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1. Introduction

Theorizing about entrepreneurship creates some of the most interest
ing conceptual and philosophicalpredicaments in the domain of business
studies. Some of the most knotty issues in entrepreneurship theory con
cern the conceptualization of entrepreneurial discovery and opportuni
ties. The current understanding holds that opportunities constitute one
of the most basic elements of entrepreneurship (Shane & Venkataraman,
2000). On these grounds, some scholars see opportunities as a way to
distinguish entrepreneurship from other areas of research because they
are conceptually distinct as a unit of analysis (Eckhardt & Shane, 2003).
The advent of an opportunity-based approach (OBA) has thus begun but
the formal articulation is in its early stages (Murphy & Marvel, 2007).
What is missing is a broader conceptual framework of entrepreneurship
that is congruent with the OBA.

The OBA emphasizes the nature of opportunities that evolve into
business ventures in ways that do not make much sense in other research
areas.Within entrepreneurship, contributions based on established theory
from others areas continue to appear in entrepreneurship journals. Indeed,
areas such as psychology, sociology, and strategy have good reason to
focus on entrepreneurship. By most accounts, this growing area enjoys
strong practical relevance to contemporary business and society. Its re-
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Independent instances ofthe DAV process can operate concurrently
within or across entrepreneurs or ventures. This transcendence aspect is
important. It means that different people can participate in orexit the
process, and that a discovery emerging from some inefficiency can be
co-opted by the firm created that inefficiency orby adifferent firm. Yet,
the basic character ofthe phenomenon maintains itself. In other words,
the framework isconcerned with opportunities and does notconfine itself
to the limits ofpeople or firms. This aspect is a point of differentiation
from person or firm-centric theory in other areas. The discovery, assem
bly, andviability components overlap to indicate that there are notclear
demarcations across stages.

Unlike most process models ofentrepreneurship, the DAV framework
is not deterministic or teleological with respect to adefinite end-point. Its
non-recursive nature reflects an ongoing and holistic process. From the
perspective ofmarket actors, it assumes a logic ofrenewal and growth,
not exploitation. From a research perspective, the model is not limited
by levels of analysis issues germane toperson-situation interactionism.
For instance, unlike apersonal trait, possessed knowledge is something
people can gain and lose, not unlike possessed capital. As opportunities
transcend person and environment, the DAV framework mitigates barriers
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tionally similar to the OBA. This particular aspect of the OBA will help
distinguish the entrepreneurship area in terms of its methodologies.

Like research in other areas, entrepreneurship research uses data to
obtain support for its theoretic explanations. The intention requires opera-
tionalizing opportunities as data. Empirical observations are theory-laden,
so appropriate methods tend to follow from conceptual foundations (Cook
& Campbell, 1979:23-25). Let us examine some relevant methodological
aspects of the DAV framework.

The empirical nature of opportunities frustrates most approaches in
empirical social science research. An opportunity is not reducible into a
set of reliable or recurring factors. There is no reliable set of precedents
to form a structure, nor is there a set of underlying researchable dimen
sions. These antecedents are discontinuous (Carroll & Mosakowski,
1987). Empirically, an opportunity is an idiosyncratic convergence of
episodic resources pertaining to particular circumstances of place and
time (Drucker, 1985:111-115; Hayek, 1945; Kirzner, 1984). Its volatility
derives from the evolutionary nature of individual beliefs and changing
circumstances. These elements occupy a vast range that is liable to price
differentials, plans or activitiesof competitors,consumer trends, develop
ing technologies or other factors that converge circumstantially.

The convergencesare operationalizedby reported episodic knowledge
of them (Kirzner, 1997; Hayek, 1948). Unlike settings where it is possible
to develop reliable multi-item measurement scales, opportunities thus
operate in a disequilibrium framework (Eckhardt & Shane, 2003).The
dynamic natureof theseconvergences has led entrepreneurship scholars
to call for different empirical methods for well over a decade (Bygrave,
& Hofer, 1991; Robinson & Hofer, 1997; Fiet, 2002: 222; Robinson &
McDougall, 1998). Murphy andMarvel (2007: 173) use the logicof the
model in Figure 2 to illustrate the convergence notion.The opportunity
is the nexus, n, of four converging factors: x, y, p, and q. The illustration
is stylized and the number andtypes of factors in an actual instance can
vary. Thisvariety offactors, such asmarket trends, experience, training,
key relationships, and resource acquisition, contribute to the existence
ofanopportunity. Absent any of these factors, n is incomplete. Thecon
vergence of two factors {x and y orp and q) can constitute other unique
spaces (a orb), whereas that ofthree factors (areas x,y,and q) constitutes
still other ones (c). Considering areasa, b, and c conveysa rudimentary
sense of thecomplexity facing studies ofn. That is,operationalizing the
opportunity entails incorporating all four factors. From aperson-centric
view, the conceptual asvmmetries of system-level versus individual-level
























