creation view, alertness provides essential information of a more
constructivist slant. Herein, information may allow individualsg¢oonceptualise some
aspects of the world, or impute new meaning to existing objective features.
Reconceptualising, or imputing new meaning, requires cognitive evaluation from
others. | argue that, in the creation view, the term awareness is more apprtiama
alertness because individuals find opportunities through the process of social
interaction. Their consciousness heightens as they impute the meaning of opportunities

to the experienced phenomenon.

However, by integrating prior studies, Tang, Kacjmend Busenitz (2012) proposed
three dimensions of entrepreneurial alertness. These three dimensions are reviewed

below.
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2.6.1Dimensions of alertness

Tang, Kacmar, and Busenitz (2012) proposed three distinct elements of alertness: (1)
systematically or on-systematically scan the environment and search for information;
(2) associate or piece together previously unconnected information; and (3) make
evaluations and judgement about the existence of opportunities. They claimed that these
three elements congrhent each other and provide individuals with a foundation on
which to identify opportunities. However, these three elements integrate the process of
searching, interpreting, and making sense of information as an entrepreneurial
opportunity. Searching, seaing, and evaluating are conscious behavioural actions.
Conversely, associating unrelated information is a cognitive process. Therefore, these
dimensions represent entrepreneurial alertness as cognitive and behavioural

characteristics. Below, each of tkedimensions are explained.

(a) Alert scanning and searching for information. This alertness dimension is associated
with informationseeking behaviour. By scanning and searching, individuals build a
knowledge structure, which is the foundation of specdognitive frameworks, i.e.
prototypes or schemas. Tang, Kacmar, and Busenitz (ibid) claimed that scanning and
search behaviour captures individual sb &

newly associated concepts.

(b) Alert association and coection. This dimension focuses on receiving new
information and making connections with an existing knowledge base. In other words, it
creates meaning by O6connecting the dot s
meaning of information emerges as an opjpaty. However, an individual may need to
re-engage in scanning and searching for information to clarify revised thoughts. This
scanning and searching involves a recursive relationship with association and
connection. The recursive relationship indicae®cursive, cognitive, and behavioural

process.

(c) Making evaluations and judgements. This dimension is an important part of
entrepreneurial alertness. On the condition that an opportunity arises as the outcome of
the above two, an individual may exercise entrepreneurial judgement on the suitability
of opportunities. During this evaluation stage, an individual decides whether the

opportunity is for him or for someone with the right capabilities. During the evaluation,
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s/he may search for additional information that may result in the refinement obideas

the consideration of related alternatives.

The above alertness dimensions illuminate the recursive relationship between cognitive
and behavioural processes in relation to opportunities. The main drawback of this model

is that it is conceptually develogeby integrating prior studies. It does not provide
empirical evidence on entrepreneurso al e
recognition. Valliere (2013) further extended the work of Tang, Kacmar and Busenitz
(2012). He provided a conceptualptanation of the second element of alertness: an
association or piecing together of previously unconnected information. He ptdopose
three antecedents: schematic richness, schematic association, and schematic priming.
Schema are dynamic, evolving mental mdds t hat represent i N
and beliefs about how social and physical worlds w&#rtlett (1932) first laid the
foundation of schema theorffo we ver , Yomdeptual emmodeb ssiggests that
entrepreneurial alertness is based on schendfifierences due to the richness of
schemata, the association between stimuli and schemata, and the priming of particular
schemata. Schematic richness is built upon prior knowledge, experiences, and
education. Schematic association is strengthened bypeseurial practice. Schematic

priming is motivated by entrepreneurial intention.

Overall, te current alertness theory is based on human cognition. Scholars have
devoted too much effort in understanding the cognitive process of entrepreneurs from a
cogntive science perspective. The literature review revealed that alertness is not only a
cognitive characteristic but also a behavioural action. It is a cognitive characteristic that
manifests into a behavioural action by which entrepreneurs coalesce aruogpor

idea. Nevertheless, the theory of entrepreneurial alertness is based on the study of
experienced entrepreneurs. It i's not kno
opportunities are akin to experienced entrepreneurs. Nascent entrepreneueckvh

prior busines®wnership experience may not have a relevant knowledge structure. This
suggests that the current alertness theory is less applicable to nascent entrepreneurs.
Therefore, one of the objectives of this study is to explore the procegsidly nascent

entrepreneurs generate opportunity ideas.
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2.7 Opportunity search

Several studies have claimed that opportunity search is a critical component of
opportunity recognition (Baron, 2006; Hsieh, Nickerson, and Zenger, 2007; Heinonen,
Hytti, and Stenholm, 2009; Gielnik et al., 2014). Scholars have recognised opportunity
search as a behaviour of entrepreneurs (Kaish and Gilad, 1991; Cooper, Folta and Woo,
1995; Dyer, Gregersen and Christensen, 2008; Dimov 2011). It encompasses various
behavioural ations: honing and refining existing opportunity ideas, or searching for
new opportunities. In the extant literature, behavioural action is often referred to as
entrepreneuri al actiond and Obéentreprene
that information is the source of opportunities. (Busenitz, 1996; Fiet, Piskounov and
Patel, 2005) . I n many cases, 6opportun
6i nformation searcho. Access to existing

some, but notlh people to recognise opportunities (Shane, 2003).

Whether opportunigearch behaviour is proactive or reactive in nature is an ongoing
academic debate. Sever al schol ars have ¢
individuals proactively searcfor them (Kaish and Gilad, 1991; Heinonen, Hytti, and
Stenholm, 2011; Gielnik et al., 2014). Others have argued that individuals become
sensitive to opportunityelated information when they are alerted to opportunities
(Kirzner, 1997; Hsieh, Nickersonnd Zenger, 2007). According to them, proactive
opportunity search is problematic as one cannot search for opportunities without known
priori. Opportunity, by definition, is unknown until created or discovered. While the
proponents of proactive search bebay claimed opportunity search as a distinct
component of opportunity recognition, the proponents of reactive search behaviours
conceptually integrated search behaviour with entrepreneurial alertness. There has been
no evidence that a particular searctprapch dominates the opportunity recognition
spectrum (Dimov, 2007b). It is also not known whether proactive or reactive nature
varies according to the type of entrepreneur. Identifying whether nascent entrepreneurs

proactively or reactively search opparities would trim the existing academic debate.

To date, studies have mainly investigated novice and haljguedpeat)entrepreneurs
(Ozgen and Baron, 2007; Ucbasaran, Westhead, and Wright, 2008; Westhead,
Ucbasaran and Wright, 2009; Rarieaedriguez etl., 2010; Gielnik, 2014). There has

been no evidence on how nascent entrepreneurs search for opportunities. Prior empirical
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studies has shown that the intensity of information search, as well as the volume of
information sought, are related to entreprtemes 6 pr i or experience
(1997 surveyed 51 founders and 36 executives. Their study results demonstrated that
the physical volume of a search is a distinguishing characteristic of entrepreneurial
behaviour. Inexperienced entrepreneurs are more likely to search for more information
thane x peri enced ones. Similarly, Cooper, F
entrepreneurs showed that inexperienced entrepreneurs search for more information
than experienced ones. Their findings also showed that inexperienced entrepreneurs
search varydepending upon whether they are in a familiar or unfamiliar domain.
West head, Ucbasar an, and Wrighto6s (2009
confirmed that habitual entrepreneurs identified more opportunities as a result of a

higher intensity of infomation search.

There i s a paucity of r e s-searchcbkhavmurs tlein t r e
might contribute disproportionately to opportunity recognition (Dyer, Gregersen, and
Christensen, 2008). Prior studies have suggested that, due to énersiéfs in cognitive
mindsets, experienced and inexperienced entrepreneurs differ in their behaviour
(Westhead, Ucbasaran and Wright, 2009). The difference in cognitive mindsets implies
that experienced entrepr eneur chér madplpand t un
a greater awareness of what is needed than their inexperienced counterparts (Cooper,
Folta, and Woo, 1995; Baron and Ensley, 2006). In other words, they may have better
appreciation of the value of information than inexperienced entremerkherefore, it

is reasonable to apprehend that search behaviours vary significantly among different

types of entrepreneurs.

Al t hough scholars have shown interest I n
opportunitysearch behaviour (Baron, 200&)ete are no empirical studies that explain
nascent entrepr eneur s 6-searchrbehaviogr.oRriar rstedesl S C
have investigated entrepreneurs who already have an established business. These
findings were based on retrospective studies theported past behaviour.
Entr epr e-repouead past bshaviodr may be distorted by their gradual learning

as well as their tendencies to glorify successful endeavours and depreciate those that
turn out to be wrong (Dimov, 2007b). This highlights teed for the investigation of

t he nascent ent r egarcle rp@aess.s dhe styply off hascent t y

entrepr ene usech popepsomoulduprovide ynsight into behaviours that
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contribute to the recognition of opportunities. To address tiasviedge gap, | propose
the following research objective: how d¢

shape opportunity ideas into bona fide opportunities?

2.7.1 Entrepreneurial intention

In the extant literature, several scholars have contena@t@nitrepreneurial opportunity
recognition is an intentional process (Krueger, Reilly and Carsrud, 2000). Intentionality
predicts planned behaviour (i.e. sethployment career choices) which reflects some
degree of cognitive processes. Prior studies Haveoadl y i nvestigat
general intention of founding their own firms (Segal, Borgia, and Schoenfield, 2005;
Turker and Selcuk, 2009; Mohamad et al. 2015). Many of these studies mainly
examined the antecedents of entrepreneurial intention. Tlaedecedents are
entrepreneurial passion, creativity, perceived feasibility, perceived desirability,
propensity to act, personal attitude, tolerance for risk, structural support (Krueger,
Reilly and Carsrud, 2000; Segal, Borgia and Schoenfield, 2005; TardrSelcuk,

2009; Fitzsimmons and Douglas, 2011; Ferreira et al. 2012; Solesvik, 2013; Mohamad
et al. 2015; Biraglia and Kadile, 2017). Understanding antecedents is essential for
unravelling planned behaviour of entrepreneurs. However, studies on antsdedeo

explain whether entrepreneurial intention is related to opportunity recognition process.
Few studies have acknowledged that such broad entrepreneurial intention studies may
not precisely predict whether individual would act on given opporasi{Dimov,
2007a).

Gilad and Levine (1986) proposed push an:
to start new business. According to push theory, individuals pushed into entrepreneurial
opportunities by unfavourable circumstances (such as uogmpht, job
dissatisfaction) whereas pull theory argues that individuals are attracted to opportunities
seeking independence, sélffiiment, wealth creation and other desirable outcomes.
Understanding entrepreneurial intention helps scholars understamtdcess through

which individuals come up with opportuniigleas, the source of those ideas and the

recognition of opportunities.

2.72 Social networks as source for opportunity search

In the extant literature, social networks appear as the most lcapgartunity source
(Davidsson and Honig, 2003; Baron, 2006; Ozgen and Baron, 2007; FRoddguez
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et al., 2010; Ma et al., 2011). Reliance on social network is an oppors@atgh
behaviour. However, it is unknown what social network nascent entepeerely on

and what and how they search (Baron, ibid). Also, we know little of the social processes
that may enhance the ability to recognise opportunities (Davidsson and Honig, 2003).
Prior studies have shown that experienced entrepreneurs use a mgeeofasocial

net wor ks. Ucbasaran, Westhead, and Wrigh
owners demonstrated that entrepreneurs use the following social networks: professional
networks (i.e. consultants, banks, patents, national, and local guetrsources),
publications (i.e. magazines, newspaper, trade publications, and technical literature),
business networks (i.e. suppliers, employees, and customers), and personal networks
(i.e. other business owners, friends, and families). Their studinfjadurther showd

that habitual entrepreneurdentified opportunities are significantly associated with

their reliance on publication.

Social networks are an important source of information that may develop rich cognitive
frameworks by contributing anlowledge base (Baron, 2006). For example, discussing
opportunity ideas with friends and family may result in the formation of more accurate
cognitive frameworks. Social networks are essential for the cognitive evaluation of
opportunity ideas (Wood and Mciey, 2010). This suggests that social network
members are useful to nascent entrepreneurs for refining and developing opportunity
ideas. Recently, business support organisations especially universiiiycpbators,
emerge as a key sociaétwork memberUniversity preincubators, also known as idea
hatchers, assist mainly firsitme nascent entrepreneurs graduates to refine and develop
their ideas into bona fide opportunities (Bergek and Norman, 2@0&en et al., 2015

The main aim of this specific s@l network is to bridge entrepreneurial knowledge,
skills, and learning gaps between experienced andentepreneursWirsing et al.,

2002; Hannon; 2004)Several scholars contended that expert advice and business
support provided by business incubatould substitute for direct experience and help
entrepreneurs acquire the tacit knowledge shared by other experienced entrepreneurs in
the industry (Robinson and Stubberud, 2009). However, there has been no evidence on
the effect of the prencubator onnas cent entrepreneur sod of
development process. Also, extant literature lacks knowledge about the effect of other

socialnet wor k reliance on nascent entreprene
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Effects of social network reliance Several por studies have investigated the effect of
sociaknetwork reliance on opportunity recognitiofable 2.4 provides an overview of
these studies, ingtling authors, year of study, participants, methods, and findings.
These studies are reviewed in the following paragraphs.

Authors & Year | Participants Methods Findings
Ozgen and Baror| 70 founders of IT Survey The reliance on mentors, profession
(2007) companies networks, and informal industry

network have a positive effect on
opportunity recognition. The effect o
the two sources (mentors and
professional network) mediated by
schema strength; the effect of third
source (infomal industry network)
mediated by seléfficacy.

Cooper and Park| 31 companies within Interviews || ncubat ors shape
(2008) business incubator technical and commercial experienc
influence their attitude to risk and
personal experience, help develop
social capital, and provide critical
knowledge of the existence,
availability, and applicability of
technology solubns in new and
emerging markets.

Ramos 27,880 Individuals | Survey Both social capital and intellectual
Rodriguez et al. | (non-entrepreneurs) capital have networks to provide
(2010) access to external knowledge relate

to opportunity recognition.

Maet al. (2011) | 304 managers Survey In a Taiwanese context, strong socii
ties are positively associated with
opportunity recognition whereas in
the USA context, the finding is the

opposite.
Song et al. 278 managers Survey Knowledge acquisition gmatively
(2017) mediates the relationship between
network reliance and opportunity
recognition.

Table2.4 Overview of prior studies on the effect of social network

6l|Page



Ozgen and Baron (2007) surveyed 70 founders of IT companies. Their findings showed
that mentors, professional forums, and informal industry networks have a positive effect
on opportunity recognitin. The effect of two sources (mentors and professional
forums) are mediated by schema strength; the effect of third source (informal industry
networks) are mediated by selffficacy. The t e+efmf dsaty refers t
belief that they can sucssfully accomplish the specific tasks that they undertake
(Bandura, 1997)Schema strength and sdfficacy heightens entrepreneurial alertness

to opportunities. The main drawbacks of this study is that survey research calls for
retrospection. Moreover, ¢hstudy aimed to identify the most effective social network,
depending on the quality of information. Because of the foci of interest, it overlooked

other networks that may have contributed to it differently.

Cooper and Park (2008) interviewed entrepremefl31 technology firms in the context

of an incubator. Their findings showed t
and commercial experience, influence attitudes to risk and personal experience, help
develop social capital, and provide critik@lowledge of the existence, availability, and
applicability of technology solutions in new and emerging markets. Based on their study
they clained that the professional environment in which entrepreneurs live and work
has a fundamental influence on thability to engage effectively in opportunity
recognition. In the UK, firstime nascent entrepreneurs, mainly university graduates,

are supported by a precubator. No empirical evidence has been found to suggest
whether this new form of organisation (ijereincubator) has any effect on nascent

entrepr eneu-resognitianprooess.t uni t vy

RamosRodriguez et al. (2010) surveyed 27,880 individuals to investigate the effect of
sociatnetwork reliance on opportunity recognition. Their findings showed Iogh

soci al capital and intellectual capital
recogni se opportunities. Il ndi vi dual so a
entrepreneurs is critical for developing capacity to recognise opportunitiesmain
limitation of their study is that research participants were not entrepreneurs. The effect

ofsocialnet wor k reliance was investigated bas

Ma et al. (2011) surveyed 304 managers of Taiwanese and US firms to invdstgate
moderating effect of national cultural contexts on the relationship between social

networks and opportunity recognition. Their findings showed that in the US,-fecial
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strength is negatively associated with opportunity recognition, whereas in Tdlvean
finding is the opposite. The main limitations of their study is that research participants
are not entrepreneurs: they are managers. Therefore, the findings are not transferrable to

entrepreneurs.

Song et al. (2017) surveyed 278 managers to inastithe effect of socidetwork
reliance on opportunity recognition. Their study findings suggested that knowledge
acquisition positively mediates the relationship between network reliance and
opportunity recognition. Moreover, entrepreneurial orientatiegatively moderates not
only the relationship between knowledge acquisition and opportunity recognition, but
also the overall mediation model. The main limitations of their study is that research
participants are not entrepreneurs: they are managenefdtes the findings cannot be

transferred to entrepreneurs.

These above empirical studies are retrospective in nature, and the findings were the
results of hypothesis confirmation. These studies do not provide evidence of which
social networks nascent tegpreneurs rely on and how they impact on the opportunity

recognition process.

The review of literature shows that opportunity search is an important factor of
opportunity recognition. Inexperienced entrepreneurs are more likely to engage in
opportunity search than experienced ones. However, current theories of oppertunity
search behaviour are based on the retrospective nature of the studies. Prior studies are
mainly quantitative and do not offer theory of contemporaneous opporgeatgh
behaviour. Opprtunity search is, itself, a behavioural action, since it is orientated
towards an immediate goal, i.e. opportunity idea verification, development, or
recognition. From empirical studies, we know that novice entrepreneurs search for
opportunities prior tdhe establishment of businesses. Since we do not know whether
nascent entrepreneurs engage in opporttgagrch activities, it is reasonable to assume

that nascent entrepreneurs may demonstrate a similar behavioural pattern in relation to
opportunity reognition. To understand this specific behaviour, it is important to

i nvestigat e nascent e nt sseaphr leehagiaur. @ this n g o
study, one of my research objectives 1is
opportunity searh) that shapes opportunity idea into bona fide opportunities. Extant

literature has shown that inexperienced entrepreneurs rely on social networks for
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cognitive evaluation of their opportunity ideas. However, findings suggest that social
networks contribte to individuals cognition by providing knowledge. Extant literature

lacks knowledge about the effect of soglak t wor k r el i ance on na
opportunity recognition. Therefore, another research objective of this study is to
understand the foe of soci al net wor ks on nascer

behavioural processes related to opportunity recognition.

2.8 Conceptual framework

The above sections reviewed literature on opportunity recognition. Based on the
identified gap in the literatue and my understanding of the topic, | have developed a
conceptual frameworkHgure 2.8). My conceptual framework specifies who and what

will, and will not, be investigated in this study. Below, | elucidate this.

2’
4
!

AY

[ 2.3 Recognition factors }

Prior knowledge
2.1First-time (pure)
nascent entrepreneurs A

y

Entrepreneurial
alertness

2.4 Product or service
asopportunity :

novelty, legal and
social desirability

2.2 Opportunity
ideas emerge as:

Opportunity search

Customer needs or y
product

Social network
reliance university
pre-incubator

_______________________________

Figure 2.8 Conceptual framework of the opportunity recognition of nascent
entrepreneurs

2.8.1 Who and what will be studied?

The aim of the study istoievst i gat e nascent entrepren

recognition. Nascent entrepreneurs are those individuals who are currently in the
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process of starting a new business, but have not yet succeeded in making the transition
to a new business ownership (Carté&artner and Reynolds, 199Bavidsson and

Honig, 2003;Reynolds et al., 2004; Dimov, 2011; Hopp and Sonderegger, Z048).

above literature review suggests that the differences in prior busnwessship
experience det eabiity toaecognise dpportinidies.allue tw prior
business ownership, experienced entrepreneurs are likely to recognise more
opportunities (Rotefoss and Kolvereid, 2005; Ucbasaran, Westhead, and Wright, 2008).
The opportunity recognition of nascent entreners, who lack prior business
ownership experience, is unknown. This is a knowledge gap. Therefore, the conceptual
framework includes those nascent entrepreneurs who are in the process of recognising

opportunities for the first time (see block 2.1).

Extart literature highlights two kinds of opportunities: (a) demaiut; and (b) supply

side (Dimov, 2007Santos et al., 2015Pemandside opportunities pertain to situations
that give rise to cust ome-side Oppartengies paain On t
to situations that reflect the potential for new or existing products or services. Both
customer needs and products are key components of opportui@iégoire and
Shepherd, 2012)Since we do not know whether nascent entrepreneurs recognise
demandor supplysi de opportunities, I added both

key components of opportunities in the conceptual framework (see block 2.2).

The literature review suggests that prior knowledge, entrepreneurial alertness,
opportunity search,and sociahetwork reliance are key factors of opportunity
recognition. These factors depict cognitive (prior knowledge, entrepreneurial alertness)
and behavioural (opportunity search, sodietwork reliance) elements of
entrepreneurs. Prior knowledge pides specific knowledge structure (i.e. cognitive
framewor k/ ment al model s) t hat hei ghten
(Arentz, Sautet, and Storr, 2013, Wang, and Liang2015;Hajizadeh and Zali, 2016

Prior empirical studies shad that knowledge developed from prior business
ownership enables entrepreneursd opportt
Wright, 2008). Repeated (or habitual) entrepreneurs have adesdloped cognitive
modelthatenable them better opportunity recogiah (Baron and Ensley, 2006). Since
first-time nascent entrepreneurs lack prior business ownership experience, their
alertness to opportunities may be different to that of experienced entrepreneurs.

Therefore, the conceptual framework includes prior kndgde and entrepreneurial
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alertness as opportunitgcognition factors for further investigation (see block 2.3).
Entrepreneurial alertness is a cognitive characteristic that leads to the conception of an
opportunity idea (Wood antcKinley, 2010). Since wdack understanding of this
specific, cognitive process, the investigation of the -c@aception process may provide

insight into this. Based on this gap, | set the first research objective.

Research objective 1To explore the process by which nadcentrepreneursome

up with opportunity ideas.

Extant literature has shown that inexperienced entrepreneurs engage in information
scanning and search processes to objectify opportuniiash and Gilad, 1991,
Cooper, Folta, and Wod 995;Wood and McKiley, 2010). During the search process,
they may rely on various social networks to test the veracity of their idea developed
through alertness. Since nascent entrepreneurs do not have prior baginesship
experience, they may not have specific knowlge structure for opportunity
recognition. This indicates that they are more likely to rely on social networks for
opportunity recognition. Therefore, the conceptual framework includes opportunity
search and social networks for further investigation (seeept block 2.3). Since we

do not know howfirst-time nascent entrepreneurs search opportunities and what source
they rely on, the investigation of their actions in relation to opportunity confirmation
and refinement may provide new insights into their behaviour. Based on this gap, | set

the second research objective.

Research objective 2:To explore nascent enr e pr eneur s behavi o

shape opportunity ideas into entrepreneurial opportunities.

Extant literature suggests that inexperienced entrepreneurs rely on various social
networks for their opportunity search. The role of social network menturerascent
entrepr eneurssalith poopegsois hot knowiny University-pr@a c ub at or ¢
i nterventions in nascent entrepreneur so
I mportant soci al net wor k. Since extant
opportunity search, the role of incubator and other social networks require empirical

exploration.Based on this gap, | set the third research objective.

Research objective 3.To understand the role of prenc ubat or s on eni

cognitive andbehavioural process, in relation to opportunities.
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The literature review demonstrates that opportunity recognition is the perceived
alignment between a product and customer
2009). The characteristics of entrepnamg@ opportunities is that product or service

must demonstrate novelty, social, and legal desirability. Therefore, | include a product
or service as the outcome of opportunity recognition as a concept in my framework (see
concept block 2.4). Extant litetae lacksempirically drivenrecommendations for
effective opportunityrecognition practice. Based on this gap, | set the fourth research
objective.

Research objective 4:To provide recommendations for effective opportunity
recognition practice.

Hawving discussed the focus of the study, the following section explains who and what
will, and will not, be studied.

2.8.2 Who and what will, and will not, be studied

This study excludes the investigation of other types of entrepreneurs (novice and repeat
entrepreneurs) who already\Jeestablished businesses. The opportunity recognition of
these entrepreneurs would require a retrospective study. Our current knowledge on
opportunity recognition is based on the retrospective study of past recognised
opportunties. In addition, nascent entrepreneurs may not be regarded as nascent, but
novice or habitual entrepreneurs as they already hulyeoperablebusinesses. In other
words, it would not be possible to study nascent entrepreneurs since their identity

shifted to novice entrepreneurs.

This study also excluded those nascent entrepreneurs who acted in teams on single
opportunities. Studying teams of nascent entrepreneurs would only increase the
complexity and difficulty in capturing cognitive and behaviounalgessesin addition,

this study excludes those nascent entrepreneurs who have prior business ownership
experiencesFurther, this study excludes the examination of personality traits. The
study of personality traits in opportunity recognition is an ggéng avenue, but it

would add complexity.

Finally, this study ignores the difference between technology andecbnologybased
opportunities Prior study showed thdhe emergence afascent ventusvaries due to

technologybased and netechnologybased opportunitiesL{ao and Welsch, 2008).

67|Page



The theoretical standpoint of this study is that opportunities are endogenously created
by entrepreneurs; opportunities do not have objective existence. Because of this
theoretical stance, | assume that technolgy nortechnology opportunity recognition

do not vary among nascent entrepreneurs.

2.9 Summary

The abovditerature review has shown that extant literature lacks the integrative theory

of firstt i me nascent -goimg oppopuniey meEagmiti®rd prooess. Prior
studi es retrospectively investigated e
opportunites. Althoughfew st udi es have investigated
emergence processtheir opportunity recognition process has largely remained
overlooked It is found that prior business ownership experiersc@ssociated with
opportunity recogrtion. However, we lack understanding of opportunity recognition of
nascent entrepreneurs who lack prior business ownership experiences. Also, due to the
retrospective natur e o fcontemparaneoessgnitivemand c e nt
behavioural procss have largely remained unexplored. The literature review of this
chapter has revealed key factors of opportunity recognition: prior knowledge,
entrepreneurial alertness, opportunity search and social network reliartavel
integratel these factors inta conceptual framework for the investigation of fiiste
nascent entrepreneurso6 cont &hspgrantremorkevll us o
be reviewed and further developiatib conceptual moddiased on the findings of tine

study
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Chapter 3 Research Methodology

In the preceding chapter, | reviewed entrepreneurship literature related to opportunity
recognition. At the end of that chapter, | developed a conceptual framework to
investigate nascententrepn e ur s opportunity recognitioc
justify my choice of research methodology. This study adopts a qualitative research
met hodol ogy to i nvest i-gang epporiemit ceeogrttionelnt r e
aim to address the folwing research question: how do nascent entrepreneurs recognise
entrepreneurial opportunities? Central to this research question, there are four research
objectives: (1) to explore the process by which nascent entrepreneurs come up with
opportunity ideasy 2 ) to understand how nascent e
shapes opportunity ideas into entrepreneurial opportunities; (3) to understand the role of
the preincubator o n entrepreneur so cognitive and
opportunity recogmion; and (4) to improve opportunity recognition practice by
providing recommendati ons. | n tdpmortueity t ant
recognition isan understudied phenomenoue to paucity of researctve know little

about howopportunities come to be known by this particular type of entrepreneur.
Qualitative researchis essential for providing new insights into undardied
phenomenonBluhm et al, 2011). It allows the uncovering of a deeper process in
individuals and offeran indepth understanding about how that deeper process unfolds
over time (ibid).| make qualitativemethodological choices by carefully considering my
researckparadigm positionresearch competeycandaccess to research orgsation

and types of data

This methodology chapter isrganised ito the following sections. Section 13.
establishes a philosophical frame for the study. In this section, first, | outline my key
philosophical assumptions: ontology and epistemology. Then, | describe my
assumptions laout the nature of society with regards to study phenomeénon
opportunity recognition. Finally, | justify positionality within an interpretive paradigm.
Section 3.3ustifiesthe rationale foaninductive research approach. Section 3.3 relates
philosophi@l assumptions, paradigm positjaand an inductive research approach to
the ch@enqualitative research strategy. Section @dvides rationale for the choice of
case study research designd describes its key componerection 3.5ustifies the

choice of semistructured interviews, participant observation, and rmraghping aslata
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collection methods andescribeshow data were collecte®ection 3.6describedata
management how collected data were managed. Sectionjsstifies the decision to
usean inductivethematicdata analysisnethod and explains how data were analysed
Section 3.8describes ethical issues that | considered during the different phases of

research. Finally, section 3.9 explains the evaluation criteria of this study.

3.1Establishing a philosophical framework for the study

All theories of orgarsation are based upathe philosophy of science and theory of
society (Burrell and Morgan, 1979Philosophical assumptions and the theory of
society offer a frame of reference for tsteidy of organisational theories. The frame of
reference is known as a paradigm, which offers a view of social reality. Different
paradigms are underpinned by different rmbeoretical assumptions regarding the
theories of science and society. Becausdiférent metatheoretical assumptions, they
offer quite separate views of social reality. In this section, first, I explain my
philosophical assumptions on the phenomenon of opportunity recognition. | then
describe my assumptions about the nature of socMth regards to the study
phenomenon: opportunity recognition. Next, | explain how the relationship between
these two dimensions (philosophical and social world) determine my positionality

within the interpretive paradigm.

3.1.1 Philosophical assumptios

Philosophical assumptions are the centre of this study. Awareness of philosophical
assumptions can both increase the quality of research and contribute to the creativity of
the researcher (EasterB®ynith, Thorpe, and Jackson, 2012). Ontology and
epistemdéngy are two main branches of philosophy. Ontology is about the nature of
reality of the social world, and epistemology relates to the method of enquiry in the
social world (Goia, Corley, and Hamilton, 2012)| social scientists approach their
subject va explicit or implicitphilosophicalassumptiongBurrell and Morgan, 1979).

In this study, | made my philosophical assumptions explicit regarding the study of

opportunity recognition.

Ontological assumption The phil osophical ttveorGmeekdé o nt ¢
wor ds: 6ontos6é6, which means O6ébeingbo; and
Johnson, 2010). It is concerned with the essence of the phenomena and the nature of

their existence (ibid). The reality of phenomena is categorised into subjemti
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objective dimensions. A subjective ontological view assumes that social world
phenomena are the product of individual consciousness, cognition, experience,
intention, mind, perception, and so on. In contrast, an objective ontological view
assumesthta soci al worl d phenomena are exter ne

exist independently.

The phenomenon of this study is opportunity recognition. My ontological stance of this
phenomenon is social constructionist. From this perspective, | apartunity as the
result of entrepreneurso6é behaviour al act
In other words, opportunity emerges from the cognition and behaviours of entrepreneurs
as they engage in interaction with the current social strectUnlike many other
objective social factors (dowry, marriage, recession, suicide, and so on), opportunities
are neither objective social facts nor embedded in the social system; however,
entrepreneurs are. If an opportunity was provided as an objectoral fact status, it

would have been recognised by everyone. As a consequence, it would have carried

little, or no, value for the pursuers.

With the help of social actors, entrepreneurs create opportunities that reflect social
needs. The needs of socadtors are temporal and situational. Based upon temporal
requirements, entrepreneurs develop products or services as solatioegample, the
demandfor vegan food would not exist if they were no vegan communitihe first
place.The need for vegarobds comes into existence when entrepreneurs understand
the world of veganism (cognitive process), and that understanding is developed through
active interaction (behavioural action) with the community, i.e. the value and meaning
behind the consumption d¢iving things. However, since the meaning and practices of
veganism may have cultural variances, the need may vary accordingly. The
opportunityoés, i . elifecycée pnaycdiminishcduevi@ ey@utiongoyr o d u
vegan practice. Herein, opportungiare understood through cognitive and behavioural

processs whichareinfluenced and shaped by social situatedness.

In summary, my ontological stance for this study is social constructionist. The key
i nterest her e I s entr e pmaleproeess g Gelationo @n i t i
opportunity recognition, but equal attention is given to saaitural practices or the

norms that shape these processes.
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Epistemological assumption The philosophical term epistemology is followed by
ontological assumptionst | deri ves from two Greek word
Oknowl edged or Oscienceb6; and 6l ogosd, m
Epistemological assumptions are about the grounds of knowleddg®ut how one

might begin to understand the woréthd communicate this as knowledge to others
(Burrell and Morgan, 1979, p.1). The ground of knowledge is determined by the reality

of the phenomenon. A hard, tangible phenomenon offers the production of a concrete
form of knowledge. On the other hand, sulti phenomenon offers a softer,

subjective, and transcendental type of knowledge.

From my social constructionist (ontological) view, opportunities are endogenously
created by entrepreneursdé behavioural ac
social actors. Social interaction enables them to make sense of opportunities. Making
sense of an opportunity is a cognitive process that enables opportunity recognition.
Therefore, the knowledge of the opportunity recognition phenomenon lies within
entrepe neur sd® action. Entrepreneursod actions:s
the medium of i nteraction. Unli ke mater:i
decipher through direct observation. It can only be understood through engagement and
interaction. Therefore, the knowledge of opportunity recognition can be warranted by
engaging and interacting with entrepreneurs. This specific epistemological stance is
called interpretivist. Considering the knowledge gap in the literature and my
philosoghical stance, | propose the following research questimw do nascent

entrepreneurs recognise entrepreneurial opportunities?
3.1.2 Assumptions about the nature of society

In the previous subsection, | explained my philosophical assumptions. In this section, |
describe my view of society in relation to the study of the opportunity recognition of
nascent entrepreneurs. From a sociological perspective, | view nascent eatrepesn

an integral part of society. They are embedded in the social environment/systems
(Stephen and Uhlaner, 2010; Solesvik, 2013). They produce goods and services to serve
the general needs of society. Society uses entrepreneurship/entrepreneurs as a
mechanism to convert social technical information into products or services (Shane and
Venkataraman, 2000). The absence of entrepreneurial activities may hinder socio

economic development. According to Burrell and Morgan (1979), such a view of the
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social wofd represents aociety of regulationThe sociology of regulation refers to the
owriting of theorists who are primarily
terms, which emphasise its underlying un
elements in the sociology of regulation: status quo, social order, consensus, social
integration and cohesion, solidarity, need satisfaction, and actuality (ibid). | focus upon
the need satisfaction element to investigate my study phenomenon. This element
presumes that it is possible to recognise and satisfy human needs within the context of
the social system, and that society reflects these needs (ibid). As mentioned earlier,
entrepreneurs operate within the social environment and they actively convett gogis

needs into goods or services.

3.1.3An interpretiv e paradigm view

| adopted an interpretive paradigm view
and behavioural process related to opportunity recognition. My choice of an interpretive
paradigmwas based upon my aforementioned ntb&oretical assumptions regarding

the nature of science and society. An interpretive paradigm offers a way of viewing the
social world that is consonant with the sociology of regulation. The social world is
viewed ascohesive, ordered, and integrated. Often such a view remains implicit, rather
than explicit. An interpretive paradigm is informed by a desire to understand the world
as it is (Burrell and Morgan, 1979, p.28). Theorists/researchers seek an explanation
within the frame of participants as opposed to an observer of action (ibid).
Understanding the social world within the frame of participants becomes a social

reality.

From an interpretivist perspective, | view opportunity recognition as an emergent,
contextspecific, and ongoing social process. Opportunity is a probabilistic social
situation that reflects the need of goods or services for social actors. It is created by
entrepreneurs when they engage in interactions with social structure. Social context and
time are critical for the creation of meaning and interpretation. Social practice or norms
help entrepreneurs to interpret opportwmitganing. As a consequence, they recognise
opportunity. Therefore, the reality of opportunity recognition lies within entreprel r s 0
cognition and behaviour. My emphasis was to interpret and understand the meaning of
their cognitive and behavioural process related to opportunity recognition. Investigating

cognitive and behavioural process within a social context may providetlusnsights
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into how the ongoing process of opportunity recognition unfolds in the mind of

entrepreneurs.

To understand the meaning of entrepreneu
approach to investigate this phenomenon. Below 1 justify mycehof the inductive

approach.

3.2 Research approachtnductive

| adopted an inductive research approach to empower participants by bringing forward
their voices. The choice ofininductive or deductive research approaasdetermined

by the nature ofhe research questionvhich was eithephenomenoidriven or theory

driven (Eisenhardt and Graebner, 2007). In this study, | aim to addhess
phenomenoidriven research questionhow do nascent entrepreneurs recognise
entrepreneurial opportunities? Here my study phenomenon is nascemb
entrepreneur sao 0 p A ophenamerofdriven reesearohg question o n .
follows an inductive research approach when there is a lack ofilgaukeory to
explain the phenomenon (ibidhn inductive approach offers explanatioalsout the

study phenomenon rather than generalisations (Douglas, 2003). To date, there is no
existing theory that explagthen a s c e nt e rongoirgg@Eppoeumig recognifon
process. A grion baosthessexperianad is & critical factor for opportunity
recognition (Baron and Ensley, 2006), studiekting tosuccessful and experienced
entrepreneurs are not sufficient to explain opportunity recognitiooepsfor nascent
entrepreneurs. T$ paucity of research led me to chooaa inductive research

approach.

The inductive approach involveémoving fromt h elandd of observation of the
empirical world to the construction of explanations and theoriestakloat has been
observed (Gill and Johnson, 2@). In this approach, explanations and theories are
grounded from raw dataFigure 3.1 illustrates the inductive model of theory
development. Researchers start with data collection without any prior constructs. This
allows them toknow participants well and record what they do and $ag. energing

theory fits well withthe data. Thus, this approach has the potembigrovide abona

fide understanding ofpreincubator supported firdime nascentent r e pr e n e u

opportunity recognition.
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Fact of realityi the empirical world

|

Data collection and analysis
processes to develop theory

]

Theory developed that is already tested and verified because it fit:
and is grounded in, the observable facts

Figure3.1 Inductive development oheory (adapted from Gill and Johnson, 2010)

3.3Research strategyQualitative

In the previous sections, | justified the choice of philosophical assumptions, paradigm
position and inductive research approach. In this section, | outline my research strategy
The connection between philosophical assumptions #rel research approach
determines the choice @f qualitative or quantitative research strategy (Bryman and
Bell, 2011).A research strategy is a plan that supports certain methodological choices to
ansver a research question. Qualitative and quantitative research strategies are distinct
becausetheir foundation is based upon three areas: ontological considerations,
epistemological considerationand orientation to the role of theory in relationthe
research (ibid). | adopted a qualitative research strabegedupon my subjective
philosophical assumptions and inductive research approach, showabla 3.1. |
construel qualitative research aa strategy that view the reality of opportunity
recognitonasa constantly shifting emergent pr
reality can only beunderstood from the vantage point of individuals who are in the
process of opportunity recognition. Theory laden research carries little or no value as

the main emphasis is to generate theory from individaaisount.
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Qualitative research strategy

Ontological orientation Social constructionist
Epistemological orientation Interpretivist
Role of theory in relation to research Inductive

Table3.1 Qualitative Research Strategy

The qualitative research strategy is mainly founded upon interpretivist perspective (Lin,
1998). This strategy is critical for gaining an understanding of what individuals
experience and how they interpret the meaning of gberiences (Bluhm, 2010). It

helps generate or elaborate theompich results in a testable theoretical proposition

(Lee, 1998).It allows the studyof research participants (nascent entrepreneurs) in the
natural setting odnorganisation, i.e. busiss incubator. Qualitative data, i.e. language,
captures the percepti on iwed$ voipeats the resSeggchnt s
participants who claim to recognise entrepreneurial opportunities. It allows greater
reflexivity in the design of data coltéon and analysis. During the process of research,

data collection and analysis evolve until the research ques@mswered.

3.4Research design: Case study

A research strategy is a plan for the conduct of resebimlever,aresearch design is

the tactic for the execution d plan. A piece of research will not proceed solely based

on a research strategy unless it hesappropriate research design (Bryman &,

2011).A research design is a tactical framework for the collection and analysis of data
(ibid). Once the great Chinese General Sun Tzu (500 B.C.) éticitegy without

tactics is the slowest route to victory, tactics without strategy is the neisee defedt

This statement emphasises the relationship between strategy (plan) and tactics (design).
Hence, | contend that good qualitative research requires the employment of good
research designl. adopted a case study research desmrexamine préncubator

supported nascent entrepreneursodo opportul

My choice of case study design is based upostudy phenomenon opportunity
recognition. | aim to addressthe following research questiorhow do nascent

entrepreneurs recognisntrepreeurialo pport unihowés QuéEB e i dn i
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opportunityasan emergent egoing social processvhich evolves and unfoldsy the
action of entrepreneurshe study phenomenon, opportunity, is ongoing, contemporary,
and is bounded by contexts (ientrepreneurs and their respective social woild).
cannot be separated from entrepreneDdisn@v, 20079 The process of creating and
recognising opportunities manifests with
that the prancubator business at-up programme, known as Launchpad, assists
participatory entrepreneurs in recognising entrepreneurial opportunities. Since my aim
is to investigate prencubator supported nascent entrepreneurs, thénpubator and
entrepreneurs become the most aiticontext for the emergence of opportunities.
Therefore, a case study research design is appropriate for the studygofngn
opportunity recognition within realiorld contexts (i.e. nascent entrepreneurs ane pre
incubator). Unlike other research designs. survey, experiment, and historical), this
case study offers an -mhepth examination of a case within its natural setting (Yin,
2014). This research design supmor qualitative research strategwhich aims to

generateninductive theoryof opportnity recognition (Bryman and Bell, 2011).

In addition to the above rationale, | chose case study design based upon my research
skills. I conducteda case study research projedtiring my undergraduate, post
graduate and doctoral studyOver the courseof my education,| have developed
organgationfocused casstudy skills Therefore, my choice of case study research

design is derived from the nature of my study phenomenon and research competence.

3.4.1 Unit of analysis

As | haveprovidedrationalefor the case studyesearcldesign, it is necessary to define

its key components. The main design components aese research question, research
proposition (if any), unit of analysis data collection, and data analy$¥in, 2014).

Here, | aly focus onthe unit of analysisbecauseit is directly related to other
components: research questioesearch propositigrdata collection, and data analysis
The wunit of analysis is often referred
differernce exists between these two terms. A case is alifegbhenomenon in a
bounded context (Miles and Huberman, 1994). It cannot simply be an abstraction. To be
recognised as a case, the phenomenon needs to have some sort of concrete
manifestation. When a phomenon manifests in concrete things, it becomes a unit of

analysis. From my ontological point of view, entrepreneurial opportunities are not an
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objective phenomenon. These emerge from the cognition and behaviours of
entrepreneurs as they engage in irdéoa with a social structure. For this reason, |
selected individual entrepreneurs as my unit of analysis. In my research design, the case
was the opportunity recognition, and the unit of analysis was the individual

entrepreneurs.

My unit of analysis (e. nascent entrepreneurs) was related to my research question:
how do firsttime nascent entrepreneurs recognise entrepreneurial opportunities? This
case research question led to individual nascent entrepreneurs as the unit of analysis. It
also determines he scope of my study, I . e. entr e
processes related to opportunity recognition.

3.4.2 Bhunding the case

Unlike other research desigrcase stug emphasisganintensive examination of cases

in their natural settirg(Bryman and Bell, 2011). As | previously defined the case, it is
important to clarify its boundary or settingo determine the boundary of cases, Miles

and Huberman (1994) suggested four parameters: place, actors, event, and process.
However, these paramesemay vary according to the natural setting of the case
phenomenon. | aim to examine -going opportunity recognition at university
sponsored prencubator (an organisational form that supports the development of
business ideas). Therefore, | selected gheincubator as the natural setting for my
case. However, the specific preubator function related to opportunity recognition
activities was my focus. Considering the natural setting of my case, | devised four
parameters, which were akin to Miles andiBber mand s (i bid) S U (
parameters were place, actors, event, and time. These four parameters comprised the
boundary of my case study anlividual nascenentrepreneursarerethe heart of these
parameters. | examined tleegnitive and behavioal processes related gpportunity
recognition within these parameteFgure 3.2 illustrates these parameters describe

each of these parameters.
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Figure3.2Case boundary (authordés own design)

Place.The place of thease study is amportantparameter because it provides access

to cases in their natural setting. My study took place pte-incubator, known aghe
Student Enterprise Centre (SEGyhich is located withinthe university business
incubator. Figure 3.2 illustrates the blurred boundary betwet® pre-incubator and
incubator. The blurred boundary represents overlapping activities between these two
divisions.The pe-incubator is a tempor#labitat fornascenentrepreneurs who intend

to develop theippportunityideas into business staps. For that reasonsélectedore-
incubator as my primary study sit&.he choice of the prancubator addresses
methodological issuebk access to partipants and datd suggested by prior studies
(Grégoire, Shepherd, and Lambert, 2009)

Actors. The lusiness incubator and its preubator supportdifferent types of
entrepreneurs at differestages of their business. Thasimess incubatosupportsthe
growth and development of novice and habiteaht r e pr eneur suls busi
whereasthe pre-incubatorsupportsnascene nt r e pr ene ur dedelogmerg i ne s

Habitual entrepreneurs include serial and portfolio entrepreneurs. The actors or unit of
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andysis in my case study were picubator supported nascent entrepreneurs.
Therefore, | excluded incubator supported novices and habitual entrepreneurs from my

research design.

Event. The pe-incubator offers support toascententrepreneurs tbughits range of
eventsand programmesThese events and programmes are the Big Idea Challenge,
Launchpad, Quick Stattp, Startup Sprint, and the Christmas Market. Among these
events and programmes, the Big Idea Challenge and Launchpad focus on opportunity
recogniion. The Big Idea Challenge is an event in which participatory nascent
entrepreneurs compete for prizes by presenting their opportunity (deaidea for
product or service) to a global audience. On the other hand, Launchpad is a business
startup programme that supports participatory nascent entrepreneurs in their
embarkment on evidendmmsed entrepreneurial opportunity recognition proceks.
business idea competition event (known as the Big Idea Challenge) and business start
up programme (known as Launchpad) are iotarnected. Throughbusiness idea
competition event, the pfiecubator ensures the supply of nascent entrepreneurs for the
business staitp programme (known as Launchpad). Theipoeibator offers a place at
business statip programme to the winning and finalist participants of the competition.
For my case study, these events and programmes offered uaggass tanascent

ent r e pr e fyang rogportuniby nrecognition procesBecause of that, | set a
business idea competition event and business-gtaprogramme as important

parametergFigure3.2).

Time. | set time as an important parameter. It defines the begimmdgendof a case
study(Yin, 2014) My casestudybegan with a business idea competition event (known
as the Big Idea Challenge) and ended in the completion of theelsasstartp
programme (known as Launchpad). The Big Idea competition event and Launchpad
programme take place annually at the-ipibator. The ideaompetitionbegins with

the start ofthe ring seasonand it runs fora month. Followed bythis event the
Launchpad programme begimsth the start of the . smmerseasonand runs for ten
weelks over a 2-month period During these periodspascententrepreneurs engage in
opportunity recognitiomelated activities. | chose to studyparticipatory nascent

entrepreneurs who joined these events and programme in 2016.
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The above parameteiis time, place, eventand actos i comprises my case study
boundary. The boundary of the case iIis iIim
in relation to opportunity recognition occur within it. Therefore, it offarsatural
setting for the study of entrepreneurso

During the case study design stage, | considered some of its weakness. First, a single
case study lacks dtstical generalisations, but it offers theoretical generalisations (Yin,
2014). This studyis concerned with theoretical generalisation over statistical
generalisations. Seconthe case study is considerdd be aless rigoous research
design because oits flexibility. | addressed this issue by following systematic
procedures and maintainitige chain of evidences. Third and finalthe case study can
take too long and result in massive, unreadable documents. Bheléange volume of
data, theoristsnay be unable to identify and assess the most important relationship
among the constructs (Eisenhardt, 1989). | responded to these issues byaseitng
boundary of the study (i.e. the start and the end date of the study). | also triahgulate
multiple data source to identify and assess the important relationships among

constructs.

3.43 Selection ofparticipants

Caseparticipantsselection is critical as data will be collected frdmmand results will

be inferred to relevant cases. The aim of mudgtwas to provide indepth
understanding ofiirst-time nas cent entrepreneur N@scemppor
entrepreneurs refer to individuals who have no prior businessugtaxperience, but

who are in the process of starting their own businesses (Westhead, Ucbasatan
Wright, 2003). To select nascent entrepreneutsadopted apurposive sampling
approach. selectednascent entrepreneurs who qualified for, and participated in, the
prei ncubat or 6 s-uplpregamme krownsas baunchpad) in 2016. These
participants are graduates of the-pr@a cubat or 6s sponsored uni
startup programme, the piiecubator generally supports 10 to 15 business ideas
(opportunity idea using my term) each year. This level of support is observable across
UK university preincubators. In 2016&he pre-incubator selected 14 opportunity ideas

from which one idea was withdrawn. The remaining 13 opportunity ideas were

supported throughout the programme.
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However, the number of opportunityeas were not equally represented by the number

of nascent entrepreneurs. There were a total of 21 nascenprentrers with 13
opportunity ideas. Some nascent entrepreneurs acted in teams on a single opportunity
idea, while others acted alone. From the team of nascent entrepreneurs, | purposefully
selected participants who originally came up with the opportudégs. | called them

0l ead participantséo. Except for one, eac
individual lead participants as research participants. Because of this choice, the number
of research participants was 13. This sampling equatd individual lead participants

with 13 opportunity ideas. There were three main rationales for the selection of
individual lead participants. First, only the lead participants could recount the
emergence of their initial opportunity idea. Second, nmt wf analysis was an
individual rather than a group. Finally, the extant literature has claimed that opportunity
recognition i's the result of a single
supported by various actors (Shane, 2003). However, thefréis¢ participants were

not excluded from my study. | utilised them as a context to understand my unit of

analysis the lead participants.

Despite the selection of nascent entrepreneurs of businesaistarogrammes, |
maintained the selection criterto ensure the suitability of participants for my study.
The criteria for selecting the participants was as follgwigr business experience, age,
educationand products or servic€$able3.2). The prior business experience criterion
was critical for identifyinghetypes of entrepreneurs. | found that all of the participants
were in the process of starting a business for the first time. Therefore, they aledualif

as firsttime nascent entrepreneutowever,very few of these participantsad studied
subjects related to entrepreneursimgheir undergraduate or pegtaduate degreeé
product or service idea criterion helped to determine whether participahts product

or service idea as a Obusiness solutionbd
opportunity. It allows us to inspect the degree of alignment between a product or service
idea and market demanrgégoire, Shepherd, and Lambert, 2008) my study, all
participants had either a product or service idea, wimdltated that theywerein the
process of recognising opportunitidgie and education were important criteria as they
helped to determine whether life experiences of participamie homogenous or
heterogenous. The age range of all participa8t83, and they hithe minimum of an

undergraduate qualificatioifheir age group and level of education indicated that their
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life experiencesvere not markedly differenChese four critea ensured the suitability

of participants for the study of their opportunity recognition process.

Criteria Values
Number of prior business starp 0
Ages 23i 33
Education Minimum first degree
Product or service idea Yes

Table3.2 Criteria for participant selection

The emergence ofthe research participants 6 s e.|The csdlectiomof graduates as
research participants (unit of analysis) emerged through my pilot study and further
participant observatiorfigure 3.3 illustrates ths processin 2015, | conducted a pilot
study projecon business incubatsupported entrepreneurs. | aimed to understand how
they perceived the benefit of incubator support. From my study, | learned that a
business incubator provides different levelswbport to entrepreneurs, according to the
phase of their business (ps&rt, launch and stamp). It provides suppoderviceunder

two subsystens. preincubation and incubationThe ge-incubation model supports
nascent entrepreneufs (students, gradue and staff) business idedevelopment
process. The idedevelopment process involves opportunity recognition and
exploitation. Provided with viable opportunities as the outcome of the businesgpstart
programme, nascent entrepreneurs are further siggpohough the pre ncubat or ¢
workspacel k nown as the O&éhatcher yodncubdtianrmodél mo n
supportse nt r e pr e n e u r-spagrovitiuad dewelsmnertdovever,tmy pilot
study further reveals that the gren c ub at o r @usctions pee oppdrtungdy
recognition support, is the most active part of the activity of the whole incubator. The
opportunity recognition support activity is critical because it ensures a sustainable
supply of entrepreneurs to the incubator. In otherd®othe incubator creates its future
customers by offering a free opportunity recognition support service through business
idea competitions and business stgytprogrammes. This appears an interesting case
because prencubator managers are not entrepuans; however, they help non

entrepreneurs to become entrepreneurs through the recognition of opportunities. Based
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on the outcome of my pilot study,focused onthe pre-incubator supported nascent

entrepreneursdé opportunity recognition pi

To undersand further the pre ncubat or éds opportunity rec
conducted an observation of its business idea competition participants during an event
in 2016: the Big Idea Challenge. My main aim was to gain an understanding of the

e v e n t iGimantsp axtivities, and purpose. | learned that the competition was open for
sponsored university students, graduates, and staff. This event was organised to
publicise participants® oppoinctbators dttnact i d e :
participarts for the pra ncubat or 6 s map progranure: Lawchgad. st a
Unlike business idea competition, the business-gfaprogramme provides hands
opportunity recognition support service to graduates. Based on my progressive learning
aboutthe prée ncubat orés support for nascent eni

research participants for this case study.
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Study Area: Key Findings:

Incubation modesupports
—» entrepreqmpur sé start

growth
Incubator supported

entrepreneurs

{ 1. Pilot study 2015 J

Preincubation modesupports
—>» nascent entrepreneurs?o
development

Publicising
__» Opportunityidea
through competition

[ DOCTORAL STUDY J

Prei ncubator Event participants:

> Students, stafnd
graduates

|

Big Idea Challenge
2016

Attracting participants
—» for business staiip
programme

2. Participant
observation 2016

|

Participants:
Graduates

Prei ncubat ol
programme:

Launchpad 2016

Unit of analysis

Figure3.3 Evolution and emergence of case selection

3.4.4Gaining access tdhe casestudy siteand data

| selected London Metropolitan University sponsored business incubator as my case
study site.l sought access tihis university sponsoredusiness incubator fdyoth my
pilot-study and doctorgirojects Access was facilitated by personal connection thigh

incubator director. As part of gaining access, | attended a short meeting witthéoth
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incubator director and manager. During the meeting, | provided witmnihe following
information: research topic, study purpose, reason for seletttengicubabr asthe
study site,the data collection methqgdand time frame for data collection. | also
provided themwith a consent form and requesttheir signedapproval. The consent

form is attached il\ppendk C.

Sincethe incubator was my primary study sitesequiredfurther access tthe research
participants. Gaining access to research participants was a challetiggy were not
employees of the incubatobut they joinedthe incubator to develop their ideas
Therefore, participating in my study wa®t an obligation.l realisedthat some
participants may notvish to participate | discussd this issue withthe incubator
manager. He introduced me to participatory entrepreneurs and regtiedtéiteyco-
operate with my research project. His interventihelped me overcomine access
challenge Both participants and incubator managers aldwe to observe and collect
data. During the business stag programmethe incubator manager created a platform
for entrepreneutscollaboration onthe Slack webge. In this platform, they share
resources, idea, feedback through different channels. Considering this platf@m as
naturally occurring data pfmrm, | further requested accesstte incubator manager.
Without any difficulty, | became part of this amé community.

3.5Data collection

In the preceding section, | justify the choice of the case study research design and
described its design components. In this section, | provide rationale for the choice of
data collection methods and describe how data were colletbedstudy of socially
constructed phenomenon, opportunity recognitienjery complex. It requirea face

tof ac er é&lwat i o n,swhich dgpgndsmmadirdct exchange and interaction with
participants (Burrell and Morgan, 1979). Considering this epistemic requiremaay (a

of producing knowledge), | adoptetiree data collection methods: senrstructured
interview, participant observatipmnd mind mapping. These methods adtedirect
interaction with participantsom different slantsl also collected secondary datdese

data include blogs, tweets, images, activity shewideos, and reports.The main
rationale for prioritising multiple sources of evidence was to gain a deeper
understanding of the case study phenomenon (Yin, 2014).
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My data collection was undertakdretween April 2016 and August 201li6gathered

data through the pfie n ¢ u b lbusiresdgdea competitia eventandbusiness staiip
programme. Téseeventand programme wereritical for data collectiorbecause they
supported nascent entrepreneursodé opport
collection methods varied between the event and the programme. For the idea
competition event, | conducteamhly participant observation. The reason for conducting
participant observation was to develop my understanding of events, activities, and
nascent entrepreneurs. For the business-ghamprogramme, | collected data by
employing three methods: sestructured interview, participant observation, and mind
mapping Besides my planned data collection, my insidetsider position facilitated
unanticipated data during the field study. Details about the influence of the insider
outsider position on data collection are discussed in the reflective account section in the
concluding chapter (See section 7.5, reflective account). However, each data collection
method was guided by research objectiBedow, | discussthese three methods of data

collection.

3.5.1 Semistructured interview

In this subsection, first, | provid rationale forsemistructuredinterviews. Second, |
provide justifications for developing and designing specific interview questions. Third, |
explain the selection of interview participanEinally, | discuss how | condted the

interviews and emergergsues.

Rationale for interview . The choice of interview methaslas guided by philosophical
assumptions and research objectivieiom an ontological perspective, lbelieve that
opportunities emerge from the cognition and behaviour of nascegrgprenewwhen
they engage in interaction with a social structukecording to Schutz (1972)t is
possible tounderstand cognitive and behavioural actibinough direct interaction.
Because of mgocial constructionisbntologicalstance | selectedaninterview method
to access the reality of the phenomenon. Famrepistemological perspective, | agah
to interpret the meaning afascententrepreneus cogni ti ve and behe:a
The production of interpretive knowledge requires a legitimate data genena¢thod
that allowsto reconstructhe reality of participant@Mason, 2002)Interviewis one of
the popular method for interpretive knowledge productiabid). Besides my

philosophical assumptions, my choice of interview method was also guided by the
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following research objectives: (1) how did nascent entrepreneurs come up with
opportunity ideas? (2) what behavioural actions shape opportunity ideas into
entrepreneurial opportunities, and how? and (3) the role oinpubator and other

social actorsoe nt r epreneur so cognitive and behayv
recognition. Among these research objectives, my main focus was to answer the first.
This research objective was critical for revealing how opportunity ideas manifest in the

mind of mascent entrepreneurs prior joinitothe preincubator.

However, interview methods are varied: structured, stractured, and unstructured.
For this study,| adoptedthe semistructured interview becausé allows keeping

conversations ifine with research objectives

Justification of interview questions.The purpose of devising interview questions was

to generate relevant data for addressing the proposed research question: how do nascent
entrepreneurs recognisatrepreneurial opportunities? Bearing this purpose in niind,
developed anddesigned interviewquestions in consultation with mainstream
entrepreneurship literature, my conceptual framework, and personal experience. The
literature consultation was ess@htfor ensuring the appropriateness of interview
questions. In literature, | searched for the most common interview questions that prior
opportunity recognition studies utilised. These interview questions are: (a) Can you
describe your business idea? Hw did you come up with the idea? (c) Why do you

think it is worth pursuing? (Baron and Ensley, 2006; Dyer, Gregersen and Christensen,
2008; Vandor and Franke, 2016; Kuckertz et al., 2017). In addition to these, | added
further questions based on my perab experiences. To capture the process of
opportunity recognition, | structured interview questions in a sequential order. For
example, asking participants to recount how they came up with idea is problematic as
they may integrate all unfolding events ame moment. | addressed this issue by
ordering followup questions, i.e. when did you recognise this and where? What
happened after you thought of it? How has it changed betweeratigdarow? During
interview sessions| asked some unstructured questions further clarification of
participantsd statements. As part of re
confusing, leading, personal, and tricky questions of participants. The interview

questions are attached in Appendix A.
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Interview participants. The main interview participants were my unit of analysis.
These were individual lead participants of business-sfagrogrammes. The reason for

this choice was that individual lead participant can only provide insights into their
cognitive process reladeto opportunity recognition, i.e. the process of opportudiéa
emergence. Moreover, studying a team of entrepreneurs that are involved in a single
opportunityidea would only increase the complexity and difficulty in capturing
cognitive and behaviouragdrocess. For interviews, the total number of individual lead

participants was 13. These 13 individuals represented 13 opportunity ideas.

Prior to the interviews, | struggled to identify all of the lead participants. | speculated
that lead participants atd be identified through the interviews. For this reason, |
included more than one participant in each interview. This resulted a total of 13
interviews with 17 participants (s€Bable 3.3). During the interview session, lead
participants emerged when they recounted the emergence of their opportunity idea and
claimed ownership of itDespitethe mismatch betweethe interviews and numberof
interviewes, | maintained lainterview sessions onm®-one In my interview sessions,

lead participants remained active interviewees. Since these participants led their teams, |
did not intend to isolate them in the middle of interview. By including fellow team
members in the intgrew session, | attempted to maintain a positive and supportive

relationship so that they all experated for the remainder of my field study.

In addition to lead participants, | also conducted fi@eface interview with the
business incubator manager aheé director. However, they were not included in my

unit of analysis. | interviewed them to gain a broad understanding of the business start
up programme and their perspective on nascent entrepreneurs and the opportunity
recognition process. The intervieguestions for the business incubator managers are
attached in Appendix B.

Interview time, place, and emergng issues. conducted all interviews during the first

two weeks ofthe business staup programme.The main rationale for conducting
interviews at the beginning of the programmes was so that the programme might shape
participantsd descriptions andda emergence ct i ¢
account. The interview mode, except for one, was -tadace. One participants
requested a Skype (online communication media) interview. For this reason, |

conducted a Skype interview for that participant. The setting for the interviews was not
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private; it was determined by the availability of meeting spaced used the i
balcony and reception area for all faoeface interviews. For most of the interviews,

we shared this space with others.

During interviews, trustbecamean issue. Participants seemed uncomforteimg part

in the interview. It was mainly due to fear regarding how much to reveal about
opportunity ideas through an interview. On average, interviews lasted for around 35
minutes.Responding to my interview questions was stressful for participants because
they required them to reve#heir opportunity recognition process. Their verbal and
bodily expressions revealed their stess©ne participant deliberatelgnd repeatedly

tied and untiedhis wristwatch while describing his opportunitidea. His hand was
shaking and his eyes verefixed onme . Anot her participastaa
poo out thee, and people needdt.In an attempt to make each interviewee as
comfortable as possible, | remained calm and confident. Some of my research questions
represented the interest of preubator managers. Because of that, participants
perceived me as an undercover representative ehpubator managers (an outsider).

When | queried their intention to change their opportuitigas at the end of business
startup programme, they felt &b | was representing the interest of -preubator

Thi s

opportunity ideas. Details of this are discussed in the conclusion chapter of the

manager s. resul ted insightful data

reflective account (see secti@rb (b), Chapter 7).

Business Industry No. of No. of No. of Interview Interview
Name Participants Partlc_lpants Interview mode place
Interviewed
Gigride Live music 3 2 1 Faceto- Incubator
Face

Onyx Alternative 2 2 1 Faceto- Incubator

Wellbeing therapy Face

Bui Food & 2 2 1 Faceto- Incubator

Smoothies | Drink Face

Oh gee pie! | Food & 2 2 1 Faceto- Incubator
Drink Face
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Betting Gambling 2 1 1 Online via Online
matrices & Betting Skype
(video)

Dental Tutor | Education 2 1 1 Faceto- Incubator

Face
wu ICT 2 1 1 Faceto- Incubator

Face
Co ICT 1 1 1 Faceto- Incubator
opportunity Face
Future Start| Financial 1 1 1 Faceto- Incubator
Tech activities Face
Spokes Cycling 1 1 1 Faceto- Incubator
Trade accessories Face
Scrubyour Cosmetics 1 1 1 Faceto- Incubator
life Face
Sophie Jewellery 1 1 1 Faceto- Incubator
Jewellery Face
Virtual Computer 1 1 1 Faceto- Incubator
Reality game Face
Total Total Total Total
business participants: interviewed | interviews:
ideas:13 21 participants: | 13

17

Table3.3 Profile of interviewees and interviews
3.5.2 Participant observation

The choice of participant observation was guided by the following research objectives:
(1) to understand nascent entrepreneur 0:
ideas into entrepreneurial opportunities; and (2) to understand the role of the pre
incubatoron their cognitive and behavioural processes.understand the meaning of
someone el seds bnemasybequided tiyeirkmowvledgenos that

person (Schutz, 1972Knowledge of othexis derived from direct contact. One way to
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gainknowledge of others is to participate in and obsemt#gonin their natural setting.

For this reason, ladopteda participant observatiomethod By patrticipatingin the
world of research participants, | transformed social observation into social relat®nship
(ibid). Participant observationvas a useful method as it allowed me to capture

participantsd and i ncubat or-incobatorading.r s6 b el

I conducted participant observation through the business idea competition event and
business statip programmes in 2016. Through this event and programme, the pre

i ncubator supported the nascent e fher epr ¢
aim of my observationvasto experience and obsergear t i ci pant s beha
they do and how they do it. Gaining acc
been a challenge for prior studies (Gaglio and Katz, 2@#&poire, Shepherd, and
Lambet, 2009) In this study, | overcame this methodological challenge because | could
accessthe prencubatords entrepr eneTlabls3ddibplowe vent
denonstratessummarised information of my participant observatidnsonducted79

hoursof participant observatiorelating to 53 opportunity ideas ové4 weeksDuring

this time period,l interacted with more than 100 people, including entrepreneurs,

mentas, and incubator managers.

Event participated Event Duration | No. of opportunity Observation duration
idea observed

Big Idea Competition | 4 weeks 40 17.5 hours

Launchpad 10 weels 13 61.5 hours

programme

Total evens: 2 Totalweeksi4 | Totalideas53 Totalhours:79 hours

Table3.4 Participant observations summarised information

How | collected data My initial observation strategy was tweatea rapport with
participants. | carried fieldhotebooks to document activities. Initially, 1 focused on
understanding activés performed by both incubator magers and participants. Then, |
focused on specific interaction and activities related to opportunttygretion; i.e.
presentation and disssion of market research reportsnaintained a data collection

logbookto track a record of datasdeAppendixE). | also maintained an attendance
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sheet to record participantsd attendance
essential for datanalysis.During participant observation, | had access to other sources

of data a market research presentation report, conversation log from social media
platform,idea testing and evaluation activity sheets, presentation slides, recorded video

clips, and photographic images.

Research msitionality. My researchpositiorality shifted during the participant
observationsAt the beginning ofhe participants selection,dcted as selection panel
member. Because of this position, some participants coesidee asan employee of
incubator Later, | participated in the events as a research student. Because of my
student identity | could get closer to participantsly reflexive positionality had an
influence on my data collection. Assalectionpanel member, | had the opportunity to
observe participants from a managerial perspectA®. a research student and
participant of the events, | had the opportunity to usided the perspective of
participantsBoth an insider and outsider position provided revelatory data related to the
opportunity recognition phenomenon. However, the details of my research positionality

can be found in Chapter 7 under the reflective adcoun
3.5.3 Mind mapping

The choice of mind mapping was guided by the following research objective: how do
nascent entrepreneur sod ¢ g?mzata topthisweseanch a n
objectivewere also collectedhrough semstructured interviewsUnlike the interview
method, this technique engaged participants in a task designed to demand specific
cognitive process of opportunity recognition. The main purpose of this task was to
acti vat e thirkingratheritharasmiplg i@porting past though®sior studies

have shown that this technique reveals subjective data more meaningfully by showing
associated concepts to the phenomenon (Eden, 1992; Davies, 2011). | speculated that
such a function of mindhapping may illuminate new concepts associatéith whe

emergence of opportunity ideas.

When and how mind mapping was captured? | conducted mingnapping

i mmedi ately after the end of each interyv
protective attitude over their opportunity ideas. | presiithat such protectiveness may
affect data collection through the interviews. In other words, participants may either

consciously or unconsciously withhold key information during the interview session.
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Considering this data collection challenge, | decided conduct minemapping
immediately after each interview. It was my assumption that immediate-mmapgping

may generate further data that could provide new insights into interview data sets with
regards to the emergence of opportunity ideas.

| helped eacleadparticipant draw their own mind map. It was a collaborative drawing
with a purpose to reonstructthe meaning of opportunity recognition. Each mind map
was drawn on a single blank sheet of A4 paper with a petording to Gaglio and
Katz (2001),the pen and paper technique is useful for reliably and validly capturing
cognitive processes of opportunity recognition. Howevee, drawing began froma
central image. | placed o p p o fi tdweasithe gentral image. Then instructed
participants to brach out ideas from the central image to show how they came up with
opportunity idea. As they were branching out associated idéasought further
explanation.Seeking further explanation was effective. It helped participants to think
meaningfully. They built explanations by connecting associated ideas with arrows.

Revelation of insightful data. Some participants revealed useful data thaiuld not
capture in the interview and observation. For example, during the intepagticipart
C describd her personal experience of the problem withepéecifying the actual
problem.However, through the process of mind mapping, she revéadedonstituting
factors of her encountered problem. These factors weraplaints about books,
traditional teaching metha] and inconvenient ting. Below Figure 3.4 shows her

mind map.
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Overall,the choice ofthe above threalata collectiormethodswereguided by research
objectives.The application of tasemethods allowed me to approach the investigated

phenomenon from differestants.

3.6 Data management

In the preceding section, | justified my choice of data collection methods and described
how | collected data. In this section, | describe how | manabatl data. Data
management is essential for better data analysis. Miles and Huberman (1994) pointed
out that the quality of data analysis is determined by the way data are managed. For this
study,| collecteda sizeable volume of qualitative data franultiple sourcesThe main
rationale for managing the data wasensurdts accuracy, completeness, authenticity,

and reliability. | created my own data management system by adoptinQighel

Cur at i os(DCCrdath mamayement plan checkiglow, | outline and ascribe

my data management components.

Data collection log. Data collection for this study was episodic. In other wolds,
collected data during different time periods. To organise and keep track of data
collection, according to the sequenafestudied events, | maintained a data collection
log. In my log, | recorded the followinmnformation who and whatvasbeing studied,

the method of data collection, the unit of analysis, the context of the, studiyhetime

periodduringwhich data cdéction ok place(see Appendix E)During the course of
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data collection| reviewed and updatettie data collection log as soon asiew data

collection took place.

Data documentation. | used field notebooks and an audio recorder for data
documentation. | documented data from the business idea competition and business
startup programme in two differemotebooksSuch systematic documentation helped
me to identify and locate relevant datduring data collectionFor the purpose of
analysis, | transcribedlaecorded data inWord format.For each interviewtranscript a

single cover page containing interview information was attached. In the cover page, |
documented three categories of imh@ation: interview description, audio recorded file,
and my comments about the interviewBaljle 3.5). In the interview description
category, | added the followingformation:the type time durationsetting, and mode

of theinterview. The attached audio recorded file was essential for ensuring the validity
of transcribed data. In the comments section, | recorded my immediate reflection about

interview participants.

INTERVIEW DESCRIPTION

1. Interviewer: Mohammad

2. Interviewee: .

3. Business Idea Name: Future Tech

4. Mode of Interview: Face-to-Face

5. Interview Duration: 34 minutes

6. Interview Date: 28 June 2016

7. Place: ACCELERATOR in Shoreditch

8. Data Transcribed by Mohammad Saiful Islam (3,619 words)

AUDIO INTERVIEW FILE:

Eunl6_Bryon MP3

COMMENT:

Table3.5 Data documentation format

Data file format. It is essential to make data accessiieelectronic devicesuch as
computes. A programme or application must be able to recogthisdile format to
access datéEDINA and Data Library, University of Edinburgh, 201Zp improve the
electronic accessibility of my datafollowed the conventionalfile format. Table 3.6
showsmy data file formatting for different data sources. | learr@mdes of the specific

file formatting whilst usingyualitative data analysis software
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Data Source Data File format
Interview and observation data Word Document (.doc)
Images Joint Photographic Extension Group (.jpg)
Videos Window Media Audio (.wmv)
PowePoint slides Portable Document Format (.pdf)

Table3.6 NVivo compatible datdile formatting

Data file storage.| stored data files in three separate locations: personal computer,
university networked driveand external storagelThese storages provided robust
assurance of data loss prevention. Mygonal computervasa convenientatastorage
devicebecause | carried out my study from this device. However, its main risknvas
unexpected system crash. To prevent such riskplsitged data files on the university
network drive. It isa secured storage for maintaining online data backups. However,
online data backup is inaccessible without the internet. So, as another alternative, |

further stored data on a USB drive.

Automatic data files backup. During the process of data analysis with NVivo
(Qualitative Data Analysis Software), | realised the needrégular backup of my
NVivo project file. As a result, Irelied on automatic backup rather than manrar
automatic backup) employedGo o g | e d rtinev fded synchromisation cloud
service. Reatime file synchronisation automatically syuthe NVivo project file from
my personal computer to mysoogle drive account. | set up the same file
synchronisation to my computstoed datafile folders. Thus, | ensured the best

possible backups of my data files.

In summary, data management is an important part of this study. It enhances the
standard of doctoral studfgystematic and methodical data managenudfers better

analysisof data. Therefore, it directly influences the quality of the fingling

3.7 Data analysis: Thematic analysis

In the preceding section, | described data management. In this section, | justify the

decision to use the inductive thematic data analysis methddexplain the process of
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analysis. Data analysis is about searching for an explanation and understanding the
studied phenomenon. My choice of data analysis was driven by the research question
and data analysis skills. In this study, | aim to address$otlwving research question:

how do nascent entrepreneurs recognise entrepreneurial opportunities? Opportunity
recognition is derived from the cognitive process and behavioural actions of
entrepreneurs. My interpretive epistemological stance was to tmadgrsiascent
entrepreneursd cognitive and behavioural
actions. Before conducting data analysis, | considered various analysis methods:
discourse, narrative, conversation, biographic, grounded theory, ethnograptic,
thematic analysis. | noted that discourse, narrative, conversation, and structuralist
analysis focus on how meaning is created. Conversely, thematic, ethnographic, and
grounded theory analysis focus on understanding the meaning. Among these
interpretve analysis methods, | employed thematic data analysis to address my research

guestion.

Thematic analysis is a methdadr identifying, analysing and reporting themes within
qualitative data (Braun and Clarke, 2006). A theme is a pattern that interprets the
aspects of study phenomenon within data (Boyatzis, 1998). For this analysis, | adopted
an inductive approach. This approach is critical for developing themes and codes of
leastunderstood phenomenon (Boyaztis, 1998). Since it is adistn analysis,
meaning interpretation can come from the vantage point of participants. Unlike the
deductive and theosgiriven approach, the developed theme is grounded in context
within the data set. This means that the analysis is moreropeted, contexsensitive,
anddata driven (Miles and Huberman, 1994). Therefore, the adoption of -ardsa

or inductive approach helps to avoid making axisting conceptual leap about the
unit of analysis, i.e. the participants (Boyatzis, 1998). To support my analysis,dditilis
the qualitative data analysis software, NVivo. The main purpose of using this software
was to manage my coding references. | constructed the original analysis with printed
transcripts, a pen, and a notebook. The advantage of conducting analysis watidpen

paper was that it allowed me to capture the context of data during the coding process.

3.7.1Four phases of analysis

My thematic analysis comprises four phases of analysis: (a) data transcription; (b) data

coding; (c) category development; and (dBrtte developmeniT@ble3.7). The analysis
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is not a linear process of simply moving from one phase to the next. It is a more
recursive process, during which it is necessary to move back and forth throughout the

phasesBelow | describe these four phases.

Phase | Activity name Comment
1 Data transcription It is essential tde familiarised with the data.
2 Data coding This reduced the chaos and complexity of data

creating conceptual codes around the texts.

3 Category development | This further ordeed data by clustering simila
conceptual codes.

4 Theme development Categories are ranked according to their analyi
depth. The relationship between the categorieshane
developed.

Table3.7 Stages of data analysis
(a) Data transcription

Data transcrigare theprimary working document for data analysis. Transcribing data
is the key phase of analysis within interpretive methodology (Birds, 2005). It is seen as
an interpretive act of creating meaning (Kvale, 19B@zeley and Jackson, 2013
Lapadat and Lindsay,989 Braun and Clarke, 2006). It the process of converting
verbal and nowverbal language into written languageor this study, | produced a
verbatim transcription of both interview and participant observation dégebatim
transcrips are critical fo developng and makng claims on abstract concep(Charmaz,
2006).1t reflects the nuances of different particip@rascounts which is essential for

making a comparison.

In my transcription, | transcribed both verbal and +werbal (i.e. pause, sileac
laughter, utterance) expressiohsn my vi ew, we <can hardly ¢
if we only rely on their verbalexpressionsi.e. what is being said. Nererbal
expressionssuch as bodily expression, silene@demotion (stress, anger, frusioat,
laughter)are essential to make sense of actlanorporation of verbal and nererbal
expressionsn data analysisnade my data transcription process iterative. My iterative
transcription progressed based on emergent theoretical understandingodiioipp

recognition. However, ata transcripts refleet ‘the undigested complexity of reality’
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(Patton, 2002)Datacodingwasneeded to bring data out of chalhsvas a next stage of

my analysis. In the following section, | discuss my data coding igeén

(b) Data coding

Coding is a way of segmenting meaningful data that represent an abstract concept
(Bartlett and Payne, 199 Segmented data is conceptually linked thee study
phenomenonlt is oftenthe unit of codinghatd et er mi nes researcher
insight into the unit of analysis (Boyatzis, 1998). Howewuaits of codingcan never be

an entity larger thathe unit of analysis (ibid). For example, my study aims to address
individual entreprenedr opportunity ecognition. Here my unit of analysis is the
individual, not theteam of entrepreneurBuring datacoding procesd,applied the unit

of coding to an individual rather than a team. Participants who acted as a team with one
opportunity idea were excludedofn the unit of coding/data segmentatioecéuse
coded texd do not provide insights about individsaHowever, here is no appropriate
methodfor how one should code data. Bartlett and Payne 186ntend that data
coding is an artl developedqualitdive data coding skills byractising and attending

qualitative data analysis training sessions.

Open coding This coding is useful for inductive theory generationgilblves reading

through data lindy-line and conceptualising them into a meaningfuit (Bartlett and

Payne, 199). Data conceptualisation through open codinggs forwardnew idea or

conceps from raw datal began @en codingwith the research question and unit of
analysis in mind.The aim of my analysisvas to interpret participastd6 behavi oL
actions related to opportunity recognitidro begin open coding, | read andread all
parti ci pantasudmbet ofdimes.clthan pselesteconeleadp ar t i ci pan
transcripts that appezdricher in data tharthe others. To assessconceptual meaning

of dat a, I emphasi sed i n d-verbal expressiongplisked i c i
to the phenomenon opportunity recognitionBoth verbal and nomerbal expressions

are critical as they signifythe subjective meaning of their #ans. Nonverbal
expressions include paussesilert interactions, emotions, avoidance, engagememd
withdrawals. To decipher these expressions, | consideitesl context provided by
participants duringny data collectionContexs include events, locains, placesand

time (past, presentand future). Once | comprehenddgk subjective meaning of data

segment, | gave it a code/conceptual naaweording to its representative meaning.
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During the coding process, | realised the importance of maintainimypsistent code
name for t he t hGneededomplettdhesceding pithene participarnt,
moved on tdhenext. Oneby-ongp ar t i ¢ i paingwadeffattovea. khfacilitate

a systematic approach. Eache ad par t i cwas exanned sndividaatlygor s e t
code development. Later, | identified thesrtey comparingthe participants to each

other

Reliability of coding. The reliability of coding refers to the consistency of coding
judgement (Boyatzis, 1998). Consistent judgement is acatali ofthe trustworthiness

of the coding process (Bazeley and Jackson, 201t 3% essential for weltdeveloped
themes (Charmaz, 2006). | ensured the reliability of my coding by applying the
following techniquestecording my decision on coding, assiggia persomo assess my
codes and periodically reviewinghe code book. | recorded mylecisionon how |
coded and weodeddata. This technique helped me keep track of decisions made
regardingcoding and build a strong case supported by data. In addition, | assigned a
research expert to chedke consistencyof the coding. Expert suggestions were
considered for further coding. During the coding process, | developed dcokeat
contained cde names and descriptios | periodically reviewed my code bod& ensure

the appropriateness of the coding, thus ensuring coding reliab{ligtegory
developmentcomes fromthe development of code. Theext section discusses the

development otategores

(c) Category development

A category comprises amilar group of concepts that are related to the same
phenomenon (Bartlett and Payne, 7P9In the field of psychology, pattern is
recognisable when it can be gregpinto a category (Reed, 2013). Tmgeansthat
concepts can be regarded as pasternen they can be groaginto familiar categaes

The development of categories is mainly based on how we use them rather than
following rules (Malt, 1990). In this study, | developed categories by clugteodes.

The developed categories werefined anddefined through the process of memo

writing. | describehe process of category development in the next section.

Clustering. Categories are developed by clustering codes that represent similar
concepts reted toa phenomenon. First, | clustered similar conceptual codes in circles.

Together, hese codes represented one broad analytical concewtméd concepts
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according to their representative meanihghen drew spokes from each circle and
connected them to one defining category. Each concept remddéetfeature or
property ofthe concept.Figure 3.5 illustrates one othe clustering examples. In ith
example,a meaningless job, low incomand job search difficults are all related to
one phenomenoh current or future employment. These factimgetheror individually
indicate the concept of employment uncertainty. This clustering exevaisteelpful for
captuing initial categories. Clustering codegre quick and changeable.Wasa good

pre-writing exercise for memavriting.

Employment

uncertainty

Meaningless

Jobsearch
difficulty

job

Lack of

creativity

Lack of

autonomy

Figure3.5 Clustering example

Memo-writing. Memos are analytical notes used to developed theoretical categories by
analysing ideas about codes and data (Charmaz,; 2008 and Huberman, 1994).
Memo writing is the next logical step after defining categories (ibid). At this step, the
previously developed categoriegere taken to a new level for further development.
Here, categoriesvere defined bytheir analytical propdies or characteristics. Merso
helps to investigate emergent categories by breaking tleemn into their components.

It also acts as a filter to identify codes that can be treated as analytical categouss. Let

seeanexample of memavriting on the catgoryé e mp | oy me n t(TableB8)e r t ai r

Example of MemoWriting

Employment uncertainty

Empl oyment uncertainty r ef errsgartirmthep existing ar
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future job. Three major factors are responsible for raising employment uncertai
meaningless job, low incomeand job search difficulty. These factors indivally and/or
combinedlyrepresent employment uncertaintyreative participants (musician, craftswom
activist and architect) become concerned about their current employment when they pe
their jobsto be meaningless. These individuals sufeetack of autonomy and creativity i
performing their jobs. Lack of autonomy and creativity are the salient factors b
meaningless job In addition, participants, who struggle to manage their living expe
become concerned about their laveome job. Other participants, who seardor their
educational qualificatiomelated job, expressed thajob is difficult to find. Due to perceivel

employment uncertainty, participants follow the career path oesaffioyment.

Table3.8 Example of memavriting
(d) Theme development

For theme development exploredconceptualconnection amongategoriesin this
process, I examined the wunderlying idea:
accounts. Themes emerged when categories individually and/or combinedly capture
something significant to the study phenomenapportunity recognition. For example
experiential problem and perceived gap categories explain how participants become
aware of customer needs and potential products. The entrepreneurial intention category
explains this awareness at a new level. It explains further how participants &anslat
needs and product awareness into opporttawgreness. Together, experiential
problem, perceived gap, and entrepreneurial intention categories conceptually explain
how an individual comes to know opp-ortun

awae ness o.

My analysis showeedawtah&thesbé o6ébpmer thunist y
accounts. However, their accounts are divided in terms of what and how they perceive
opportunities. For example, under the opportuaitlareness theme, some papants

become aware of customer needs through experiential problems, while others become
aware of potential products either by experiential problems or perceived gap. In the
perceived gap categories, their accounts are further divided into-auibssal

knowledge, market knowledge and specialist education.

The conceptual connection among categories is very important for the oppertunity

awareness theme. In the absence of one category, for example, entrepreneurial intention,
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the meaning of opportunity wtainot exist. Also, the theme of opportundawareness

is significant as it explains the process of recognising opportunities. In my analysis,
themes became discernible when these were consistent, widespread, unusual, and
emerged from multiple sources ofatd. However, categories that conceptually
connected to the main theme became-thgines. For example, stibemes of
opportunityawareness are experiential problems, perceived gaps, and entrepreneurial
intentions. These sdihemes can explain the study pbenenon at a micetevel. For

example, the experiential problem category explains how the encountered problem
became significant enough to identify cu:
here as the OTmbleg8ni sing themed

Main Organising Basic themes First-order (in-vivo) coding
themes themes
1) Demand Customer needs ID)Musici ands ne ¢
driven situation for musicians, promoters and
agencies

A

2) Bettords nec¢e
tracking and managing bets.

3) Dental stude
friendly dental course

4) Bar/ Cl ub goce
gueuetime in bars and clubs

4)Sociepoli t i cal or ¢
need: Effective cerdination for
organising people.

5) Alternative
need: increasing accessibility to

OPPORTUNITIES as two kinds of situation

the market
NCyclistds nee:
market

2) Supply Potential products 8) Jewellery crafting and design

driven situation 9) Coffee ground scrub

10) Baobab fruit juice
11) American pie and dessert
12) Virtual Reality game

13) Wealth management softwal

104|Page



OPPORTUNITY AWARENESS

1) Experiential
problem

2) Perceived
gap

Customer needs
revealed through
personal encountered
problem

Potential product
revealed through:

14) Finding gigs difficult in the
Netherlands

15) Finding gog¢
treatment difficult

16) Finding excel as an inefficier
tool for bet tracking and
analysing.

17) Experiencing learning
difficulty with dental course.

18) Experiencing organising
difficulty for socio-political

events

19) Experiencing queuing
problems in bars and clubs.

a) Crosscultural
awareness

20) Having thought to introduce
baobab juice in England

21) Knowing baobab juices
potentiality in Gambian market.

22) Seeing the rise of American
food market.

23) Seeing Fint
USA to UK

b) Market knowledge

24) Spotting gap in the cycle
market

25) Noticing the need for cycling
accessories
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3)
Entrepreneurial
intention

c) Specialist education

a) Intention to start
business

26) Seeing -deyree
video as a new donation method

27) Being aware of coffee
grounddbés alternr

28) Wanting to become own bos

29) Wanting to sell own made
things

30) Wanting to become
entrepreneurs

31) Having influenced by
London-@mpsscesd ar t

32) Having desire to start online
businesses

b) Self-employment as
an alternative career
option

33) Experiencing employment
uncertainties

OPPORTUNITY SEARCH

1) Opportunity
searchin social
networks

a) Reliance on personal
network

34) Sharing ideas with friends,
family members, tutors,
employers and colleague

b) Reliance on business
support orgargation

35) Seeking business sta
from incubator, solicitors and
government organisations

¢) Reliance on broader
public network

36) Communicating ideas to
wider audiencesxperienced
entrepreneurs, mentors, general
public, potential customers,
suppliers and competitors.
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2) Opportunity
attachment

3)

Opportunity
attachment
orientations

4) The
influence of
opportunity
attachment
orientations on
social network
reliance

a) Persistency or
perseverance

37)Believing in idea

38) Not seeing failure as an
option

b) Connectedness

39) Prioritising development ove
abandonment

¢) Dedication

40) Being 100% dedicated to
ideas; working on 24/7 to make i
work

d) Sacrifice

41) Quitting employment

42) Deciding to live in a foreign
country over home country

e) Protectiveness

a) Insecure attachment:
protectiveness

42) Hiding ideas from stranger

43) Perceiving strangers as idea
poachers

b) Secure attachment:
openness

a) Insecure attachment:
reliance on personal an
business support
network

44) Perceiving strangers as
informanthelpers

45) Relying on personal and
business network to deter
opportunistic behaviouf
outsiders.

b) Secure attachment:
reliance on broader
public network

46) Ramifying to broader networ
to objectify opportunities
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5) Effect of a) Belief reinforcement | 47) Testing the veracity adeas
social network | as a consequence of | among likeminded people

reliance confirmation bias 48) Socially generated
information affirm preexisting
belief
b) Changes in 49) Realising the benefit of

attachment orientations| revealing ideas to outsiders.

¢) Knowledge 50) Creating new targeustomers

accumulation : .
51) Discovering new revenue

stream

52) Revealing new product
features.

Table3.9 From basic to organising to main themes
3.8 Ethical considerations

In the preceding section, | justified my decision to use the thematic data analysis
method and explained the process of data analysis. In this séaisoyss the research
ethics that konsidered throughotite research phases. As part of good ethical practice,

| followed the Economic and Social Research Cou(EEBRQ frameworkfor research

ethics (ESRC, 2015). Throughout the research phases, | emphasised the following areas:
study approval andccesgpermssion,informed participantsconsent,avoiding harm,

andconfidentialityand anonymityln the next section, | discuss these areas.

Approval and permission.| commenced my field study aftebtainingapprovalfrom

the university research ethics boa&Incethe business incubatavasmy primary study

site,| alsosoughttheg a t e k girecpbator diectorpermissiorfor accessAs partof

obtaining permission, | attendea faceto-face interview with both the incubator

director and manager. | providdtemwith a consent fornoutlining my study aim, data
collection methog, participants and datgprotection policy ¢ee Appendix C). |

requested both oral and signed permission from tiAdtar obtainingt he gat ek e e
permission | approackdresearch pdicipants fortheir consent.
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Informed consent. Consentis the central act in research ethics. | sought informed
consent from research participants. | provided theith a consent request form
outlining my study purpose, data collection method, arydntended use of research
outcome (seé\ppendixD). | also mentionedhat their participation was voluntary and
their choice to answer or skip interview questiolsparticipants agreed to participate
in my study andprovided both verbal and signed appabeonfirming their voluntary

participation.

Avoiding harm. | conductedmy field study at business incubafopremise Prior to

the field study, | considered potential sthat may arise from the study site and
participant soé t r aubatolt drovised sufficieht secuoity feribotleits s i
tenants and participants. As part of my data collection plan, | conducted most of the
interviews on the same day as the business-gagprogramme. The reason for
conducting interview on the same days as Husiness stattp programme, was to

avoid unexpected incidents that may arise from participamateelling to the study site.
During the data collection, | was also aware that participants may become stressed in
revealing their opportunity recognitiomgeessin an attempt to make each interviewee

as comfortable as possibleavoided asking leading, personal, confusing, tricky, and

interrogative questions.

Confidentiality and anonymity. Thesewere an essential part omy research ethics.
ensuredthe onf i denti ality of participantso dat
system. Participants6 data files were af
case of data losd. maintainedappropriate safeguard) to prevent data les For
example a specialist recording devidestead of smart phone was used to record data.
Data were storedn theuniversity network drivewhich providel reasonable assurance

of data protection. Ineporting the findings of my studgach participant was afforded a

pseudonym to preserve anonymity.

3.9 Researchevaluation criteria

For the evaluation of business and management research, the most commonly used
criteria are reliability, internal validity, external validitgsnd objectivity (Bryman and
Bell, 2011). These criteria are gold standards for evaluatinguhgty of quantitative
research. Several scholars have questioned the appropriateness of these criteria for

qualitative research evaluatidiincoln and Guba, 985; SantiageDelefosse et al.
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2015). They have argual that these evaluation criteriare rooted in a positivist
paradigmin which a single absolute account of social reality subsiEtey have
pointed out that good evaluation criteaee linked to theparadignatic reference ofa
research topicThis angoing scholarly argument suggests that evaluation criteria varies
between qualitative and quantitative reseakar.the evaluation of qualitative research,
Lincoln and Guba (1985kuggest d Ot r us $ @v o raattehnatimee evaluation
criteri. The term6 t r u s t w oeferts totheswarglards for evaluating the quality of
qualitative studies. The criter@mprises credibility, transferability, dependabiliynd
confirmability. These teria are akinto quantitative research evaluation criteria:
reliability, internal validity, external validity and objectivity. Since my study
phenomenon, opportunity recognition, was rooted in an interpretive paradigm, | utilised
the O6trustwort hinsachd@valuationThreughoud myf researchmy
phases, | maintained a reflective journal to ensure the quality of res&smicw |

elucidate each aspect of trustworthiness.

Credibility. This aspectis concerned with # credibility of findings frommultiple
accounts of social realit{Bryman and Bell, 2011)l ensured the credibility of my
findings by employing a number of techniques: considettiegviews of relevant actors

(i.e. nascent entrepreneurs and incubator manageenguhkting multiple sources of

datg andreportingunusual themes frortine data. | collected data through sestiucted
interviews, participant observatipand mindmapping.During the data collection and
anal ysi s, I considered not on lagtorspieer t i ci
incubator managers and mentors. To arrive at the findihdarther triangulated

multiple sources of data.

Transferability. This aspect is concerned with ttransferabilityof findings to other

similar contexts orthe same contexat a different point in time(ibid). Qualitative
research requirebe intensive study o& small group. The findingeelate to the context

and significance of the study phenomenbansured the transferability of the findings

by producing a rich accountofnasce entr epreneur sdé opportu
incubator context. According to Lincoln and Guba (1985), a rich account or thick
description is important to others for making judgements about the possible

transferability of findings to another context.
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Dependability. As a parallel to reliability, this aspeist concerned with theonsistency

of findings at other times (Bryman and Bell, 2010L)ensured the dependability of
findings by empl oyi ngThisa mvolvedakeepingt iecogl app
throughout the phasgof research so others can review and establish the extent to which
proper procedusehave been followed The igorous data management system, log of

data collectionand log of my data analysis decissowere key parts of my auditing

apprach.

Confirmability. As a parallel to objectivity, this aspastconcerned with the extent to
which findings are derived froma researches personal valigeand/or prior theoretical
inclinations (ibid). I maintained confirmability by keeping recordin a reflective
journal. In the concluing chapter of this thesis, | have shown how my research
positionalities affectedhe conduct ofmy research and subsequent data analysis and

findings (sedhereflective accounsectior).

By utilising the above créria of trustworthiness, | ensured the quality of this study.

3.10 Summary

This chapter began by describing the interpretive paradigm for the investigation of
nascent entrepreneursé6é opportunity recog
view was derived from metatheoretical assumptions (philosophical assumptions and
theory of society) in relation to the opportunity recognition phenomenon. In terms of
philosophical assumption, my ontological and epistemological stance were social
constructionis and interpretivist, respectivelyThe key interest of the social
constructioni st View was nascent eRrtrepl
related opportunity recognition, but equal attention was given to-sodtiaral practices

or norms that <ipe these processes. The key interest of the interpretivist
epistemological view was to understand the cognitive and behavioural process by

i nterpreting nascent entrepreneursoé act.i
viewed entrepreneurs dke agents of society who develop products or services to
satisfy the needs of social actors. Need satisfaction is one of the key elements of the
sociology of regulation in which unity and cohesiveness are the key focus. Together,
these metatheoretical assunop8i social constructionist, interpretivist, and sociology

of regulationi led my focus to understand opportunity recognition. Resultantly, |
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adopted an interpretive paradigm to investigate the opportunity recognition of nascent

entrepreneurs.

The interpetive paradigm position has led to the choice of an inductive research
approach for developing explanations based on data. The connection between
philosophical assumption and the inductive research approach has suggested a
gualitative research strategyo Execute the qualitative research strategy, | selected a
casestudy research design. The decision to use thestadg research design mainly
derived from the study phenomenon. For the cagdy design, | selected individual
nascent entrepreneurs as thit of analysis. This decision was determined by the
central research question: how do nascent entrepreneurs recognise entrepreneurial
opportunities? Data were collected through ssmictured interviews, participant
observation, and minthapping. The ltoice of data collection methods was guided by

the research objectives. Before commencing the data analysis, | developed data
management procedures to manage the data. The main rationale was to facilitate better
data analysis. For the purpose of data amslyl employed an inductive thematic
analysis methodThe decision to use an inductive thematic analysis method was made
to develop theoretical explanations from datallowing the data analysis, | described

the research ethics and research evaluatiterier.
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Chapter 4 Findings: Opportunity awareness

In the preceding chapter, | justified tlshoice ofqualitative research methodologdy.
provided a rationale for adopting inductive thematic analysis and described the process
of data analysis. The aim of analysis was to address the following research question:
how do preincubator supported nascent entrepreneurs recognise entrepreneurial
opportunities? In this chapter, | present the case study of -snquisator and the
findings of my analysis. My study findings present an integrative model of opportunity
recognition. The opportunity recognition model comprises two discrete, yet intedrelat
components: (a) opportunity awareness; and (b) opportunity search. Opportunity
awareness and opportunity search are the first and second components of opportunity
recognition process model. In this chapter, | present findings of the first component:
opportunity awareness. Then, in the subsequent chapter, | will pribseimdings of

the second component: opportunity search. All presented findings are inductively

driven.

This chapter is structureds follows. Section 4.1 presents the case study of pre
incubator. The following ordered sections show a thematic representatbn
participantso6 o pgrtom4.2ureveats yhe lang afrogparteirsties that
participants were aware of. Section 4.3 reveals the process by which they become aware
of customer needs and potential products. Section 4.4 illuminates specific behaviour and
intention, which translate into the awareness of customer needs and products into

opportunity awareness.

41A Case Study of London Miedubatorpol i t an

Acce |l er at or i s a London Met r opollocated m Uni
Shoreditch, London. It was founded in 2005 with an aim to suppdechi starupH

growth and development. Sinite foundation, it has supported thousands of technology
startups. Currently, it houses and supports 30 technology-igtart The support
services for startipsinclude subsidised and flexible office spac®usiness mentoring,
entrepreneurship evenend networking. The incubator is managed by three employees:
the director, the student enterprise manager, and the creative enterprise manager. In
2016, its supported stamp companies raisean £8.8 million investmentcreated 122

jobs, and generated £9 million revenue.
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In 2009, the incubator developagre-incubata, a new form of orgasation, calledhe

Student Enterprise Centre (SEC). The aim of thisipeabatorist o hel p London
students and graduates start their own businesses. It is managed by the same incubator
managers, but they act as menstdrairers, programme leaders, and advisors. The
support services are free of charge aneprovided through entrepreneurship events

and programmeghe Big Idea Challenge, Launchpad, Quick sigpt Startup Sprint

and the Christmas Market. In 201&he pre-incubator supported 350 entrepreneurs
through its entrepreneurship events and programmes. However, among those events and
programmesthe Big Idea Challenge and Launchpad specifically suggwpportunity

recognition activities.

The Big Idea Challenge is amea pitcling competition which encourages London

Met 6 s st yahegraduates tesparacipdteand compete for prizes and awards.
This event is organised into three consecutive stages: selection, tranohgitch.
Through these three stages, managers ensure the supply of opportunity ideas that
appears to be entrepreneurial. They select only ideas that are innovative and scalable.
Theythen train participants to refine their ideas for pitch. Only 12 ideasreach the

final pitch that are featured in the event website for publicsvatel commerst The

winner from the 12 finalists is awarded withprizes worth£30,000. Through the
business idea competition, managers offer wimaed finalistsa chanceto participate

in their business stap programme known as Launchpdegure 4.1 illustrates

parti ci pesantheBiglded Challenige event.

Figure 4.1 An illustration of Big Idea Challenges' pitch d@éilustrated by Dominika
Olearczyk 2019
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