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1. Entrepreneurship and opportunities

Identifying and selecting right opportunities foew businesses are among the most important
gualities of the (a successful) entrepreneur. Qppdy recognition is one key factor of survival
and success of a firm.

Opportunity is considered one of the most relevaspects in entrepreneurship and several
definitions of entrepreneurship tended to focushenpursuit of opportunities.

Schumpeter (1934) defined opportunity as the chaoomeet a market need through a creative
combination of resources to deliver superior value

Singh (2000) defined entrepreneurial opportunityaateasible, profit seeking potential venture that
provides an innovative new product or service te tmarket, improves on an existing
product/service or imitates a profitable product/s® in less than saturated market.”

Baron (2006) defined opportunity as “a perceiveadnseof generating economic value (i.e. profit)
that previously has not been exploited and is natrently being exploited by others”, and

opportunity recognition as “the cognitive procds®tigh which individuals conclude that they have
identified an opportunity”.

Therefore, explaining the discovery and developmehtopportunities is a key aspect of
entrepreneurship research.

Shane and Venkataraman (2000) state that theifietdves the study of sources of opportunities;
the processes of discovery, evaluation and expimitaf opportunities; and the set of individuals
who discover, evaluate and exploit them.

Timmons and Spinelli (1999) affirmed: “Entreprership is a way of thinking, reasoning, and
acting that is opportunity obsessed, holistic iprapch, and leadership balanced for the purpose of
value creation and capture. (...) At the heart of ghecess is the creation and/or recognition of
opportunities, followed by the will and initiativieo seize these op- portunities. It requires a
willingness to take risks- both personal and finaklsut in a very calculated fashion in order to
constantly shift the odds of success, balancingitkewith the potential reward”.



2. Opportunitiesin new firmsor in existing firms

Opportunity exploitation does not necessarily leathe founding of a new firm because it can take
place within an existing organization (Casson 1982)

The creation of a new firm is more frequent wheouothe following conditions:
» The sector presents low entry barriers (Audret€951

» Scale economies and learning curves do not prosigigficative advantages to existing
firms (Cohen & Levin, 1989), but on the contrarcheological “discontinuities” can
destroy competence and know how (Tushman & Anderkese).

* Opportunities do not require complementary assetsaccessible to a small firm, for
example complex commercial structures (Teece, 1986)

» The technological innovation is more radical (Shad@0).
* Opportunities are highly uncertain (Casson, 1982).

* Innovation cannot be adequately protected by ixtallal property laws, inhibiting the sale
of entrepreneurial opportunities (Cohen & Levin82§

* The pursuit of entrepreneurial opportunity requithe effort of persons who prefer to
establish new organizations to pursue the oppdrtgnbecause they have not equivalent
incentives to do the same in large organizations.

3. Entrepreneursand managers

The difference between starting a new businesseaphbiting the opportunity in an existing firm is
of crucial importance.

Kaish and Gilad affirmed that entrepreneurs areena¢grt to new opportunities and use information
differently from managers. They in general expdssariselves to more information which may lead
to entrepreneurial opportunities and interpretda&a differently from corporate executives (Kaish
and Gilad, 1991).

Lowell Busenitz (1996) did not confirm these resulh his research Busenitz found little empirical
evidence for Kaish and Gilad’s theoretical framekvor

One vyear later Ventakaraman (1997) noted that pmneurs spend more time than non-
entrepreneurs in searching information that cad eanew opportunities because “by definition
entrepreneurship requires making investments (tiefil@rt, and money) today without knowing
what the distribution of the returns will be tormms”.

Others studies have suggested that what clearfgreliftiates the two groups are confidence,
consideration of risk and committed connectiorn®s\tenture.

Entrepreneurs’ overconfidence contributes to tleessses of their ventures (Kahneman & Lovallo,
1993; Busenitz and Barney, 1997; Palich and Ba$B96) as the fact that entrepreneurs ere more
committed to their ventures and more identity-entai with them.

4. Alertness

The great austrian economist Joseph Schumpeted) 1€ the first to introduce the notion that
successful entrepreneurs discover opportunitidsothars do not see.



One decade after another austrian economist, kfettayek, argumented that entrepreneurship
exists because of information asymmetry betwederéifit actors (Hayek, 1945).

In 1973 another economist from the Austrian schtsrhel Kirzner (1973, 1979) elaborated the
most comprehensive treatment of opportunity disgpireentrepreneurial behavior.

According to Kirzner's perspective, entrepreneuestsa new business when they think that is
possible to redeploy the resources away from pteseroptimal configurations, toward more
promising combinations.

Kirzner (1973) was then the first to use the terrilertness” to explain the process of
entrepreneurial recognition of opportunities. Heirted Alertness as: “...the ability to notice -
without search - opportunities that have been Hitheverlooked” (Kirzner, 1979).

Alertness is the entrepreneur’s ability to “smeléw economic opportunities that no prior

economic actor has yet recognized. Alertness mrtao$ “antenna that permits recognition of gaps
in the market that give little outward sign” andtrepreneurs always position themselves on the
high ground where signals of market opportuniti&s more easily strike them (Gilad, 1986).

Higher Alertness increases the likelihood of anasmity being recognized.

Some years later Soura Ray and Richard Cardozoc)1@8veloped the Kirznerian concept of
Alertness. They claimed that any recognition of apymity is preceeded by a state of heightened
alertness to information, that they called Entreprgial Awareness (EA), defining it as “a
propensity to notice and be sensitive to informmateoout objects, incidents, and patterns of
behavior in the environment, with special sendyiv® maker and user problems, unmet needs and
interests, and novel combinations of resources.”

Ray and Cardozo claimed that personality charatitesiand the environment contribute to create
conditions that foster higher EA.

The opposite of Alertness is “Inertia”, that medmat individuals take experiences for granted and
interpret incoming information routinely. These iwiduals are locked up in old interpretation
structures, old concepts and old institutions (Den&®1992). In other words, they lack
entrepreneurship.

The failure of being alert to an opportunity canhetconsidered as an “error”, as Kirzner (1979)
argued, but reflects the operation of an ideolddiltar (Weick, 1995).

5. The Discovery Theory

Kirzner (1973) considers opportunity recognitionpeocess of discovering something already
formed.

In this sense Kirzner can be considered as thediuof the so-called “Discovery Theory™
opportunities are events previously existing in therld, that could be, or not, discovered and
exploited by entrepreneurs.

We all are surrounded by opportunities, but fewgbeare able to do so because Alertness is not so
frequent. According to Kirzner, opportunities anscdvered by those who are conscious about

environmental changes. “Opportunity is as realremnadient in business as raw material, labour or

finance but it only exists when you can see it” @mo, 1978).

But what stimulates and triggers entrepreneurigbofunities?



In 1985 the famous managerial strategist Peter K2ru¢1985) related opportunity to innovation
due to "process need; changes in industry structbheeunexpected success, failure or an outside
event, demographics, etc.”

Drucker defined different categories of opportwestideriving from:
() unexpected events;
(2) the creation of new knowledge, consequentedritiention of new technologies;

(3) the exploitation of market inefficiencies thasult from information asymmetry (in the sense
used by Friedrich Hayek), across time and space;

(4) the reaction to shifts in the relative costd henefits of different resources, as a consequeince
political, regulatory, or demographic changes.

Like Kirzner, Drucker introduces opportunity reodgn, but also decision-making, as second
important ability of entrepreneurs.

Stevenson and Gumpert (1985) explained that oppitids do exist “out there” in environment
when rapid changes intervene at four levels:

1. Technology (which opens new doors and closesrsth

2. Consumer economics, which alters both the ghalitd willingness to pay for new products and
services.

3. Social values, which define new styles and stedslof living.

4. Political regulations, which affect modify contiien (e.g. deregulation of airlines and
telecommunications).

Particularly important is the role of technical nga and of waves of innovation in stimulating
entrepreneurial opportunities (Tushman and Anders9a6).

As further factors Vesper (1989) added “demograpmatural disasters and resource discoveries”.

Industry change may create a state of disequihirihy altering the demand, entry barriers and
production possibilities; the greater these changesurring in industries the greater are the
opportunities for entrepreneurship and subsequemdly firm formations (Dean, Meyer & De
Castro, 1992).

Baron (2006) concluded that “opportunities emergemf a complex pattern of changing

conditions—changes in technology, economic, palifisocial, and demographic conditions. They
come into existence at a given point in time beeaafsa juxtaposition or confluence of conditions
which did not exist previously but is now present”.

The duration of any given opportunity depends eargety of factors:
» the provision of monopoly rights, as occurs withepé protection;
» the slowness of information diffusion;

» the inability of competitors to imitate.



6. Information and prior knowledge

The importance of information was already undediby Hayek. Individuals all possess different
stocks of information about user needs or speasjeects of production, and these stocks influence
their ability to recognize particular opportunities

The information necessary to recognize any givepodpnity is not omogenously distributed
across the population; no two people share the safiorenation at the same time (Hayek, 1945).

Stocks of information create mental schemes, wipidvide a framework for recognizing new
information.

To recognize an opportunity, an entrepreneur mossgss prior information that is complementary
with the new one, which triggers an entreprenewaajecture (Kaish and Gilad, 1991).

Having information, for example about technologigalgulatory, or demographic changes, is the
basis for identifying opportunities that emergenirthese changes (Baron and Ensley, 2006).

In Scott Shane’s view, opportunities exist objegvin the environment but they are discovered
subjectively by entrepreneurs, through a proacsigton. Specifically Shane underlines that any
entrepreneur will discover only those opportunitiegted to his or her prior knowledge (Shane,
2000).

Shane demonstrated the following hypotheses

* Any given entrepreneurial opportunity is not ob\wda all potential entrepreneurs (Kirzner,
1997).

» Each person’s prior experience creates a “knowdedgrridor” that allows him/her to
recognize only certain opportunities.

The concept of “knowledge corridor” was elaboralyd Robert Ronstadt (1988). The Corridor

Principle asserts that, just by starting a firmirepreneurs become aware of other startup
opportunities they would not have seen nor takeraidge of if they had not established their
original company.

Shane (2000) showed that knowledge, developed feaperience, determines whether or not
people are capable of identifying an opportunityoPknowledge creates a sort of mental corridor
that influences the manner in which people do cemgnd and interpret new information (Shane,
2000).

In Shane’s view three major dimensions of prior Wieanlge, all affecting the dimension of
Marketing, are important to the process of entnepueial discovery:

a. knowledge of markets,
b. knowledge of ways to serve markets,
c. knowledge of customer problems.

From another point of view Beatrice Sigrist (19%9)ggested that there are two types of prior
knowledge necessary to discover an opportunity.

The first is knowledge in an area or domain that loa described in terms of fascination (Domain
1). The stronger an entrepreneur’s personal irtténeBomain 1 the higher the Alertness. In this
case an entrepreneur spends a lot of effort anel ttnengage in autodidactic learning that amplify
her/his knowledge about this topic of interest.



The second type of knowledge individuated by Sigagers to the so-called Domain 2. In this case
knowledge is the result of a rational choice, acgiated over the years, while working in a certain
job.

Only the integration of the two domains leads @discovery of a new opportunity.

Also Kirzner (1979) underlined the importance oé tkhowledge spontaneously absorbed from
everyday life experience: individual's expectatitmelief and awareness are largely “the result of
learning experiences that occurred entirely witHoaxing been planned nor are they deliberately
searched for”.

Already Vesper (1989) argued that ideas may alsdobed from the specific area of personal
interest and hobbies.

Information and knowledge gained from the delibersgarch is an investment that often fails, as
showed by the failures of R&D activities of a Idtammpanies.

In fact a deliberated search for knowledge pressgpahat the individuals already possess a
“framework” (Schutz 1970) and know what kind ofanation they want and where to acquire
such information.

7. Discovery or Active Search?
Kirzner (1973) postulated that much opportunityoiggation occurs without any planning.

Vesper distinguishes between ideas found throudibedtate search and ideas encountered by
‘unsought finding’ (Serendipity) (Van Andel, 1994).

Koller (1988) reported that most entrepreneurs gezed, rather than sought the opportunities for
their firms.

In her review, Gaglio (1997) finds empirical suppfar both routes. Although many entrepreneurs
attribute the initial idea to “Serendipity”, Gagliootes that work experience often plays an
important role.

Herron and Sapienza (1992) have considered opptyrttetognition as resulting from an active
and deliberate search undertaken by the entrepreneu

Bhave (1994) suggested there were two types ofrapmity recognition: one in which the decision
to venture preceeds the recognition of an oppdstu@nd one in which the opportunity was
‘discovered’ prior to the decision to venture.

Fifty-four percent of most successful entreprenadmitted they did not actively search for an
opportunity (Hills and Shrade, 1998).

8. Therole of subjective factor: cognitive properties and individual Caracteristics

Information and prior knowledge are important bat exhaustive in explaining the discovery of
entrepreneuricl opportunities. Cognitive propertiese the same importance. People vary in their
abilities to combine existing concepts and inforioratnto new ideas (Ward, Smith, & Vaid, 1997).

Even if a person possesses the prior informatiaressary to discover an opportunity, he or she
may be unable to see the new means-ends relaieniat are generated by a given change. As
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Nathan Rosenberg (1994) recalled, economic hig®ryll of examples where genial inventors
failed to see commercial opportunities (new meattserlationships) deriving from the invention
of key technologies (telegraph, laser, etc.).

Sarasvathy, Simon, and Lave (1998) showed thatessfud entrepreneurs are individuals who see
opportunities in situations in which other peom@ed to see only risks.

Baron (2006) found that entrepreneurs may be mkeéylthan other persons to “connect the dots”

to identify new business opportunities because teyless likely to engage in counterfactual

thinking (i.e., less likely to invest time and effamaging what "might have been" in a given

situation), less likely to experience regret ovassad opportunities, and are less susceptible to
inertia.

People with greater need for achievement (McCldlld@6l) and more internal locus of control are
more likely to exploit opportunities, because explion requires people to act in the face of
skepticism of others (Chen, Greene, Crick, 1998).

Similarly, opportunity exploitation involves ambityy and people who have a greater “tolerance
for ambiguity” may be more likely to exploit opponities; for example, in a sample of small
business entrepreneurs, founders will manifest drighmbiguity tolerance than non-founders.
(Begley and Boyd, 1987).

Also Self-competition is an important factor in anking entrepreneurial alertness. Self-
competition is defined by Khalil (1997) as “intemtporal competition between future and past
selves stemming from the desire of the presentaédfst self-ability”.

The decision of exploit entrepreneurial opport@sitis also influenced by individual differences in
optimism. People who exploit opportunities perceiveir chances of success as much higher than
they really are- and much higher than those ofrsthretheir industry (Cooper, Woo & Dunkelberg,
1989).

Studies by Krueger and Brazeal (1994) and show éhatepreneurial optimism is not related to
optimism in the sense of higher risk taking, busédf-efficacy beliefs. “Perceived self-efficacy is
the perceived personal ability to execute a taogbaviour” (Krueger and Brazeal, 1994).

Guth et al. (1991) found that the entrepreneursindpm was an “inside view” of the potential
success of the venture, largely based on the eptreprs’ evaluations of their abilities and
knowledge. When forced to take an outside viewyregméneurs are more realistic in judging
probable outcomes.

This overconfidence motivates the exploitation gipaortunity by limiting information and
motivating rosy forecasts of the future (Kahnemahd Lovallo, 1993).

9. Theimportance of Networks

As Hills, G. E., Lumpkin, G. T., & Singh, R. P. @B have demonstrated, the denser is an
entrepreneur’s network, the higher is his/her abs$ to potentially successful entrepreneurial
opportunities. These authors asserted that “emneprs who have extended networks identify
significantly more opportunities” than solo entrepeurs.



These authors base their argument on Granove(i&7%3) classical theory on the strength of weak
ties. In Granovetter’'s view weak ties (includingsgal acquaintances) are effective “bridges” to
information sources, more effective than strongxgévork (including friends and family).

When a firm is established, co-operation with netwmartners may allow to cut costs, to respond to
changes in the market and to learn from each otheating sinergies (Saxenian, 1991).

Alice De Koning (1999) stated that entrepreneunigbortunity recognition is a cognitive process
where entrepreneurs implement three cognitive dietsv(information gathering, thinking through
talking, and resource assessing) through actiegdntion with their network of people.

She showed that entrepreneurs activate differgmestyof contacts during different steps in the
opportunity development process.

Their network is formed by:

» the entrepreneur’s inner circle (people with whameatrepreneur has long-term and stable
relationships, in any case not beeing partnersarventure);

* partnerships (start-up team members) and“acteih @eople recruited by the entrepreneur
to provide necessary resources for the opportynity)

* a network of weak ties (a network used to gatheregd information that could lead to
identifying an opportunity or to answering a gehergestion).

10. The external environment

Social networks are only one part of the externadirenment of a firm. According to Long and
McMullan (1984) the opportunity discovery process®iso influenced by socio-economic, cultural,
technological and political factors.

For example, the technological innovation of thiednet has inspired many entrepreneurs to start a
business.

The environment provides a competitive context anuarket where to sell products or services
(Brown & Butler, 1995).

For example, an expanding economy may encourageimestments and stimulate people to
search for new business ideas.

Some studies focus on the role of specific ingting like:
* universities,
* regional development agencies (Muller & Zenker,200
» venture capitalists (Wetzel, 1983),

* incubators.

Exploitation of opportunities is more likely whemteepreneurs have easier access to financial
capital or have access to capital at lower coskl{Wd, 1998).

Many studies have focused on the entrepreneur'ssacto intangible resources: “those soft
resources which basically consist of knowledge ndormation” (Férnandez, Montes &Vazques,
2000).



Examples include information and advice (Ostgaam@idey, 1996), emotional support (Brtuderl &
Preisendorfer, 1998), and social assets such agatbh, trust, gratitude and friendship (Starr and
MacMillan,1990).

11. TheCreation Theory

While according to Development Theory the oppottasiare seen as events previously existing in
the world, that could be, or not, discovered anglated by entrepreneurs, in the so-called
“Creation Theory” the Opportunities are considesisd creative process.

Timmons et alii (1987) were the first to affirm tHantrepreneurship is the process of creating and
pursuing opportunities regardless of currently lade resources."” The entrepreneur first creates
the opportunity in his/her mind and then convincastomers to use the idea by interacting with
them.

Opportunity development is a continuous, proagbrecess essential to the formation of a business.
“Opportunity development” is perhaps a more accurate term Hergrocess than “opportunity
recognition.”

In this model, human creativity and potentials péaynajor role in opportunity creation and the
environment forms after the entrepreneur's creaoteOpportunity is considered the result of daily
activities of individuals and groups (Sarasvath@30

In this approach, entrepreneur starts with verytéichresources but a hopeful vision of the future.

In creation theories, entrepreneurs do not becomarea of new business opportunities by
recombining old and new information in new and wetove ways, but they create previously
absent knowledge for activity. Then they receiverkatairesponses for these actions, learn from
them and then act again.

12. Divergent Thinking and General Mental Ability (GMA)

Social cognition theory asserts that how peoplecggee the world and how they integrate
information depends on the framework that people tes handle and give meaning to new
information (Fiske & Taylor, 1984).

Research provides evidence for a link between praneurs’ creativity and firm-level innovation
(Baron & Tang, 2011).

Opportunity identification requires specific creati abilities to combine various pieces of
information to generate ideas for a new produdeovice (Shane & Venkataraman, 2000).

Divergent Thinking was defined as an individualengral ability to generate multiple and original
ideas (Guilford, 1950). In 1970 Edward De Bono spok“Lateral Thinking” (De Bono, 1970).

Scholars have suggested that different cognitivecgsses may underlie idea generation and
consequently, they consider divergent thinking ¢otle end product of more specific cognitive
processes, such as conceptual combination/reoggeomz analogical reasoning, or abstraction
(Mumford, 2003; Ward, 2007; Welling, 2007).

A core operation is the combination and reorgarmmadf activated pieces of information. The
mental merging of two concepts or pieces of infdramathat had been previously separate — is
central in the process of generating new and ailgideas. “When two previously separate



concepts or images are merged into a single nety movel properties can emerge that were not
obviously present in either of the separate compisn@nd that the effect is particularly strong for
dissimilar or divergent concepts. Such novelty banexploited to develop new product ideas or
market niches. (Ward (2007).

In addition to Divergent Thinking, the entreprerskup literature suggests that GMA (General
Mental Ability) has a positive effect on opportynitientification. GMA is the cognitive ability to
decompose and understand complex information, twaleonclusions, and to solve problems by
reflecting and reasoning (as explained by Neissaliie1996).

GMA is strongly related to the capabilities in imteeting the information, in ignoring irrelevanteon
and in formulating conjectures about how marketd arture customer demands could change
(Baron & Ward, 2004; Shane, 2000; Shane & Venkatarg 2000).

13. Experience and Knowledge

Entrepreneurial experience comes from having owaredl managed a business (Cooper et alii,
1995); it is also the basis for developing furtBetrepreneurial knowledge.

Many scholars have argued that experience is arrdajerminant of entrepreneurial skills and Firm
Performance (Reuber & Fischer, 1999). A lot of sadgrovided evidence for a positive effect of
entrepreneurial experience on opportunity iderdtfan (Davidsson & Honig, 2003).

The cognitive perspective on entrepreneurship sigghat people’s experience and knowledge
influence opportunity identification because thempoehension and interpretation of new
information is facilitated (R. K. Mitchell et ak007).

In the management literature, scholars have shamnkmowledge and schemas influence problem
solving, decision making, and information procegsmvarious settings (Walsh, 1995).

Baron (2006) has reasoned that entrepreneurs getlelough entrepreneurial experience effective
knowledge structures that facilitate the recognitaf patterns of business opportunities in new
information. Information is not sufficient. Recogjan of opportunities depends, in part, on
cognitive structures possessed by individuals—fraanks developed through their previous life

experience. These frameworks, which serve to orgamformation stored in memory in ways

useful for the persons who possess them, servéeasglates” that enable specific individuals to
perceive connections between seemingly unrelatadggs or events. They provide the cognitive
basis for “connecting the dots” into patterns sjge of new business opportunities.

Baron and Ensley (2006) showed that experiencedragerienced entrepreneurs differ in their
mental concepts of a business opportunity. Havrigrination, for example about technological,
regulatory or demographic changes, is the basiglémtifying opportunities that emerge from these
changes. Entrepreneurial experience results in laune structures which help to detect
opportunities in a given set of information; inexpaced entrepreneurs will miss these
opportunities because they lack these knowledgetsiies.

It is important to note that experience does naessarily lead to knowledge and that a learning
process is always necessary to transfer experiatc&nowledge (Sonnentag, 1998).

In some cases entrepreneurial experience doesambtibmite to identifying new opportunities.
Experienced entrepreneurs may easily fall into “fakeroutines” (Shepherd and DeTienne 2005)
and have a fixedness in thinking which inhibitsngsand combining information in novel ways.
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In these cases, experience can also limit entreprenbeing associated with stereotyped thinking,
and discounting information that is not consiste#ith people’s existing preconceptions (Dane,
2010; Walsh, 1995; Ward, 2004).

For example, experience could direct entreprenalorsg existing paths, leading to discover only a
limited number of new opportunities (Shane, 2008)ng unreceptive for others.

Research has shown that experienced entreprensaerdd new information and they are more
likely to rely on past experience even when newspectives are needed because of radically
changing circumstances (Parker, 2006).

14. Information asinput for creative performance

The creativity literature emphasizes the importan€edivergent thinking in combination with
informational input as necessary factors for cueggierformance.

Creativity is inhibited when the access to inforimatis confined; on the contrary “exposure to
ideas of others can stimulate associations thdtteshe generation of additional ideas” (Pert&la
Sipila, 2007). Entrepreneurs who search less dgtifige information and who have thus less
information available would not be able to makd @ide of their divergent thinking abilities with
detrimental effects on opportunity identificatiddiihov, 2007).

Thus, active information search should provide tlexessary input for subsequent steps of
creatively piecing together the information to itignbusiness opportunities (Mitchell et alii,
2002).

Baron (2006) affirms that potential entrepreneurapley two different model of pattern
recognition, represented (and processed) in diftamegions of the brain. The first model is formed
by idealized prototypes, that are stored and psmuks the left cerebral hemisphere (rational); the
second is constituted by concrete exemplars basexpecific knowledge are stored and processed
in the right cerebral hemisphere (perceptive ctr).

15. Opportunity Maps and Consultancy in Genesis approach

That of Opportunity Maps (OM) is a technical tdoat Genesis elaborated and implemented for the
first time in 1993.

OM are sectoral or multisectoral analyses thatdrpdividuate, at a local level, microsectors véher
could arise opportunities to create new firms. gngicant exemplar of OM was that Genesis built
in preparation of Catholic Jubilee held in Rom@®0.

More specifically Genesis defines entrepreneur@ostunity as “a situation favourable to the
starting up of a new entrepreneurial initiativegttis generated by modifications in the demand or
of the supply of a product/service”.

Undoubtedly we can say that Opportunity Maps arét bollowing an approach of “discovery”
because opportunities are assumed to exist in #rkat) as a consequences of some objective
change factors affecting Demand or Supply of gaoakservices:

» Demographic changes.
e Consumption trends.

* Technology.
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* Changing in the organization of industries and joubbdies.

» Political regulations, which affect competition.

In a certain sense we could say that OM try to wtite “alertness” (in the sense of Kirzner) in
potential entrepreneurs, or Entrepreneurial Awassr{in the sense of Ray and Cardozo).

In other words, OM try to produce information tleauld increase the likelihood of an opportunity
being recognized, giving potential entrepreneursrpnformation (in the sense of Kaish& Gilad,
1991).

Following Shane view (Shane, 2000) prior knowlegdgavided by Genesis Maps mainly concerns
knowledge of markets and of customers’ needs anthdds.

Nevertheless, Genesis activity in the domain ofsattancy to new entrepreneurs made us
conscious of the importance also of the subjectispects of entrepreneurship. We concretely
experienced the importance of personal traits endévelopment of a business project (vision of the
future, creative abilities to combine various pgeoéinformation, etc.).

In this sense in our experience the domain of Ctarsty is largely in line with (aligned
with/consistent with) the perspective of the “CreatTheory”.

We can identify at least six activities in whichetltonsultant plays the proactive role of
strengthening the process of generating new agthafiideas and the formation of a new business.

In fact the consultant:

1. transfers his/her Entrepreneurial experience degifiom having owned and managed a
business (Cooper et alii, 1995). In this sensecthesultant influences the process of
opportunity identification of the potential entrepeur facilitating the interpretation of
new information.

2. Encourages the potential entrepreneur to be “adartl focus on on identifying changes
in technology, demographics, markets, and othdmeet factors that play an important
role in the success of a business.

3. Promotes an active information search, suggestingces and methods to the potential
entrepreneur. Particularly important is to chanigéitees and mentality of those would-
be entrepreneurs that tend to search less activelinformation and so to have less
chances to identify business opportunities, lackitegnecessary inputs.

4. Helps the potential entrepreneur in developing i§jpecreative abilities to combine
various pieces of information to generate ideaséw products or services. As we have
seen, pure and single information is not sufficienbugh, because people have to
connect several pieces of information.

5. Helps the potential entrepreneur to develop thenitog ability to decompose and
understand complex information, to derive conclasjoand to solve problems by
reflecting and reasoning about emerging opporemitind to formulate conjectures
about how markets and future customer demands cbaldge.

6. Stimulates creativity helping the would-be entreyw in generating multiple and
original ideas, taking into consideration also ‘&iyent” strategies (in the sense of
Guilford, 1950).
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