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Abstract

Recently, there has been a growth in digital technology use and an upward trend in the adoption
and use of social media by individuals and corporations, changing the way people communicate
and interact. Despite this evolution, little is known about how the adoption of online social
interaction affects entrepreneurial processes, especially opportunity evaluation. This empirical
study sought to fill the gap in the literature by investigating the effect of social interaction via
social media on opportunity evaluation. In reviewing the studies done on opportunity
evaluation as indicated in the paper by Wood and Mckelvie (2015), it would seem that the
effect of online social interaction on opportunity evaluation has not been studied and hence, to
the best of the researcher’s knowledge, there was no model in the literature to measure the
effect.

The study used a mixed-method approach. Survey questionnaires were used to collect data
from a random sample of young entrepreneurs in Ghana. The questions were evaluated with
SPSS and later exported to STATA for data analysis. Factor analysis and various normality
tests were performed to ensure the accuracy of the data. A total of 383 questionnaires were
analysed. This was then followed by key informant interviews with 13 entrepreneurs, and the
analysis done using Nvivo 11.

The main contribution of this research is the development of a model that measures the effect
of online social interaction on opportunity evaluation. The study found that online social
interaction helps entrepreneurs build networks which subsequently has an impact on
opportunity evaluation either directly, or indirectly through mediation by resource availability.
This study has made an important contribution to practice by showing the positive effect that
basic tools that aid daily activities, like social media, has on entrepreneurial opportunity

evaluation.



It is recommended that future research understands other factors that may facilitate the
opportunity evaluation process and the extent to which those factors facilitate the opportunity
evaluation process, as this may lead to better insight with regards to targeting entrepreneurial
training for optimum results. The use of the mediation analysis process was adopted for this
study because of evidence from other disciplines that suggest the efficacy of targeting
interventions at the intermediate process. Using this approach for future studies will help target

interventions, taking into consideration mediation mechanisms for more impact.
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CHAPTER ONE

1 INTRODUCTION
1.1 Background of the Study

The study of Entrepreneurship focuses mainly on creating or finding opportunities which have
a potential for maximizing returns and exploiting them (Scott Shane and VVenkataraman 2000).
Typically, the entrepreneurial process proceeds through identification, evaluation, and
exploitation of potential opportunities.

An extant body of entrepreneurial literature exists that seeks to explain how individuals identify
and interpret potential opportunities (Baron and Ensley 2006; Cornelissen and Clarke 2010;
Autio et al. 2013; Greégoire et al. 2010; Tang et al. 2012). These studies concentrate on how
individual attributes and cognitive abilities recognize potential opportunities and interpret them
as being potential opportunities either for themselves (1% person opportunities) or for someone
else (3 person opportunities). Entrepreneurship goes beyond the mere identification of
opportunities. The identified opportunities do not come fully formed; they go through a process
of evaluation and refinement (Dimov 2007; Shepherd 2015) before they are eventually
exploited.

Of all the components of the entrepreneurial process, it is opportunity evaluation that has been
less studied (Wood and Mckelvie, 2015). The few studies that are available on opportunity
evaluation have also not researched into the effect of social interaction via social media by
entrepreneurs on opportunity evaluation and the resultant outcomes. To give a deeper
understanding of how social resources support entrepreneurs (Dimov 2007), and of how
technology is increasingly becoming part of our everyday lives, the researcher found it
necessary to fill this knowledge gap by investigating opportunity evaluation through social

interaction via social media. Interaction via social media was chosen as the focus for this study



because it seems entrepreneurship research has not critically observed the part digital
technologies play in entrepreneurship (Sussan and Acs, 2017), especially with regards to the
dynamic and socially-embedded nature of digital technologies in relation to entrepreneurship
(Tilson, Lyytinen and Sgrensen, 2010). Following the causation and effectuation theory, this
study examines how social interaction influences opportunity evaluation and refinement.

Opportunities are central to the study and practice of entrepreneurship (Shane and Eckhardt,
2003). Although research has been done on opportunity identification, discovery and
exploitation (Jarvis, 2016; Mcmullen and Dimov, 2013; Shane and Venkataraman, 2000; Van
de Ven, Sapienza, and Villanueva, 2007), very little critical attention has been given to the

evaluation of opportunities identified, and that is the area this study seeks to focus on.

Opportunity evaluation is essential in the study of the entrepreneurship process because an
individual takes action in creating a venture in order to produce a good or service only if he or
she is convinced, upon evaluation, that an imagined future is attractive enough to pursue (Wood
and Mckelvie, 2015). Opportunity identification is different from opportunity evaluation in
that identification involves entrepreneurs recognizing opportunities as 3rd person
opportunities. In opportunity evaluation, 3rd person opportunities are assessed to see if they
are attractive in and of themselves i.e. 1st person opportunities (Shepherd et al., 2009).
Exploitation is the phase of the entrepreneurial process which involves taking actions such as
the search for resources (Autio, Dahlander and Frederiksen, 2013) in relation to 1st person
opportunities (Wood and Mckelvie, 2015). Thus, Opportunity Evaluation can be considered as
the bridge between opportunity recognition and exploitation. It is this process which moves
opportunity identification towards exploitation. When business ideas are eventually exploited,
they are significantly different from how they are originally conceived, as they go through a
dynamic process of shaping and development. In the course of this process, some ideas come

to the stage of execution, while others are abandoned. The decision-making process is guided
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either by the principles of effectuation or causation. The idea or opportunity could be one of
either process or both processes ,where an entrepreneur is selecting from various processes and
resources in order to obtain a particular effect or selecting among numerous effects using a
specific set of resources or processes (S. Sarasvathy 2001). The evaluation process is not done
in isolation, as entrepreneurs engage other social actors in the process of developing their ideas
in a process simply referred to as a social process of discussion and interpretation. The social
process of discussion and interpretation gives rise to a social view of the entrepreneurial
process (Dimov 2007). Thus, in opportunity evaluation, there are a variety of other individuals
involved in the social process who are also expected to give a positive evaluation.

A variety of stakeholders have been discussed in research regarding evaluations, but the most
frequently discussed are financial investors (Bishop and Nixon, 2006; Murnieks et al., 2011)
who are envisaged to see an opportunity in the same light as the entrepreneur i.e. both having
the same mental model of circumstances. Other opportunity evaluation studies have focused
on how mental depictions of ideas and situations are used in evaluating opportunities (Keh,
Foo and Lim, 2002) or on how individuals integrate their personal knowledge and goals into
assessing the viability of a potential opportunity (Wood and Williams, 2014) or an alignment
between the individual’s mental representation of the opportunity and that of by others
(Murnieks et al. 2011). The socially embedded attribute of entrepreneurship shows that
potential entrepreneurs do not think or act alone but are engaged in an active process of
information exchange with a community. This community can be an offline community or an
online community. An entrepreneur’s community is usually referred to as social networks.
Aside the provision of resources, social networks have varied influences on entrepreneurial
opportunity evaluation and action, and often these influences occur through the provision of
various kinds of information (Autio, Dahlander and Frederiksen, 2013). Typically, social
networks are created through social interaction. Individuals create their social networks

3



through interactions with people in their circles and communities. These interactions can be
either offline or online. There is growing evidence, globally, of an increase in online social
interactions (Poushter 2016;Song 2015) and entrepreneurs' use of social media (Fischer and
Reuber, 2011). In this era of new digital technologies, organizations are relying more and more
on contributions from people outside the organization, who are either isolated, dispersed or are
in communities, to drive innovation (Dobusch and Kapeller, 2018).

As indicated in figure 1.1, between January 2018 and January 2019, the number of internet as
well as active social media users increased, with both increasing by 9%. A growing proportion
of this online activity, especially social media use, takes place on mobile phones, with 3.26
billion people accessing social media via their phones in January 2019 as shown in figure 1.2

(Kemp 2019).
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Figure 1-1 Annual growth rate of internet, mobile and social media use

Source: Digital In 2019 Global Overview a collection of Internet, Social Media, And Mobile Data
From Around The World (Kemp 2019)
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Figure 1-2 Global Indicators of Internet, mobile and social media users

(Source: Digital In 2019 Global Overview a collection of Internet, Social Media, And Mobile Data
From Around The World (Kemp 2019)

Social Media can be described as a shared online communication network for the purpose of
interaction, collaboration and dissemination of information among a community. Through
social media platforms such as Facebook, Twitter, WhatsApp, and Instagram, information is
exchanged every micro-second. The way individuals interact has changed with the introduction
of social media in the communication space. Internet use continues to grow all over the world,
with global users of up 10% year-on-year, 2016-2017 (Kemp 2019). Mobile phones are
increasingly being used for online activities and the number of mobile social media users
globally grew by 10% over the past 12 months (Kemp 2019). The revolution of the internet has
created online communities, helping individuals gain access to insightful information and a
two-way communication without the limitation of time of geographical distance

(Kusumasondjaja 2017).



Considering the strong integration of social media platforms into the everyday lives of our
society, it has become imperative to explore the impact of social interactions on the

entrepreneurial process.

1.2 Motivation

With the increasing use of the internet and social media and how it has changed the ways of
communication, impacting entrepreneurship and its relevance to economic growth, the
motivation of the researcher lies in researching into how entrepreneurs can make use of this
new form of communication to enhance entrepreneurial activities especially nascent

entrepreneurs and thereby helping promote economic growth.

1.3 Problem statement

Before opportunities are eventually exploited, they would need to be assessed to ascertain their
viability and profitability (Shepherd, Mcmullen, and Haynie, 2009). Opportunity evaluation is
thus a vital stage of the entrepreneurial process. It is the bridge between opportunity
identification and exploitation. However, opportunity evaluation in the entrepreneurial process,
compared to the other two processes, is a less studied phenomenon (Wood and Mckelvie,
2015). Emotions, cost, high risk, and uncertainty impact entrepreneurial decision-making, as
to whether to pursue or abandon an opportunity (Alvarez, Barney and Anderson, 2013; Emami
and Dimov, 2017; Shepherd and Patzelt, 2017). Studies that have been done on opportunity
evaluation include how factors such as religious beliefs (Dave 2008), emotions (Foo, 2011),
gender (Gupta, Banu Goktan and Gunay, 2014), and role identity (Mathias and Williams, 2017)
can impact or influence opportunity evaluation. To the best of the researcher’s knowledge,
there is no model to measure the effect these have on the evaluation process and to the best of
our knowledge, the impact society has on the process has not been studied extensively

(Shepherd 2015). Entrepreneurs do interact with their environment and it is most likely that



this interaction has an impact on the entrepreneur’s mind, causing the potential opportunity to
be either refined or abandoned completely. One way of interaction is through social media.
Despite the growing evidence on the use of social media among entrepreneurs (Fischer and
Reuber, 2011; Dey et al., 2017; Mahwish Zafar, Wajahat Shafiq, 2017; Nambisan, Wright and
Feldman, 2019; Olanrewaju et al., 2020) there is not much understanding on how online social
interaction impacts opportunity evaluation, nor is there any instrument to measure this impact
by the society or by any other factor. The theories of causation and effectuation point the path
that entrepreneurs’ chart when planning to launch new ventures. The choice of Causation or
effectuation depends on whether the entrepreneur has a set objective already or whether the
entrepreneur has the means already. Either way, there is a need for evaluation of what he is
trying to pursue. The researcher believes that it is not the process of effectuation alone that is
affected or is influenced by any form of interaction, including online interaction. The researcher
believes that causation processes are also affected. Hence, there is a need to study this
phenomenon. Moreover, social capital, causation and effectuation, social network and
opportunity evaluation in entrepreneurship have all been studied and shown to individually
contribute to entrepreneurship but the simultaneous interaction on venture creation and
opportunity evaluation has rarely been seen. The researcher bridges the gap in research with
regard to this by delving more into how online social interactions impacts entrepreneurial
opportunity evaluation by validating existing scales and using it to develop a model that
measures and explains the impact of online social interactions on the entrepreneurial
opportunity evaluation process through the moderation of causation/effectuation and mediation

of available resources.

1.4 Thesis statement

Opportunity evaluation is impacted by online social interaction through the provision of new

information and direction and social media provides new information that triggers cognition
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for the evaluation of opportunities. This study determines how and why online social

interaction may hinder or facilitate the effort to evaluate opportunities.

1.5 Research Purpose

The main purpose of this research is to generate a model which predicts the effect of online
social interaction on entrepreneurial opportunity evaluation. The study follows an explanatory
sequential mixed method design to develop a model of transformation during the evolution of
an opportunity. This study sought to understand the process of entrepreneurial opportunity
evaluation, with evaluation not being based on human capital and available resources but also

taking into consideration the social context within which this occurs.

1.6 Research aims and objectives

The aim of this research is to develop a model which measures the impact of online social
interaction during the evaluation of a potential opportunity through the moderation of
causation/effectuation and mediation of available resources. The model provides a deeper
understanding of the impact social interaction via social media has on the opportunity

evaluation process. Specifically, the objectives of the study are:

1. To validate existing scales for social interaction and opportunity evaluation

2. To estimate the effect of online social interaction on entrepreneurs’ opportunity
evaluation.

3. To examine if the effect of online social interaction depends on effectuation and
causation

4. To examine the mechanism by which online social interaction affect entrepreneurs’
opportunity evaluation, using resource availability as a mediator

5. To understand the nature of feedback received as a result of online social interaction



1.7 Research questions

Main Question: How does online social interaction affect opportunity evaluation?
Based on the research question, the following research questions are deduced to guide the

conduct of the research.

1. Can existing scales be validated and used to measure the effect of social interaction on
opportunity evaluation using effectuation, causation and resource availability?

2. What is the effect of online social interaction on entrepreneurs’ opportunity
evaluation?

3. What is the impact of online social interaction on opportunity development and
refinement when an entrepreneur is using the causation or effectuation approach?

4. What is the effect of social interaction on opportunity evaluation when resource
availability is used as a mediator?

5. What is the nature of feedback received as a result of online social interaction in

relation to opportunity evaluation?

1.8 Significance of the study

The model explains the mechanism of evaluation through online social interaction, thereby
contributing to the ‘how’ of entrepreneurship and helps advance the theory of effectuation,
causation, social networks and social interaction in entrepreneurship.

This study responds to calls to explore the entrepreneurial process through a more interactive
perspective and for seeing a potential opportunity through a process of social interaction
(Shepherd 2015). The research provides a better understanding of social interaction through
other social media channels that have similar effects as triggered by interaction via Twitter

(Fischer and Reuber 2011). The study also helps bridge a developing gap between research in



entrepreneurship and contemporary entrepreneurial practices and existing literature on
opportunity evaluation.

Several studies (Fisher, 2012; Harms and Schiele, 2012; Reymen et al., 2015; Laine and
Galkina, 2017; Ortega, Garcia and Santos, 2017) have tested the use of both causation and
effectuation in entrepreneurial decision making, often focusing on whether one is used more
than the other or the efficacy of one in relation to the other. What has been found is that in the
decision-making mechanism, there is the interplay of both, both serving as key predictors of
new venture growth. The implication is that whatever the case is, an entrepreneur will use one
of the logics or use the two simultaneously. This study will contribute to the effectuation and
causation literature by indicating if online social interaction is being used for evaluation during
effectuation or causation. This will provide entrepreneurs an additional tool to aid the
evaluation process.

Last but not least, the mediation analysis that would also be conducted by this study, where
resource availability is the mediator, is significant because when interventions are targeted at

the intermediate process, it is more effective.

1.9 Impact of the research on society

Entrepreneurial support by both the public and private sectors can be targeted to boost social
interaction of nascent entrepreneurs against only financial support which is usually very
common.

With the advent of more academic establishments that focus on business, coupled with easy
access to social media, more students can be encouraged to put forth their ideas which do not
need to be perfect from the start. Through a formal structure, their ideas can be shaped into
valuable business opportunities (Dimov 2007)

Finally, the findings of this research will help target interventions for entrepreneurship so as to

address opportunity evaluation challenges if any. Without the process of opportunity
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evaluation, there would be no venture creation. Social media can be used as more than just a

tool for marketing goods and services.

1.10 Methodology

The study follows the philosophy of pragmatism and combines elements of both qualitative
and quantitative research approaches to provide a breadth and depth of understanding and
corroboration, thereby providing greater confidence in the conclusion. The sequential

explanatory method will be used where qualitative data is used to support the results.

1.11 Hypothesis and Proposition

The study’s hypothesis to be tested include the following;

H1: Existing scales can be validated and used to measure the impact of online social
interaction on opportunity evaluation

H2: Online social interaction increases the mean opportunity evaluation score.

H3: The effect of online social interaction is not the same across levels of effectuation
and causation

H4: Online social interaction has an indirect effect on opportunity evaluation through

resource availability

The study’s proposition to be tested is

P1: Potential opportunities experience transformations due to the feedback received from

online social interaction

11



Table 1-1 Research Questions and Corresponding Hypothesis

Research Question

Hypothesis

Can existing scales be validated and used
to measure the effect of social interaction
on opportunity evaluation using
effectuation, causation and resource

availability?

Existing scales can be validated and used to
measure the impact of online social interaction on

opportunity evaluation

What is the effect of online social
interaction on entrepreneurs’ opportunity

evaluation?

Online social interaction increases the mean

opportunity evaluation score.

What is the impact of online social
interaction on opportunity development
and refinement when an entrepreneur is
effectuation

using the causation or

approach?

The effect of online social interaction is not the

same across levels of effectuation and causation.

What is the effect of social interaction on

Online social interaction has an indirect effect on

opportunity evaluation when resource | opportunity  evaluation  through  resource
availability is used as a mediator? availability.
Research Question Proposition

What is the nature of feedback received as
a result of online social interaction in

relation to opportunity evaluation?

Potential opportunities experience transformations
due to the feedback received from online social

interaction.

The hypothesis will be tested quantitatively. Further, various regression analyses will be

performed to accept or reject the stated hypothesis.
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1.12 Data collection

The data will be collected from entrepreneurs who have enrolled in an incubator program. Data
will be obtained using interviews and questionnaires administered to the sampled

entrepreneurs.

1.12.1 Data accuracy

To ensure data accuracy, respondents would be educated on the study and other information
would be used to validate the responses of participants. Specifically, to ensure reliability and
validity, instruments that have been used before in different studies which are considered
appropriate for this study will be used in part or in whole. This implies that already validated
scales would be adopted, although they will further be subjected to validity and reliability tests.
It will also be ensured that the questionnaire is appropriate for the context and the study
location.

To ensure correctness in the questionnaire, a pilot study will be carried out to ascertain that
what is being measured is what is supposed to be measured and that the measurement is
efficient for getting the same results. The pilot test will assist in making corrections to the main
questionnaire and correct any errors and biases which are likely to come out during the

questionnaire administration.

1.12.2 Benchmarks

It is expected that existing scales and measures used in similar research settings will be
identified to make the findings of this research valid and reliable. Work by other researchers
will also help confirm the relevance of this research. The study will use existing research
studies to support the results obtained from the final results. The researcher will test for uni-
dimensionality of the scales, linearity of the data and perform reliability test on the validated

scales used.
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1.12.3 Validity

The questionnaires will be pre-tested before the final administration to ensure that it is clear
and understandable by the respondents and hence enhances validity of the data collected
(Srinivasan and Lohith 2017). Acharya (2010) explains that the pre-test of a questionnaire
should check its general and specific use of language, consistency and ambiguity, and
completion time. The pre-test might lead to amendments and corrections of the questionnaire
to reflect the findings of the exercise and to improve the performance of the instrument. To
ensure internal validity, the researcher will also add some control variables which are likely to

affect the dependent variable.

1.12.4 Reliability

The scales would be used with a minimum Cronbach’s alpha level of 0.6, which is a good
acceptable level for a scale for a quantitative study (Pallant 2013). A reliability test would also

be performed to ensure the instruments are consistent over time.

1.12.5 Credibility

To ensure credibility, the researcher will take part in the actual data collection with prolonged
engagement with respondents. There will also be participant checks to make sure that
participants are highly qualified to answer questions. Before the field work, there will be peer

briefings to ensure there are no inconsistencies.

1.12.6 Dependability

In order for the results to be dependable, it has to be consistent across time. The process will,
therefore, be clear and open and an audit trail will be performed. Emerging themes will be

derived from the interviews.
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1.12.7 Confirmability

This is to ensure that the research is driven by the respondents and not the researcher so as to

prevent bias. The data would thus be checked and re-checked.

1.12.8 Transferability

To enable readers generalize findings, all information regarding the research will be made
available including instruments used in the research, along with a clear description of
qualifications of respondents to show that the respondents can adequately respond to the
research questions. All field experience would be recorded as well. This is referred to as thick

description (Lincoln and Gruber, 1985) and serves as a means of ensuring transferability

1.12.9 Ethics

Ethical approval will be sought from UNISA’s ethics committee before the collection of data
which will ensure the protection of participants. The study will guarantee voluntary
participation by ensuring that there is full disclosure to potential research participants about the
research process and associated risks (no physical risk is anticipated in this study) involved in
this research. Participants must give their consent to participate in the study. To help protect
the privacy of participants, they will be assured that information that can easily identify a
participant will not be given to anyone who is not directly involved in this research and the

participant will remain unidentified throughout the research.

1.13 Limitations of the study

The study is a cross-sectional study where data collection is in one geographical location. With
Ghana being a developing economy, the findings of the study could only be generalised to
cover other developing countries since these economies have similar economic and political
settings. Another limitation is that participants in this study would have interactions that are
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offline. What cannot be controlled is how much these offline relationships would influence the

opportunity evaluation process. The researcher will, therefore, try to control this in the model.

1.14 Delimitation

The scope of the thesis is delimited to individual nascent entrepreneurs enrolled in an incubator
program in Ghana and does not include entrepreneurial teams or firms. Social media channels
that would be included in the study are Facebook, Instagram, and WhatsApp which are popular
online social interaction media used in Ghana. Facebook is one of the oldest forms of online
social media channels, but it has not been researched into in the entrepreneurial literature. This
research will concentrate on the construct of social interaction i.e. the effect that online
interaction has on only opportunity evaluation and not identification, as opportunity
identification has been researched into extensively. The theoretical perspectives will be

network theory and the theories of causation and effectuation.

1.15 Definitions of the key constructs

1.15.1 Opportunity Evaluation (OE)
It is a first-person opportunity assessment (Shepherd, Mcmullen and Haynie, 2009) but not the

same as the choice to create a venture. Opportunity evaluation is an activity that happens in the
mind and involves analysing situations and conditions so as to decide what can be
accomplished within the conditions (Wood and Mckelvie, 2015). It is a decision-making
process where the entrepreneur makes his decision based on the attributes of the opportunity

which include economic, environmental and social attributes.

1.15.2 Social Interaction (SI)
Social interaction refers to online social interaction where entrepreneurs connect with networks

using social media tools like Facebook, Twitter, and Instagram as well as WhatsApp and

Linked In.
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1.15.3 Resource Availability (RA)
Barney (1991) classified resources into three categories. These are physical capital resources

(e.g. plant and equipment, location), human capital resources (e.g. training, experience,
judgment, intelligence) and organizational capital resources (e.g. internal structures and

systems).

1.15.4 Causation (CS)
Causation relates to opportunity identification and developing a business plan (Chandler et al.,

2011). Causation takes a certain effect as given and focuses on choosing between means to

create that effect.

1.15.5 Effectuation (EF)
Effectuation relates to a strategy that is evolving (Chandler et al., 2011). Sarasvathy (2001)

relates effectuation to the quilt approach where the opportunity needs to be developed,

changing with the availability of new information

1.16 Layout of thesis

e Chapter One (Introduction): This chapter presents the background of the study, the
problem statement, the problem, Research questions, objectives and hypothesis of the
study, the significance of the study, scope and limitation of the study and at the end the
layout of the study.

e Chapter Two (Theoretical Framework and Hypothesis Development): discusses the
theoretical foundations relating to causation, effectuation, social networks and
resource-based view.

e Chapter Three (Literature Review): provides a detailed literature review on opportunity
evaluation and online social interaction

e Chapter Four (Methodology): Deals with different research methodologies and tools

used in this study i.e. research paradigm, research design, research strategy,
17



e Chapter Five (Data Analysis, Results and Discussion): The analysis and discussion of
the data collected within the existing literature
e Chapter Six (Conclusions): Conclusions, Limitations, and Recommendations for future

study

1.17 Conclusion

The study sought to measure and understand the impact online social interaction via social
media has on the entrepreneurial process of opportunity evaluation. To the best of the
researcher’s knowledge, most studies on factors affecting opportunity evaluation concentrated
on the factor but did not measure the quantum of the impact, hence there is a gap in knowledge
which this research seeks to fill. The results of this research may be useful to various

stakeholders including entrepreneurs and incubator hubs.
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CHAPTER TWO

2 THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK AND HYPOTHESES DEVELOPMENT
2.1 Introduction

Entrepreneurship research is by nature multi-disciplinary and thus integrates multiple theories
to explain phenomena (Marvel, Davis, and Sproul 2016; Bégenhold et al. 2016). Research in
entrepreneurship has drawn on theories from strategic management, economics, psychology
and sociology (Simpeh 2011). This inter-disciplinary nature elicits a number of questions, such
as (a) What theories are relevant to provide enhanced knowledge regarding the effect of social
interaction and entrepreneurial opportunity evaluation? (b) How might these theories be
applied to the construct of opportunity evaluation? This research will use causation and
effectuation theories, the social network theory, social capital theory, and the social interaction

theory to answer these research questions.

2.2 Theoretical framework
2.2.1 Causation and Effectuation Theories

The process of Causation considers a specific outcome and concentrates on choosing between
various means to create the desired effect (S. Sarasvathy 2001). Entrepreneurs using the
causation process have set out clear objectives and therefore actively search potential
opportunities, which when exploited meet these set objectives (Fiet, 2002). Opportunities are
evaluated and selected based on expected profits and the one with the highest return is chosen
(Drucker, 1998). In causation, decisions are taken based on all relevant information and
expected returns on each available choice (Viale, 1992). A considerable amount of works in
entrepreneurship has theoretical fundamentals in the causation approach (Chandler et al.,

2011).



In the effectuation approach, an entrepreneur considers the availability of a certain number of
resources and then concentrates on selecting between potential outcomes that can be created
with a certain group of resources (S. Sarasvathy 2001). In this approach, entrepreneurs start the
new venture creation with a broad objective of establishing a new venture, but as they progress
through the decision-making process, they make use of new information and make
modifications to their initial objective (Chandler et al., 2011). Cognitive science undergirds the
theoretical foundations in effectuation, especially as it relates to how entrepreneurs put together

their thoughts regarding the future as they interact with other actors (Sarasvathy, 2009).

The theories of causation and effectuation point the path that entrepreneurs’ chart when
planning to launch new ventures, whether the entrepreneur has a set objective already or
whether the entrepreneur has the means already. Either way, there is a need for evaluation of
what he is trying to pursue and this theory will help to test if social interaction has an effect on

one or both of the ways.

2.2.2 Social Network Theory

In simple terms, a network is a set of relationships. It is made up of a set of objects and an
explanation of how the objects or nodes are related to each other. The simplest network
comprises two objects with one relationship linking them. There need not be just one
relationship mapped between 1 and 2. If there is more than a single relationship, it is known as
a multiplex relationship. Relationships are most likely to be more than just sharing one or more
attributes. In network theory, flows and exchanges are vital and these usually occur between
the objects or the nodes. The depiction of relationships as sociograms allowed observers almost
instant insight as to what was going on in small, simple, networks. The addition of graph theory

to the tools for understanding networks further allowed for understanding and for manipulating



much larger and more complex networks. The simple networks of three units are called triads.
Open systems are networks that do not necessarily have clear boundaries (Kadushin, 2012).

A social network can be described as one or more relations linking a set of socially relevant
nodes. Nodes are the elements that are linked by the relations whose patterns are studied. Social
relations are usually inclusive of commonly defined relations, for instance, a friend or mental
awareness. Interactions refer to behavioural actions such as talking with someone or inviting
someone into one’s home. Interactions typically happen within social relations with affective
based measures often used as representations for each other (Carrington and Scott, 2011). Liu
et al., (2017) indicate that new media technologies, including social media, provide interesting
opportunities to apply and extend social network theory while researching into the effects of
social media. Hence the social network theory will help provide a deeper understanding of the
part that networks play in entrepreneurship and understand how these networks affect

opportunity evaluation.

2.2.3 Social Capital Theory

Social Capital is derived from social networks. Social capital, a neo-classical theory, is an
investment in social relations with expected return (Lin 2001). It is a social asset consisting of
the actors’ associations and resources in a network, accessed through individuals engaging in
interactions and networking. Social capital is entrenched in social networks and social relations
and are accessed purposively by individuals (Bhandari and Yasunobu 2009). These networks
are largely formed offline but with the growth in the use of the internet, these networks are also
being formed online via social media. Individuals invest in social relations to enhance expected
returns for their actions. The theory of social capital has however not been without
controversies. In spite of the fact that some scholars perceive social capital from the societal-

group stage or the relational stage, they all agree to the interpretation that it is the interaction



of actors that makes the maintenance and replication of social capital possible (Lin 1999; 2001).
This theory explains how entrepreneurs have access to resources that they would need
throughout the entrepreneurial process and how it helps them to easily achieve their objectives
(Pena-Ldpez and Sanchez-Santos 2017). These resources might otherwise not have been

accessible to them, but now available to entrepreneurs, aids them in taking vital decisions.

2.2.4 Resource Based View (RBV)

In considering whether a potential opportunity should be pursued or not, firms would evaluate
the resources i.e. both tangible and intangible, that they have available to them to be able to
profitably exploit the potential opportunity. The fundamentals of the study of entrepreneurship
are identifying and exploiting valuable opportunities (Shane and Venkataraman 2000) and
hence the Resource Based View can be applied in explaining how entrepreneurs would evaluate

potential opportunities.

The Resource based view of the firm assumes that firms that possess resources that are
heterogeneous and are not perfectly mobile across firms in an industry are able to identify how
to gain sustained competitive advantage (Barney 1991). It is used to explain differences in the
firm's performance over time (Hoopes et al., 2003) which are not attributed to differences in
the industry condition but to the firm (Peteraf 1993). The resource-based view studies the link
between a company’s internal characteristics i.e. resources and abilities and its performance
against its competitors within the same industry. Barney (1991) classified the resources into
three categories i.e. physical capital resources (e.g. plant and equipment, location), human
capital resources (e.g. training, experience) and organizational capital resources (e.g. internal
structures and systems). These resources of the firm are seen as heterogeneous and immobile
across firms in an industry and have an effect on the firm’s strategic progress although not all

resources are strategically relevant at a point in time. Relevant resources must be valuable, rare,
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imperfectly imitable and cannot have substitutes that are equally strategically relevant (Barney

1991).

A resource is of value when it enables a company to identify or implement strategies that
exploit opportunities efficiently and effectively or neutralize threats. A resource is rare when it
is not possessed by many firms and imperfectly imitable resources have no strategically

equivalent resource i.e. cannot be substituted (Barney 1991).

However, Peteraf (1993) stresses the point that for resources to be immobile they must be
specialized to the firm’s specific needs and that the conditions of resources are not completely
independent but are related. According to Peteraf (1993), external opportunities need to be

matched to a firm’s internal resources in order to have sustained competitive advantage.

2.3 Hypotheses Development
2.3.1 Relationship Between Online Social Interaction And Opportunity Evaluation

Venture creation which is born out of the discovery or creation of an opportunity benefits from
Social Capital. Entrepreneurs obtain social capital from both pre-existing social networks and
through proactive networking behaviour (Clough et al. 2019). Social Capital is resources
acquired from networks and these resources include financial resources ( Mollick, 2014;Banerji
and Reimer, 2019) information (Upson et al., 2017; Mention, Barlatier and Josserand, 2019;
Scheaf et al., 2019), and human resources (Hite, 2005). Resources from one’s social capital are
crucial to successful venture development. Networks have been proven to play a crucial role in
opportunity formation and identification. For instance, entrepreneurship is shrouded in
uncertainty but uncertainty can be reduced or eliminated by access to information (Beninger et
al., 2016; Keh et al., 2002). Social Capital is obtained from physical contact with persons either
through physical meetings or telephone conversations. Another means of obtaining resources

is via online social interactions which provides access to a large amount of information,
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especially via social media. Dimov (2007) points out that by obtaining resources through social
interaction, the initial idea could either increase or decrease in scope given the wider set of

interpretations that it could be subjected to.

From the review of literature, it has been established that factors such as uncertainty
(McKelvie, Haynie and Gustavsson, 2011), idiosyncratic dispositions (Valliere 2013),
emotions (Foo 2011a), prior knowledge (Haynie et al., 2009) and values (Shepherd, Patzelt
and Baron, 2013) and role identity (Mathias and Williams, 2017) influence the opportunity
evaluation process. However, what has not been studied is how online social interaction can
affect opportunity evaluation or affect all these factors, or if one factor impacts the process
more than the other. A scale can be developed to measure the impact of these effects and their
resultant changes to the opportunity. For instance, social interaction using social media can
reduce uncertainty through the access of large amounts of information, give an indication on
how emotions are formed or affected through the use of social media, provide insight on if
gender responds differently when using social media and ascertain how the use of social media
affects values and the creation of prior knowledge. Will an individual adjust mental images to
fit others that they interact with on social media? Fischer and Reuber (2011) pointed out that
social interaction plays a dominant role in effectuation processes including interaction via
social media. However, the researcher believes that it is not the process of effectuation alone
that is affected or is influenced by any form of interaction, including online interaction but also

causation processes.

Social interaction and social capital are significantly impacted by social media. Social media
is a collection of technology-based applications accessed via the internet which enables the
formation and exchange of content developed by the users (Kaplan and Haenlein, 2010). It

consists of social networks such as Facebook, micro-blogging services like Twitter and video-



sharing platforms like YouTube. Businesses use social media applications to interact with
customers to enable them to improve performance. An example can be seen in how some banks
use a variety of social media applications to interact with their customers (Setia, Venkatesh and
Joglekar, 2013). Thus, it can be said that social media as a source of information is gradually
becoming accepted in critical literature and in human interactions, being viewed as serving as
an interactive and communicative medium. Apart from its role in social interaction and in
aiding the opportunity evaluation process, social media offers a way of reaching potential
customers and serves a source of new ideas and a means to share these ideas. Some
entrepreneurs use it as an advertising and marketing tool as well as a means of expanding their

networks (Park et al., 2017).

The researcher considers the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 1: Online social interaction increases the mean opportunity evaluation score.

2.3.2 Online Social Interaction And Using The Causation Or Effectuation Approach

Sarasvathy (2001, 2008) introduced the notions of causation and effectuation as processes by
which new ventures are created. Venture creation is the result of either the discovery or creation
of opportunities. It is the birth of opportunities. In other words, if there is no existence of an
opportunity no ventures would be created. In her work Sarasvathy (2008) relates Causation to
a jigsaw puzzle where an entrepreneur uses resources to take advantage of an existing market
opportunity and creates a sustained competitive edge over his competitors. Here, the world is
seen as one, having all the pieces readily available only needing to be assembled the right way
to get the expected results (Chandler et al., 2011). Sarasvathy (2008) relates Effectuation to a
patchwork quilt. In this approach, the entrepreneur has to figure out the best way to develop an

opportunity by using information as and when it becomes available. Here the world is seen as
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still being developed with human action very crucial to this process. Several studies (Fisher,
2012; Harms and Schiele, 2012; Reymen et al., 2015; Laine and Galkina, 2017; Ortega, Garcia
and Santos, 2017) have tested the use of the two processes in decision making, whether one is
used more than the other or one being more effective than another. What has been found is that
in the decision-making mechanism, there is the interplay of the effectual and causal logic and
are key predictors of new venture growth. This means that whatever the case is, an entrepreneur
will use one of the logics or use the two simultaneously and or interchangeably. Some
researchers found that small companies use effectuation at the initial stages of setting up the
venture and use causation during the latter stages (Berends et al. 2014). What has however not

been studied is the outcome of the final opportunity using these.

It is hypothesized that;

Hypothesis 2: The effect of online social interaction is not the same across levels of

effectuation and causation

2.3.3 The Effect Of Online Social Interaction On Opportunity Evaluation Mediated By
Resource Availability

As mentioned in the Resource Based View, human capital is one of the resources that a firm
possesses which can help it gain sustained competitive advantage. Human Capital has also been
shown to be of distinct importance to entrepreneurship. Although some entrepreneurs have
similar education and experience, the knowledge and skills they possess are different. Skills
are required to function effectively. However, an entrepreneur may not possess all the skills,
knowledge and abilities to pursue a potential opportunity and may thus rely on others to be able
to do so. This is referred to as social capital. Baron and Markman (2003) differentiate social
skills from social capital, indicating that entrepreneurs can get to know of an opportunity

through social capital, but once such access is reached, entrepreneur’s social skills influences
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the outcomes they experience. In effect, the skills and resources that the entrepreneur does not
have can be obtained from social capital and could influence their evaluation of identified
opportunities. This study seeks to determine whether the relationship between online social
interaction and opportunity evaluation is impacted by resource availability. The researcher thus
hypothesizes that:

Hypothesis 3: Online social interaction has an indirect effect on opportunity evaluation

through resource availability

2.4 Conclusion

This chapter sought to discuss the theoretical underpinnings of this study as well as develop
the hypothesis that were tested in the study. The theories are the Social Network Theory,

Effectuation and Causation Theory and the Resource Based View Theory.



CHAPTER THREE

3 LITERATURE REVIEW

“The digital world is part of our life. Wondering about the importance of social media
nowadays is like wondering whether words are important.” (Arnaboldi, Azzone and Sidorova,

2017)

3.1 Concept of entrepreneurship
3.1.1 Definition of Entrepreneurship

Venkataraman (1997) defines entrepreneurship as unearthing, assessing and developing of
future goods and services. This means the study of entrepreneurship entails the study of where
opportunities come from, how they are discovered, their evaluation and exploitation as well as
the individuals who go through this process and exploit these opportunities (Shane and
Venkataraman, 2000). Researchers generally agree that opportunities discovered by specific
individuals is the nexus of entrepreneurship (Grégoire et al., 2010; Garud and Giuliani 2013;
Venkataraman 1997; Shane and Venkataraman 2000). While Venkataraman (1997) postulates
that the field of entrepreneurship is the existence of opportunities which are objective
phenomena and subjectively discovered, Garud (2013) conceptualizes opportunities as both
made and found through interactions of both the objective and subjective. Gregoire et al. (2010)
see opportunities as arising from changes, be it the development of new knowledge, changes
in behaviour of significant actors in the economy or simply changes in the macro-environment.
These changes are not opportunities in themselves, but it is the actions that are taken due to
these changes in order to derive benefits that are essential. Imperfect competition produces
profit generating opportunities which can be either created or discovered (Alvarez, Barney and
Anderson, 2013).

In this study, the creation of a new venture does not define the act of entrepreneurship



3.1.2 Global Perspective

Entrepreneurs are seen as vital components to the success of any country as they drive
economic growth through innovation and job creation, not only for themselves but for others
as well. In view of this, one of the major aims of governments is to promote the growth of
entrepreneurship, which of course is not an easy task due to the heterogeneous nature of
entrepreneurs (World Economic Forum, 2015; Chiara, Cesare and Bruno, 2017). The ratio in
the growth of innovation is commensurate with an increase in economic development (Kelley
et al. 2017) and growth in economic development includes technological innovations. It is
therefore important that entrepreneurship is promoted in economies, especially developing
ones. It is also imperative that current trends be incorporated into entrepreneurship training
programs.

It is also interesting to note that the gender gap i.e. the number of women entrepreneurs to men
entrepreneurs has narrowed by 5% (Kelley et al. 2017), which is a promising development for
many economies that seeks to empower women, who make up a significant proportion of the

population and contribute to national development if properly empowered.

3.1.3 Regional Perspective — The African Region

From a regional perspective, the age bracket for entrepreneurs for both male and female
entrepreneurs is 25-34 and 35-44 respectively, indicating that it is a young section of the
population that will be more open to adapt to changes that promote entrepreneurship.
Unfortunately however, sub-Saharan Africa has the highest rate of entrepreneurs closing their
business, followed by Latin America (Kelley et al. 2017). This is mainly because this region
has more women entrepreneurs. Regrettably, female entrepreneurs face challenges such as
unprofitability more than their male counterparts (Kelley et al. 2017), affecting the rate at

which they close down their entrepreneurial ventures.



3.2 The Entrepreneurial Process

Entrepreneurs are individuals in an economy who pursue opportunities to create wealth
(Dimov 2007; Alvarez et al., 2013) and it is, therefore, important to understand the actions and
behaviours of entrepreneurs (Chandler et al., 2011). Entrepreneurship is a dynamic process
(Muiioz 2017) which studies the discovery and exploitation of profitable opportunities.
Although it has been widely accepted that entrepreneurship contributes to economic growth,
there are some entrepreneurial ventures that may actually contribute little. However, these
entrepreneurs may serve other objectives other than economic and in so doing promote societal
transformation (Welter et al. 2017). Welter et al. (2017) define Entrepreneurship as social
technology extensively accessible to anyone wanting to create a venture. The objectives for
creating the venture may be countless. Entrepreneurship can thus be said to be heterogeneous
and can sometimes be messy and at other times splendid. Before opportunities are eventually
exploited, they would need to be assessed to ascertain their viability and profitability

(Shepherd, Mcmullen and Haynie, 2009) through the process of Opportunity Evaluation.

Opportunity evaluation is a vital stage of the entrepreneurial process. It is the bridge between
opportunity identification and exploitation. However, opportunity evaluation is a less studied
phenomenon (Wood and Mckelvie, 2015) and if studied at all, the impact society has on the
process, to our knowledge, has not been studied extensively (Shepherd 2015). Entrepreneurs
do interact with their environment and it is most likely that this interaction has an impact on
the entrepreneur’s mind, causing the potential opportunity to be either refined or abandoned
completely. Emotions, cost, high risk, and uncertainty impact entrepreneurial decision making
as to whether to pursue or abandon an opportunity (Alvarez, Barney and Anderson, 2013,
Emami and Dimov, 2017; Shepherd and Patzelt, 2017). Products and services churned out by

entrepreneurs are solutions to problems and entrepreneurs identify these problems through



interaction with society. For example, Amazon changed its delivery services from the day to

the night because during the day, most people are not at home.

Globally, technologies are changing very fast and these changes play significant roles in
entrepreneurship but have not yet been captured by existing entrepreneurial theories (Shepherd
and Patzelt, 2017). For instance, with the evolution of technology, there are new ways of
attracting funding to exploit an idea such as crowdfunding. There is also growth in the use of
social media, causing a change in the way individuals communicate, interact and make
decisions (Wang, Van Fleet and Mishra, 2017). An increasing number of entrepreneurs are
using social media, like Facebook, for the benefit of their businesses. They use social media
applications to find new market opportunities for their products through online surveys and to
collaborate and communicate, using it as a source of information for product improvement and
to gain competitive advantage (Bashir, Papamichail and Malik, 2017). However, studies on
social media have concentrated on how beneficial these tools would be to the business, with
particular focus on using these mediums as marketing tools rather than on how social media
use affects the individual entrepreneur’s cognition and behaviour (Fischer and Reuber 2011).
Often, these authors pointed out that social interaction plays a dominant role in effectuation
processes, including interaction via social media but the researcher believes that it does not

only affect effectuation processes, but also causation processes.

Through a mixed method methodology, the study is aimed at having a deeper understanding of
how the use of social media by entrepreneurs affects the evaluation and refinement of potential
opportunities through both effectuation and causation processes. It intends to elucidate how
online social interaction causes changes in the mind of the entrepreneur (raising either doubt

or belief) which in turn generates changes to the potential opportunity.



The literature review provides a comprehensive overview of entrepreneurial opportunities,
opportunity evaluation, the process of effectuation and causation, the role of networks and the

use of social media see figure 3.1 below.
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3.3 Opportunities and Entrepreneurship — Philosophical views

The question of where opportunities come from has been one question that has been
extensively researched into in the study of entrepreneurship. Davidsson (2015) described the
concept of opportunity as very elusive. Opportunity confidence is a subjective assessment of
an idea that triggers entrepreneurial activity (Davidsson 2015). There have been various
debates on the concept of opportunity and this is also embedded in the larger philosophy of
science about realist and constructionist paradigms (Alvarez, Barney and Young, 2010). To

some, opportunities are discovered and to others, they are created.

3.3.1 A Realist Approach to Opportunity Formation

In simple terms, an opportunity is a market imperfection. In this paradigm, opportunities exist
to be exploited but only individuals with certain qualities are able to discover them (Shane and
Eckhart, 2003) and have a precise view of ‘reality’ (McMullen and Shepherd, 2006).
Opportunities are seen to arise from market imperfections caused by changes in society such
as technological changes and are waiting to be claimed by those who are alert and know of
their existence (Alvarez, Barney and Young, 2010). Kirzner (1973) summarizes this by saying
that entrepreneurs are more able to spot opportunities than non-entrepreneurs. The fundamental
ontological position here is that opportunities exist whether the individual is aware or not but
the knowledge necessary to know their existence can be attained. However, this view of
opportunities is limited by the fact that it does not support ontologies that are not open to
empirical analysis. Hence, in this view opportunities should be assessed and evaluated as being

valid before an entrepreneur exploits them (Alvarez, Barney, and Young 2010).

3.3.2 A Constructionist Approach to Opportunity Formation

In this view, opportunities are created via interaction and interpretations of individuals. It is
the individual who chooses what to create with available resources to achieve this task.

Resources are put to novel use. Effectuation logic (S. Sarasvathy 2001) and bricolage (Baker
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and Nelson, 2005) demonstrate this approach. In a constructionist view, an entrepreneur
evaluates their environment and the resources available and sees what can be accomplished but
this does not mean it can actually be accomplished in reality. The main purpose of the
entrepreneur is to go through an iterative process to recreate an existing reality into a new one
and hence, into opportunity. Opportunity creation and the entrepreneur cannot be treated
separately. This is because the differences in the entrepreneur’s perceptions and mental beliefs
as well as the entrepreneur’s interpretations are what construct these opportunities. This is a
problem because those who hold this view pre-suppose the presence of an existing market that
is redefined due to the introduction of a novel opportunity via human action (Alvarez, Barney

and Young, 2010).

3.3.3 An Evolutionary Realist Approach to Opportunity Formation

In referring to Campbell’s (1974) approach, Alvarez et al. (2010) indicate that the evolutionist
method of opportunity development builds on the strengths of the first two approaches. It says
that the existence of reality places constraints on individual action. In this approach, individual
knowledge is validated via social cross-validation and then actions selected in favour of or not
in favour depending on the disparity in the environment or culture. The action element
distinguishes the constructionist approach from the evolutionary realist approach in the creation
of opportunities. Unlike in the former, where action is not necessarily needed, the evolutionary

realist approach does require action (Alvarez, Barney and Young, 2010).

Baron and Ensley (2006) combined the constructionist and realist view in defining
opportunities, saying that opportunities are created through the interaction of multiple actors in
social and technological processes and that they exist independently of an individual’s
cognitive perception. Therefore social, political, and technological changes are important

factors that have an effect on the process of entrepreneurship (Eckhardt and Shane, 2010).



In summary, some entrepreneurs discover and develop opportunities within markets and
Schumpeterian entrepreneurs exploit opportunities found outside the market and then introduce

it to the market (Alvarez, Barney and Young, 2010).

Although this study agrees with Baron and Ensley (2006) that opportunities are developed
through the interaction of multiple actors, the researcher does not see them as existing
independently of an individual’s cognitive perception because the individual is part of the

social processes and these do affect cognition.

3.4 Opportunities and Entrepreneurship — Other views

Moving away from the philosophical definitions of opportunity, there have been variations in
the opportunity literature as to the definitions of the construct. In his conceptual study,
Davidsson (2015) noted that about 80% of studies relating to opportunity did not provide a
definition. In studies that had a definition, there were diverging views on its nature and how

they relate to entrepreneurs.

One of the earliest definitions of entrepreneurship was its description as a set of conditions
that aid the introduction of new goods, new services, and new processes at a lower cost and
sold at a profit (Shane and Venkataraman, 2000; Shane, 2012). Alvarez et al. (2013) suggest
that there are opportunities once there are imperfect but competitive market conditions. Kornish
and Ulrich (2011) defined opportunity as an innovative idea that may have value if a substantial
investment is made while Wood and McKinley (2010) said an opportunity is a desired
prospective condition that is viable in spite of the immediate resources not being available to
the entrepreneur. For his part, Dimov (2007) defined it as the steady development of an initial
idea and its associated actions to a completely formed idea including the start and operation of
a new venture. Grégoire et al. (2010) explain opportunity to mean that it is a projected course

of action in order to introduce new or improved goods and services that solve market failure



problems at a profit. Wood and McKinley (2010) see an opportunity as a subjective idea that
has not yet been tested but can be transformed as it progresses steadily and eventually becomes
“objective”. These definitions show the variations in the definition of the construct. While some
researchers viewed it as action-oriented (Dimov 2007; Grégoire et al., 2010), others see it as
an objective phenomenon (Shane and Venkataraman, 2000), others thought of it as being
subjective (Dimov, 2007; Kornish and Ulrich, 2011) and the inclusion of social actors (Shane

and Venkataraman, 2000; Alvarez, Barney and Anderson, 2013).

Not only are there variations and inconsistencies as to the definition of the construct among
authors, but within the articles of same authors themselves, there are variations as well as some
authors who do not even stick to their own definition in subsequent studies (Shane, 2000; Shane

and Venkataraman, 2000; Wood and Williams, 2014; Wood, McKelvie and Haynie, 2014).

According to Davidsson (2015), an opportunity can be said to be something that actors act
upon to generate profit, whether created or discovered, for themselves or others. A new venture,
on the other hand, is described as a mental picture of goods or services with a ready market to

purchase them and the necessary resources to bring them into existence (Davidsson 2015).

From these definitions, although varied, it can be concluded that an opportunity identified
should eventually lead to the production of goods or services to a market for profit and these

opportunities are either created or discovered by an individual.

3.5 Identification of opportunities

The distribution of information is asymmetric, hence only some people will have information
about market disequilibrium at any point in time. This disequilibrium also occurs because
people specialize in information and at any point in time are exposed to the information that

they have specialised in. Different people have different and varied access to information; this
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can be explained by three factors: Knowledge corridors, search processes, and social networks

(Eckhardt and Shane, 2010).

3.5.1 Knowledge Corridors

Being able to collect information about opportunities is developed through social relationships,
work experiences, formal education (S Venkataraman 1997) and happenings known as
knowledge corridors. These experiences trigger people’s ability to know about available
resources, new technology and changes in regulation before others do, thereby giving them an
advantage in discovering opportunities (Eckhardt and Shane 2010). But having access to
information is not the only determinant in opportunity discovery, as some people are more able
to take advantage of changes and combine relevant resources profitably. It means that some
people are able to place a better meaning of information and this may be explained by the
differences in knowledge that each possesses. This is referred to as prior knowledge, which is
derived from different life experiences including education and work thereby making it almost
impossible for two individuals to have the same prior knowledge (Eckhardt and Shane, 2010).
Park et al. (2017) pointed out that knowledge obtained through social networking and prior
experience/knowledge gives an individual a better chance to recognize opportunities and new

markets through heightened alertness.

In sustainable entrepreneurship, opportunity recognition is triggered by what is referred to as
“experience corridors” which is seen as an extension of ‘knowledge corridors” and points to
the fact that individual life happenings, whether private or professional, also have an effect on

opportunity recognition (Belz and Binder, 2017).

3.5.2 Search

People are in possession of information because they make a conscious effort to look for it as

long as the cost of looking for that information is lower than the anticipated gains that would
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be derived from it. The cost of searching for information is lower for some than others because
of experiences gained from transacting in diverse markets. Local search is cheaper than distant
search, hence the probability is that opportunities that are discovered are within their
knowledge base (Eckhardt and Shane, 2010). However, with the increase in the use of the
internet and with it the spurge of the formation of online networks, the world is now a global
village and information search has become much easier and cheaper, thereby making it possible
for opportunities anywhere to be discovered which would have under normal circumstances

been out of reach to the potential entrepreneur.

3.5.3 Social Ties

Social network theory (Burt 1992; Granovetter 1973) advances the idea that individuals are
more exposed to information through networks. The theory holds that people are embedded in
networks that form conduits of information that aid in decision making (Upson et al. 2017).
The quantity of information, the quality of that information and how quickly people are able to
assess that information is essential in opportunity discovery and is determined by the structure
of social relationships. How these relationships are structured depends on the individual and
can be intentionally designed in such a way to enable the rapid discovery of opportunities. The
structure of social networks impacts the number of innovative ideas identified by entrepreneurs
(Eckhardt and Shane, 2010). These social networks are either pre-existing or formed through
deliberate effort (Clough et al. 2019). Ripollés and Blesa, (2019) hold the view that the creation
of social capital depends on the actions that the individual (s) carries out to build and maintain

social capital.

3.6 Opportunity Evaluation
3.6.1 Opportunity For Me or Someone Else

Entrepreneurs evaluate opportunities based on performance and also on their own

characteristics, which influence the decision to exploit an opportunity. It is not every
12



opportunity that an individual would want to exploit depending on their risk appetite and the
expected value. Although an opportunity might be evident; it is not everyone who would want
to exploit it. Skills are considered vital in the evaluation of an opportunity. An individual who
recognises an opportunity may not have the requisite skills to exploit it or have the necessary
social connections to implement it. There needs to be a fit between the individual and the
identified potential opportunity (Davidsson 2015). Thus, a vital opportunity may not be
exploited or will be exploited by a different person (Eckhardt and Shane, 2010). An
opportunity is thus either seen as a 1% person opportunity, where the individual sees himself as
being able or wanting to exploit an opportunity himself or as a 3™ person opportunity, where
the individual thinks the opportunity should be exploited by someone else. The shift from a 3"
person opportunity to the 1% person opportunity is called Opportunity confidence, and it is
when an individual now changes his mind from an idea being a 3™ person opportunity to a 1%

person opportunity (Davidsson 2015).

To exploit an opportunity means that entrepreneurs must either create products or provide a
service and sometimes construct new organizations. For that to happen, he or she must believe
that the value of the recombined resources would be higher than if those resources were
exploited in their current form. An entrepreneur who discovers an opportunity may solicit the
help of others during the exploitation process and these sets of people may vary at each stage

(Eckhardt and Shane 2010).

3.6.2 An ldea to Pursue or Not to Pursue

In their qualitative research, Conger et al. (2017) find that although entrepreneurs face tensions
in trying to evaluate the potential opportunities they wish to pursue, this tension varies for
prosocial entrepreneurs Conger et al. (2017). Entrepreneurship is seen as a journey that has
non-linear processes, which requires that entrepreneurs make continual adjustments in order to

proceed (Alvarez, Barney and Anderson, 2013; Garud and Giuliani, 2013; Mufioz, 2017).
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Entrepreneurship, similar to health issues, has a lot of uncertainties which makes decision
making a daunting task. Relating decisions in healthcare to decision-making in
entrepreneurship is significant in the sense that in both situations there are constraints that
determine how much of the available resources are going to be allocated in making a decision
to move forward. In other words, decisions are made with inputs from credible sources in such
a way as to minimize the negative consequences and at the same time ensure a better outcome
(Sadovykh, Sundaram and Piramuthu, 2015). Evaluation in ventures therefore requires a lot
of careful decision-making, time and effort. Opportunities must be evaluated and most likely
refined to ensure competitive advantage and maximum returns. Like healthcare decisions,
entrepreneurial decisions are complex by nature, prompting an instinct to share information
and seek relevant advice to aid in good decision-making. Sometimes, the decision-making
process can be nasty, narrowed, scattered or unclear (Sadovykh, Sundaram and Piramuthu,

2015).

In his empirical paper of sustainable entrepreneurship, Mufioz (2017) stressed that
entrepreneurial action involves the interplay of a number of confounding elements, all of which
are essential and interrelated. The three entrepreneurial processes of discovery, evaluation,
and exploitation are not sequential but interrelated, and it is because of this interrelatedness
that equal attention needs to be given to the evaluation process. To achieve a complete
understanding of the entrepreneurial process, evaluation needs to be clearly distinguished from
opportunity recognition and exploitation (Smith, Kickul and Fiona, 2010). The difference
between opportunity recognition and evaluation is that recognition focuses on how
opportunities emanate and the role that entrepreneurship plays in identifying them as 3" person
opportunities whereas evaluation involves entrepreneurs classifying them as 1% person

opportunities i.e. finding the opportunity attractive enough to exploit it themselves after careful
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assessment. Exploitation differs from evaluation in that the shift is now from cognitions to

actions (Wood and Mckelvie, 2015).

3.6.3 Opportunity evaluation - A less studied construct in the Entrepreneurial Process

Opportunity evaluation has been understudied due to the difficulty in defining the construct,
especially by entrepreneurs trying to grow their ventures (Shepherd, Mcmullen and Haynie,
2009). Dimov (2010) defined it as an entrepreneur’s assurance that a recognized opportunity
can be explored through the creation of a venture while Haynie, Shepherd and Patzelt (2012)
defined it as being able to perceive that a potential opportunity can successfully create
prospective goods and services. Yet another definition by Autio et al. (2013) described
opportunity evaluation as assessing whether an opportunity recognized as a 3™ person

opportunity is viable and seen as an appropriate 1% person opportunity worthy to be exploited.

Primarily, opportunity evaluation is seen as a cognitive process (Keh, Foo and Lim, 2002).
Thus, opportunity evaluation can best be defined as a cognitive, open-ended future-focused
activity that depends on the actions of the entrepreneur (Dimov, 2007; Shepherd, Mcmullen
and Haynie, 2009; Wood and Mckelvie, 2015). It is a first-person opportunity assessment
(Shepherd, Mcmullen and Haynie, 2009) but not the same as the choice to exploit. Opportunity
evaluation is an activity that happens in the mind and involves analysing situations and
conditions so as to make a decision on what can be achieved within the conditions (Wood and
Mckelvie, 2015). It is a decision-making process where the entrepreneur makes his decision
based on the attributes of the opportunity which include economic, environmental and social
attributes as well as on the satisfaction that the entrepreneur will derive from pursuing the
opportunity (Smith, Kickul and Fiona, 2010). Opportunity evaluation in particular and
entrepreneurship in general has been viewed as a process made up of different cognitive

structures Mufioz (2017). In spite of this, Mufioz (2017) cautions that entrepreneurs should
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not be seen as heroes in their field with exceptional cognitive abilities. Rather what an
entrepreneur does should be viewed not as a static activity, but as changes in the individual
over a period of time which can have an impact on how decisions are made. For example, an
increase in knowledge in the entrepreneur can have an impact on the assessment of potential

opportunities (Shepherd and Patzelt, 2017).

3.6.4 Prior Reviews on Opportunity Evaluation

Although understudied comparatively to opportunity recognition and exploitation, there are
both conceptual and empirical studies on the concept of opportunity evaluation. In their
conceptual work, Wood and Mckelvie (2015) grouped these studies under four main themes
namely Mental Models, Integration, Congruence and Action Orientation. Three of these themes

will be explored in the subsequent sub-headings.

3.6.4.1 Mental Models

Entrepreneurship researchers who fall under this theme (for instance Ardichvili et al., 2003;
Keh et al., 2002) agree that entrepreneurs form mental images about ideas and circumstances
representing future potential opportunities and from there assess how attractive these
opportunities could be, based on the images that they have created in their minds. Mufioz
(2017) puts it simply as cognition acting and impacting individual behaviour, thereby
generating mental models of the world. These researchers point to the fact that opportunity
evaluation is a gradual process that develops through individuals using personal experiences
and information to create a mental image of the opportunity and use that to assess its viability

and attractiveness (Wood and Mckelvie, 2015).

Keh et al. (2002) established that entrepreneurs use cognitive frameworks in evaluating
opportunities. These frameworks, the authors argue, are developed by the perceived risk — a

perception that is influenced by the entrepreneur’s previous experience. Perceived risks are a
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constant factor in this model, because decision-making in relation to whether an idea is an
opportunity or not is usually accompanied by uncertainty, and this uncertainty pertains to risk
as entrepreneurial situations are most often new and unpredictable. In the Mental Model
conception of opportunity evaluation, the less the perceived risk, the more likely that an idea
would be favourably evaluated. However, uncertainty can be reduced or eliminated by access
to information (Keh, Foo and Lim, 2002) which can be also obtained via social interaction

which provides access to a large amount of information, especially via social media.

3.6.4.2 Integration

Studies here focused on understanding how individuals incorporate personal dispositions,
knowledge, and goals into their mental images of potential opportunities. Thus this concept
looks at the intersection of circumstances and individual specific factors influence cognition
in the evaluation of opportunities (Wood and Mckelvie, 2015). Dave (2008) supports this
position by arguing that the evaluation of opportunities is more than just an individual
economic assessment of circumstances or situations, but rather an integration of other social
and cultural contexts like religious beliefs. Religious beliefs especially, she found, act as a
significant determinant of motivation in opportunity evaluation. In other words, religious
values are integrated into the assessment process, thus moving the entrepreneurial process into

the context of society.

Like beliefs, emotions are also integrated into the opportunity evaluation process, as emotions
cause individuals to see risks differently (Foo 2011). Emotions have an effect on risk perception
and risk preferences. For instance, entrepreneurs might evaluate an opportunity positively on a
pleasant day mainly because of positive emotions arising out of that day while evaluating the
same opportunity negatively on a bad day. Emotion has the ability to influence other processes
that affect opportunity evaluation such as information recall or the processing of new

information (Foo 2011). Similarly, Opportunity Evaluation is also affected by gender
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differences (Gupta et al., 2013). As indicated by Gupta et al. (2013) in their study , when it
comes to opportunity evaluation, men more than women evaluated opportunities more

positively.

3.6.4.3 Congruence

This theme investigates the degree of congruence between the individual’s mental image of the
opportunity and that held by others in relation to the same opportunity (Wood and Mckelvie,
2015). This conceptual theme dwells on the premise that it is not just the individual that
evaluates potential opportunities but that there are other stakeholders involved in the decision
to pursue a particular opportunity. The most prominent group discussed in this group of
literature are financial investors who often are seen to be looking at the same set of
circumstances in forming a mental representation in making a decision regarding an
opportunity to be explored. The central theme here is the point to which there is a fit between
the mental model constructed by stakeholders, especially investors, and that formed by the

individual (Wood and Mckelvie, 2015).

Researchers in this theme have mainly centred on how there is congruence between the
entrepreneur's evaluations and that of investors (Murnieks et al. 2011; Dimov 2010). Bammens
and Collewaert (2014) added the issue of trust between investors and entrepreneurs when
evaluating an opportunity and that perceived trust influences the assessment of how a venture

would perform.

In spite of the fact that congruence has been seen to be an important factor in opportunity
evaluation literature, to the best of the researcher’s knowledge, no study has been done on how
the evaluation process should or can be influenced by the congruence between the
entrepreneur’s mental representations of opportunities and other important stakeholders such

as customers and suppliers (Wood and Mckelvie, 2015).
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Although there appear to be different themes in the opportunity evaluation literature, the
themes can be brought together in a comprehensive whole by explaining the process of
opportunity evaluation. This explanation follows that the conception of ideas by individuals
can be triggered by events or circumstances and as soon as these ideas are perceived to be a
potential opportunity to be exploited by the individual himself then mental representations are
constructed. These mental images are then influenced by the individual’s existing knowledge
and goals. These images are additionally shaped by social perception which is where
individuals try to incorporate the views of significant others in their image formation and thus

making them congruent with the image held by them (Wood and Mckelvie, 2015).

3.6.5 Role Identity and Opportunity Evaluation

Mental models, integration and congruence are only a few of the concepts that explain
opportunity evaluation. Mathias and Williams (2017) found that decisions regarding
opportunities were affected by the underlying role entrepreneur plays at the time of decision-
making. The idea is that the entrepreneur’s position affects both the consideration of the activity
and its selection. The model makes the assumption that entrepreneurs take on different roles in
their day to day work activity. In their entrepreneurial role, opportunities that would usually be
considered are those that relate to the current business, irrespective of the risks and those that
are closely commensurate with his human capital. On the other hand, an entrepreneur who finds
himself making a decision while he has assumed a managerial role would be more cautious.
Opportunity evaluation is thus affected by the situation the entrepreneur finds himself in at the
time of making a decision. One is bound to ask the question, ‘will an entrepreneur still decide
to exploit an opportunity that is not aligned with his human capital if he can find that human
capital elsewhere to complement his efforts?” The answer may be in if the entrepreneur can

obtain human capital to back his efforts, and one way of obtaining human capital to exploit an
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opportunity is through social interaction which may cause the entrepreneur to then evaluate a

potential opportunity differently than before.

3.6.6 Intensions and Opportunity Evaluation

Kreuger’s (2009) intention model (shown in figure 3.2), highlights factors that affect
entrepreneurial intensions in pursuing identified opportunities. These factors are an
individual’s attitude towards entrepreneurship and social norms, an individual’s personal
ability and collective ability, and the effect entrepreneurial ability has on the evaluation of
outcomes. Of these factors, social norms refer to the degree to which one sees his behaviour as
being consistent with the thoughts of other people he considers significant. Intentions to pursue
a potential opportunity can be seen to be a form of evaluation. In their study with Iranian
students and Tourism, Esfandiar et al. (2017) found out that the desire towards venture creation
is higher when the attitude toward entrepreneurship is more positive. The study also found that
the impact of social norms has a much bigger effect if the culture was collectivistic. In this
study, it would be interesting to find out if online social interaction has any impact on any of

these factors affecting opportunity evaluation.
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Figure 3-2 Model of entrepreneurial intention (Source: Krueger, 2009).
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3.6.7 An Identity Control Model of Prosocial Opportunity

Opportunity evaluation, some authors suggest, happens in the context of social interactions.
Some entrepreneurs are prosocial, and their evaluation of opportunities are dependent to some
extent on the feedback they receive from their social networks. Conger et al. (2017) describe
how prosocial entrepreneurs re-evaluated their opportunities after having received
Certification. For some entrepreneurs, the re-evaluation of their opportunities caused them to
do more and this Conger et al. labelled as “opportunity amplification” while for those who,
although did a re-evaluation, did not commit resources to it and eventually abandoned the
ventures and were labelled as “opportunity fracture”. For others, being a member of B Corp
did not cause them to change the goals or evaluate their opportunities. This was labelled as
“opportunity Stasis” in figure 3.3 below. Receiving certification results, whether good or bad
results, caused entrepreneurs to rethink their goals and drew their attention to other possible
opportunities. This means that interaction from environments outside the entrepreneur’s

domain could have an effect on how opportunities are identified and existing ones evaluated.

Essentially, re-evaluation of opportunities depends on how open entrepreneurs are to change
and how it would positively affect their bottom line (Conger et al. 2018). In prosocial
entrepreneurship, opportunities are a reflection of an entrepreneur’s beliefs about how
attractive and feasible the opportunities are. In such a situation, the entrepreneur will only re-
evaluate them if the expansion of their ventures can be sustained and the expected outcomes
are valuable (Conger et al. 2018). Entrepreneurs will only consider opportunity re-evaluation

if they believe they can pursue the re-evaluated opportunity.

Feedback in any form could lead to entrepreneurs abandoning their venture ideas. For some

entrepreneurs, feedback did not change their opportunities, and receiving feedback has little or
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no effect on their decision. Such entrepreneurs will not change or re-evaluate potential

opportunities regardless of the feedback received (Conger et al. 2018).

By studying entrepreneurs pursuing membership in the prosocial category, Conger et al. (2017)
inductively developed a model of why and how category membership impacts opportunity re-
evaluation of prosocial opportunities. In figure 3.2, the model shows that before an
entrepreneur decides to adopt the new identity standard, the cost and benefits of obtaining that
identity were weighed before a final decision was made to get the certification. After the
certification had been obtained, the extent to which entrepreneurs engaged in opportunity re-
evaluation was greatly influenced by whether the entrepreneur had taken a self-justifying
identity position as opposed to a more open-to-change posture. The outcome of the final
opportunity thus depended on the posture of the entrepreneur, which would then lead to further

assessment of the opportunity against feasibility, internal conflict, power, and position.
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Figure 3-3 Identity control model of prosocial opportunity (Source: Conger et al., 2017)
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3.7 Opportunity Evaluation from the Social Perspective

Ideas do not come fully formed and from every stage beyond the conception stage, ideas are
usually different from how they were originally conceived. lIdeas go through a dynamic non-
linear process of refinement as entrepreneurs engage in information seeking and value
exchange with other social actors (Dimov, 2007; Braun et al., 2017). It can therefore be said
that opportunities are the results of the successful combination of various actions towards
pursuing a goal or motive (Conger et al. 2018). Simply, opportunities are the outcome of the
continuous development and modification of an idea. In the modification process, not only are
social actors engaged to help shape opportunities but they are also engaged in helping the
entrepreneur gain legitimacy (Conger et al., 2017; Dimov, 2007) . Before an opportunity
emerges, it must have been an idea; it only becomes an opportunity after it has been ascertained
that it has commercial viability and the ability to generate profits. Dimov (2007) describes
opportunity development as a social, learning process which affects the entrepreneur’s
knowledge during the development of the idea into an opportunity. Hence opportunity
evaluation is not the deed of a single person but is shaped by social interaction. In other words,
although new venture ideas are cognitive in nature, they can still be shared with others to test
their reactions (Davidsson 2015). New venture ideas can be pursued or not because they are

either correctly or incorrectly assessed (Davidsson 2015).

3.8 Opportunity Evaluation - Resource Assessment and Networks

Entrepreneurs start out by assessing their capacities. In other words, an entrepreneur has to
evaluate if he has all the necessary resources available because, in spite of the fact that an
individual may recognize himself or herself as having strong abilities to pursue
entrepreneurship, these abilities may not be enough to ensure the creation of a successful
venture (Esfandiar et al. 2019). It is the entrepreneur’s personal assessment, by exploring the
various combinations of available resources, that would most likely succeed in generating a
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desired innovation (Leyden, Link and Siegel, 2014). Yet nascent entrepreneurs are usually
resource-constrained (Yu et al., 2014; Rasmussen, Mosey and Wright, 2015) and lack the
required competencies to be able to make valuable decisions, such as evaluating an opportunity.
The evaluation procedure is affected by the ability of the entrepreneur to combine effectively
and efficiently existing resources profitably and by how much new resources can be related to
existing ones (Shepherd, Mcmullen and Haynie, 2009). Generally, opportunities are seen as
more attractive when they are related to the individual’s human capital i.e. knowledge, skills,
and abilities, implying that specific human capital is vital in opportunity evaluation (Shepherd,
Mcmullen and Haynie, 2009). However, needed human capital can be acquired from networks
(Yu et al. 2014) bringing to the fore the possibility of evaluating ideas and opportunities in a
different way. Entrepreneurs may stand to benefit from collective abilities (Esfandiar et al.
2019). Knowing that these abilities of others exist may influence entrepreneurial intentionality

(Esfandiar et al. 2019) and consequently, the evaluation of potential opportunities.

Entrepreneurs embark on their entrepreneurial process by leveraging their networks and
contingencies, leading to various conclusions (Nowinski and Rialp, 2016). They interact with
both their immediate social network and with others outside their network to develop their
ideas (Greve and Salaff, 2003). Depending on who the interaction is taking place with, the idea
may take diverse forms or probably, get completely abandoned (Dimov 2007). The bigger the
network, the bigger the knowledge base, leading to varied interpretations that the idea can be
subjected to. The social impact on the opportunity development is the combination of
interpretation and integration of inputs that the potential entrepreneur receives from the social
audience (Dimov 2007). Entrepreneurial networking is important, as suggested by Braun et al.
(2017) who make the cases that the focus of entrepreneurship should go beyond the individual
(the leader), go beyond entrepreneurial teams and move in the direction of entrepreneurial

organizations embedded in networks of interorganizational relationships to enable
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entrepreneurial ventures exploit innovation and creativity. The work by Braun et al. (2017)
contributes to the literature that sees networking as a vital activity in nascent entrepreneurship,
attributing to networking the capacity for generating creative outcomes leading to the
application of new technology, the implementation of a new business model or the final

products or services.

From the analysis above, it is clear that factors such as uncertainty (McKelvie et al., 2011),
idiosyncratic dispositions (Valliere, 2013), emotions (Foo 2011), prior knowledge (Haynie et
al., 2009) and values (Shepherd et al., 2013) and role identity (Mathias and Williams, 2017)
influence the opportunity evaluation process. The availability of such literature on these factors
not regarding, there exists a gap in knowledge on how social interaction can affect all the
factors enumerated above. We know, for instance, that social interaction through the medium
of social media can reduce uncertainty by availing the entrepreneur with a surfeit of
information (Keh, Foo and Lim, 2002). What is unknown, however, are answers to questions
such as: how are emotions formed or affected through the use of social media? Is there a
different response from males and females when using social media? How does using social
media affect values and the creation of prior knowledge? Will an individual adjust mental
images to fit that of other people they interact with on social media? All these questions remain
unanswered in the opportunity evaluation literature. The lack of critical exploration is
especially so for the congruence theme which rests on social cognition by means of
comprehending information about those involved in the entrepreneurial process. The existing
literature on the theme has focused on how investors are involved in evaluation, and not so
much on how social interactions interact with opportunity evaluation (Murnieks et al., 2011,
Bammens and Collewaert, 2014). In the light of these, Wood and Mckelvie (2015) advocate
for social cognition research where the images created by entrepreneurs will have to be socially

negotiated using the inductive approach to problem-solving, including effectuation (S.
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Sarasvathy 2001). In other words, there is a need for research that investigates the social

negotiation process and its outcomes.

3.9 Methodologies in Prior Research on Opportunity Evaluation

In a systematic review of 53 entrepreneurial opportunity evaluation studies conducted between
2002 and 2014, Wood and Mckelvie (2015) mention that a variety of empirical methods are
routinely used in such studies, with the most common method being experiments, followed by
surveys. For instance, Park et al., (2017) in their study of social media influences on the
entrepreneurial opportunity employed a survey approach. It was only after their findings were
contradictory to their hypothesis of social media playing a moderating effect that post hoc

interviews were conducted.

There are relatively very few qualitative methods in research that use structured interviews or
even case studies. In these, one would have been expected more in-depth findings due to the
nature of the construct (Wood and Mckelvie, 2015). Opportunity evaluation is a non-linear
process that unfolds over time and events, and thus, the use of qualitative methods would yield
more detailed and evaluative results. This is because the iterative and dynamic nature of
opportunity evaluation will be best researched into through longitudinal studies. Against this
backdrop, there still remains, to the best of the researcher’s knowledge, the absence of
longitudinal studies in opportunity evaluation. Similarly, there is a lack of triangulation of data,
as most researchers did not use multiple methods. Only two such studies were identified by

Wood and Mckelvie( 2015) using more than one method.

For the existing study of opportunity evaluation, Wood and Mckelvie (2015) noted the lack of
diversity in the samples used. The samples were taken mostly from the U.S. and Europe, with

a few having been taken from Asia. A significant number of the samples were taken from single
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countries; only a couple of countries had multiple samples in a single study. To improve upon
the study that has been done, and to give more insight as to whether a universal opportunity
evaluation approach exists, cross-country studies will be of value to the literature on
opportunity evaluation (Wood and Mckelvie, 2015). There are some regions that are less
represented in the opportunity evaluation literature such as Africa, the Middle East, and Latin
America. Samples from these regions may provide useful information for a holistic
understanding of the subject matter. It is hoped that in using a mixed-method approach with
data collection in sub-Saharan Africa, some of the limitations identified in previous studies will

be addressed.

3.10 Contrasting Between Causation and Effectuation

There are three types of means that entrepreneurs start with: capabilities and skills, knowledge
corridors and social networks (S. Sarasvathy 2001). Causation relates to opportunity
identification and business plan development while effectuation, on the other hand, relates to a
strategy that is evolving (Chandler et al., 2011). Causation processes accept a certain outcome
as given and concentrate on choosing between resources to create that outcome. In other words,
causation chooses between resources to get a specific effect. Sarasvathy (2001) relates
causation to a jigsaw puzzle where the expected picture is already known, with the only variable
that is unknown being how to put the pieces together in order to arrive at the pre-determined
picture. The desired, however, outcome is known. On its part, effectuation is selecting between
many outcomes, using a particular set of means. Sarasvathy (2001) relates effectuation to the
quilt approach, where the opportunity needs to be developed, with the potential for
modification depending on the availability of new information. Both processes are part of
human reasoning and may happen concurrently. Effectuation allows the entrepreneur to
generate one or more possible outcomes in spite of the general goal; it allows the decision-
maker to change, shape or construct his goals over a period. As such, a causation goal is for
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specific aspirations while effectuation better serves generalized aspirations. Sarasvathy (2001)
relates causation and effectuation processes to the preparation of dinner. One can decide to
have a pre-prepared menu and find the best possible means to cook that menu. Alternatively,
one can decide to look at what is available in the fridge and then see the best combination of
existing ingredients that can prepare a dinner. The goal is dinner, but there are two processes
that use a variety of categories, such as varied decision-making and selection criteria,
differences in competencies employed, the nature of the unknowns in each situation, the
underlying logic and the outcomes. These differences nonetheless, the end result of both

processes is still dinner.

Whether an individual has causation or effectuation goals, evaluation of either means or effects
has to take place. Online social interaction provides a bigger and diverse platform to receive
information that affects cognition, which plays a central role in opportunity evaluation
literature. Thus, the creation of a new venture may conform to the causation approach where
opportunities are identified and resources combined in an efficient manner to achieve a desired
plan. Conversely, the venture may go through the process of experimentation, the assessment
of the extent of how much loss can be accommodated and the extent of flexibility (Chandler et
al., 2011). In all of this, the important role of social interaction in shaping the process of

evaluation remains pivotal.

3.11 Entrepreneurship not as a lone activity

Initial studies on entrepreneurship focused on the individual doing it all alone (Shane and
Eckhardt, 2003; Van de Ven, Sapienza andVillanueva, 2007). Davidsson (2015), for example,
proposed a fixed set of boundaries for a potential opportunity but with the evolution of
technology, these boundaries are more flexible as ideas continue to evolve (Nambisan 2016)
making the process non-linear. In other words, with the explosion in the use of technology, this

phenomenon has changed, bringing to the fore the inclusion of several actors in the
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entrepreneurial process, with these actors having varied goals (Nambisan 2016). The actors can
potentially have an effect on entrepreneurial behaviour and actions, thereby affecting
outcomes. Although some research has concentrated on entrepreneurial teams for instance
(Klotz et al. 2014), the assumption is that the teams are well-defined, with each team member
playing a specific role. With technology making entrepreneurship more dynamic and open-
ended, this might be less significant. What this implies is that the opportunity development
processes, from the view of the opportunity creation literature, are adjusted according to the
response received from the market (Alvarez, Barney and Anderson, 2013). This view is
reiterated by Garud and Giuliani (2013) who conceive of an opportunity development as a

process that evolves through the interactions of the entrepreneur with other stakeholders.

3.12 The Business Model Canvass

Osterwalder et al., (2010) define a business model using nine basic building blocks that
illustrate how a company plans to generate money in a coherent way. These blocks are the four
main parts of a business i.e. customers, offer, infrastructure, and financial viability. For Ladd
and Ladd (2018), a business model is an outline for an organizational strategy executed via
structures, processes, and systems. The nine-building blocks are as described below (Ladd and
Ladd, 2018)

Customer segments (CS) — These are a variety of paying customers with mutual needs and
attributes. Even though these customers are not homogenous and even though a single product
or service can be targeted at different groups, most customers are often grouped according to
priority. If an entrepreneur intentionally selects one group, then that is what he uses to develop
his strategy (Ladd and Ladd, 2018).

The value proposition (VP) — This describes both the product or service and its related benefits

in meeting the various customers’ needs.
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Channels (CH) — This is the method through which the venture interacts with the customer to
deliver the product or service, thereby establishing a customer relationship (CR).
Customer Relationship (CR) is built through defined business transactions which could be face

to face or automated.

Revenue streams (RS). This is the means through which the venture receives payments from
customers. Payments could be one-time transactions or repeated transactions. Revenue streams
also include the venture’s pricing mechanism.

Key resources (KR) are a venture’s tangible and intangible assets that are available for
venture’s key activities (KA) to create the goods/services that meet needs or build the platforms
that form the foundation of the firm’s value proposition. Key resources are important
considerations in the formulation of the venture’s strategy because it forms the basis for

creating the firm’s core capabilities.

With the increasing advancement in communications technology, there is the formation of key
partnerships (KP) among firms. Entrepreneurs establish these key partnerships with the goal of
attaining economies of scale and scope, reducing risk and increasing their capacity beyond the
venture’s available resources. The assumption behind such associations is the idea that
resources, activities and partnerships influence the cost structure (CS) the venture is going to
adopt.

A significant key partnership is customer feedback. Ladd and Ladd (2018) indicate that the
probability that the product or service being offered will appeal to the customers can be
determined by the nascent entrepreneur using customer feedback from prospective customers
to validate hypotheses of their business model. This projection is supported by the theory of

the Canvas, which states that every component of the canvas contributes to a successful venture

30



as each is part of an integrated whole. The Canvas is usually applied to test, shape and validate
an entrepreneur’s assumptions on a new business idea. In adopting the business model canvas
for the formulation of a suitable strategy for a new venture, entrepreneurs are encouraged to
develop relationships with customers, through various channels. In such an endeavour, it
becomes imperative that entrepreneurs consider the availability of key resources such as human
capital and develop partnerships for a competitive advantage. Social media has the ability to
help the entrepreneur perform all these activities as the business model canvass can be seen as

an opportunity evaluation tool.

3.13 Entrepreneurship And The Social Context

Firms and organizations, including entrepreneurs, are viewed as social entities. This is because
their activities influence and are influenced by the society (Huang et al., 2013; McKeever,
Anderson and Jack, 2014). Entrepreneurial ventures and corporations are so social that
Kuratko et al. (2017) emphasize that firms, in creating social value, need to create with the
environment in mind. In doing so, it is required that stakeholders monitor the environment to

ensure that creation and recreation incorporates social value.

Entrepreneurial ventures are situated in a social context because the society and the
environment is a source of information and support to entrepreneurs, with entrepreneurs
seeking legitimacy from various stakeholders (Dimov, 2007; Cornelissen and Clarke, 2010).
For instance, in January 2016, to preserve its integrity, the confectionary company Mars made
a decision to recall its some of its products after a customer found pieces of plastic in a Mars
product while consuming it (Wang, Van Fleet and Mishra, 2017). These days, client
dissatisfaction with products and services are often expressed on social media. What this means

is that social media is a good way of monitoring the environment to create social value as it
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provides access to real-time and diverse information spanning geographical boundaries

(Kuratko et al. 2017).

The place of social interaction in the entrepreneurship process in general and to opportunity
evaluation in particular, as this study hypothesizes, seems quite important. Opportunities and
related economic outcomes are seen to be a result of the interaction between the entrepreneur
and society as a whole (Garud and Giuliani, 2013; McKeever, Anderson and Jack, 2014).
However, little is known about specific social processes that enhance entrepreneurial
recognition or exploitation of opportunities. For instance, the social context exposes a nascent
entrepreneur’s idea to a wider frame of reference which can be both nurturing and supportive
(Davidsson and Honig, 2003). Yet very little critical work explores the relationship between

social context and opportunity evaluation.

Before the digital age, firms, industries and other institutions relied on contributions by actors
outside their organizations. With the advancement of technology, innovations in
communication have increased the adoption of openness as a business principle where, these
actors are seen as part of the innovation process in the production of goods and services
(Dobusch and Kapeller, 2018). The internet has made it possible to maintain geographically
distant relationships, making it possible to have access to information in a less expensive and
timely manner (Autio, Dahlander and Frederiksen, 2013). Thus, there are new opportunities to
create networks due to the emergence of online networks (Song 2015). These avenues provide
individuals with a large network, reduce the cost of searching (Leyden, Link and Siegel, 2014)
and enhance the possibility of finding better means of implementing goals in the midst of
several available options (Wang, Van Fleet and Mishra, 2017). This “openness” has the
advantage of creating a greater and novel variety in the options available to the entrepreneur

and in improving the quality of the outcomes (Dobusch and Kapeller, 2018).
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Recent research in entrepreneurship highlights the interaction of the social (intersubjective),
the individual (subjective) and the vital role of networks in the entrepreneurial process
(Sarasvathy, 2003; Venkataraman et al., 201; Erikson and Korsgaard, 2016). Some social
media activity is such a blend of the virtual and real network element i.e. the contacts among
the network stakeholders transpire both online and in real time, bringing to light the social

aspect of entrepreneurship (Gustafsson and Khan, 2017)

3.14 Networks and Entrepreneurship

Entrepreneurial actions and outcomes , as it has been previously noted, are not the deeds of a
single individual (Davidsson 2015). Various studies have indicated the importance of networks
in providing resources that aid the entrepreneurial journey (Yu et al., 2014; Rasmussen, Mosey
and Wright, 2015). When networks make any form of resource contribution to the

entrepreneurial activities, it is referred to as social capital (Burt 1992).

Within the literature on the building of networks exists divergent views on when to build
networks; what remains the common ground is the view researchers hold with regards to the
importance of social capital during the various stages of venture creation. Researchers agree
that social capital is important. To accrue social capital requires repeated interactions with
multiple people (Smith, Smith and Shaw, 2017) and what better way to do that than through

online social interactions, which gives access to a broader group of people at less cost?

Social capital is seen to be gained or received from physical contact with persons either through
physical meetings or telephone conversations. By obtaining these resources through social
interaction, an entrepreneur’s initial idea could either increase or decrease in scope, given the
wider set of interpretations (Dimov, 2007). Social influences direct attention and make
available new information and interpretations which help resolve any doubts that the

entrepreneur might have during the evaluation process (Dimov, 2007). Thus, the activity of
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networking is not only helpful for the generation of goals and ideas but also for the

transformation of ideas (Engel, Kaandorp, and Elfring 2017).

It is necessary to state that the process of social interaction is an ongoing process (Fischer and
Reuber 2011). The number and multiplicity of engagements matter in the acquisition of social
capital (Xu and Saxton, 2019). Experienced entrepreneurs are able to create more social capital
(Mosey and Wright 2007) than nascent entrepreneurs, just as entrepreneurial firms have the
ability to gather significant resources through the establishment of networks. This ability is
referred to as network competence (Yu et al. 2014). Capabilities need to be constructed during
the early phase of entrepreneurship. As such, there is the need to establish networks, and that
would require the entrepreneur to have the skill of network competence in order to have access
to significant resources (Yu et al., 2014; Rasmussen, Mosey and Wright, 2015). Although
entrepreneurs may have received the same education, they differ in their propensity and
capability to form network connections to attract social capital and receive feedback or gather
information in relation to an opportunity. It is vital that entrepreneurship training includes the
ability to extract capital from one’s networks. Social capital is important for all aspects of the

nascent entrepreneurial process (Davidsson and Honig 2003; Huang et al., 2013).

The two most commonly described types of social capital are bridging and bonding. Bridging
social capital is the formation and maintenance of weak ties, most likely in networks that are
large. People within that network may not be deeply emotionally attached to each other, but
knowing each other is enough to have enough trust to be ready to work together or disclose
information, or have a mutually beneficial relationship. Weak ties link people to large
networks, thereby providing both informational and economic benefits. Bonding social capital
refers to closely-knit social relationships, limited to a small social circle. Both types of

relationships are beneficial to humans. Intimate bonds give strong emotional satisfaction and

34



can offer important benefits without essentially expecting to receive something in return in the

near future. (D. Liu and Baumeister 2016)

3.15 Type of Network ties

The categorization of ties is based on the amount of time that is spent with a person i.e. how
frequently interaction occurs and the duration of the relationship, the emotional intensity that
characterizes the relationship i.e. the closeness of the bond and the reciprocal services that
define the tie. The more intense these variables, then the tie is termed a strong tie and the less
intense, then it is referred to as a weak tie (Granovetter 1973). Strong ties are family and friends
and weak ties are those connections that have been connected to the entrepreneur via a strong
tie. Existing ties provide access to new ties (Rasmussen, Mosey and Wright, 2015). Weak ties
have a bearing on creativity and new ideas while strong ties deal with integrity, with both ties
being important to ensuring the effectiveness of the social structure (Leyden, Link and Siegel,

2014)

Individuals with few weak ties are likely to be lacking information that is not within their
environment; this isolates them from the potential opportunities or ideas (Granovetter 1973).
Weak ties are individuals from varied backgrounds with different experiences and friends than
the focal actor and thus provide access to heterogeneous knowledge and perspectives (Leyden,
Link and Siegel, 2014). Networks are a place where past experiences and knowledge can be
shared and thereby the reduction of the cost of information (Fiorillo and Sabatini, 2011).
However, social networks are a continuously evolving dynamic structure of which a part can
be formed and actuated at any time depending on the stage of the venture creation process

(Burt, 1992; Hite and Hesterly, 2001).

Although networks are normally seen as contributing positively to the entrepreneurial process

they can sometimes be damaging and destructive through, for instance, withholding resources
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(Jack 2010). It must also be noted that having access to a wider knowledge base can sometimes
be costly in the sense that an entrepreneur may be compromising on speed, flexibility, and
control and thus openness should be complementary to existing processes but should not be

used as a substitute (Dobusch and Kapeller, 2018).

3.16 Benefits of Networks

Being embedded in a social network has an effect on entrepreneurial cognition and on the
progress in establishing a new venture (De Carolis, Litzky and Eddleston, 2009). Entrepreneurs
need to be looking for a supportive environment, both from within and outside their immediate
society, from which they can gather resources (Mitchell et al. 2002) to enable them capitalize
on an opportunity. Young enterprises, however, do not always have the luxury of easy access
to needed resources and thus often have to rely on others to fulfil their venture idea or would

have to abandon it completely.

Nascent entrepreneurs use networks for acquiring resources necessary for establishment
(Huang et al., 2013) and for performance (Hite and Hesterly, 2001). Being embedded in a
network provides access to vital resources and enhance one's status and business opportunities
(Bellavitis et al., (2017). The locus of an individual within a network impacts the flow of
information, which is vital in creating innovative ideas (Braun et al. 2018). There is, therefore,
the need for entrepreneurs to establish networks which are high in compositional quality (Hite
and Hesterly, 2001; Davidsson and Honig, 2003) because the entrepreneur's success depends
on the quality and amount of information he can access (Huang et al. 2013). To develop their
ideas, entrepreneurs create a portfolio of resources and the availability of these resources
determines if the idea would be pursued or not. Networks are an important source of these
potential resources (Hite and Hesterly, 2001; Hite, 2005). These resources include human
capital (providing competencies or skills currently not possessed by the entrepreneur), physical

assets, financial resources and exposure to a large amount of information (De Carolis, Litzky
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and Eddleston, 2009; Semrau and Werner, 2014; Sullivan and Ford, 2014; Bucktowar, Kocak
and Padachi, 2015; Song, 2015). This includes information on new opportunities (Autio,
Dahlander and Frederiksen, 2013; Song, 2015; Nowinski and Rialp, 2016), information that
aids commercialization of a new product (Bucktowar, Kocak and Padachi, 2015),
understanding on markets and competition (Song 2015), knowledge on customer needs (Yu et
al. 2014) as well access to gaining legitimacy (Song 2015). Therefore networks make it easier
to reduce vulnerabilities and resource dependency and hence the importance of creating a
diverse and large network cannot be overstated. (Sullivan and Ford, 2014). In their work,
Brinckmann and Hoegl (2011), while reviewing new technology-based firms in Germany,
realised that the ability to relate was dire to their performance. The greater the ability of a
nascent venture to consistently relate to multiple and diverse intermediaries, the higher the
likelihood of increased creativity and innovation. Dependence and interactions can happen
between known persons who have close, intimate relationships or it can happen between
unknown persons who are a little less than acquaintances. Initial networks connect to other
networks thereby improving access to additional resources to address evolving resource
dependencies, especially during early venture development as different networks provide
different resources. This enables entrepreneurs to pursue opportunities beyond the resources

that are under their control.

In summary, networks aid in making more apparent to the entrepreneur the existence of novel
opportunities, show the existence of solutions to problems and make more evident potential
partners (Braun et al. 2018). The deepening of ties is important for innovation (Braun et al.
2018). However, the general existence of a relationship does not automatically create an
exchange of resources (Semrau and Werner, 2014) hence the need for a deliberate effort on
the part of the entrepreneur to gain access to resources and a variety of exchanges (Sullivan

and Ford, 2014) in order to successfully discover input combinations that would produce the
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desired results (Leyden, Link and Siegel, 2014). The value derived from networks depends on
the entrepreneur’s ability to assimilate external knowledge (Gruber, MacMillan and

Thompson, 2013).

Purely depending on offline friends for capital is not enough. With the increased growth in the
use of the internet and social networking sites, it has become imperative to maintain not only
offline network relationships but online ones as well (Davidsson and Honig, 2003). Online
social capital is received from weak ties, thereby proving access to a variety of contacts and
resources to promote venture creation. Not only do online relationships provide the opportunity
to create new network relationships, it also has the ability to strengthen existing ones. In other
words, it is a tool to build social capital (Liu and Baumeister, 2016). As said earlier, weak ties
are the foundation of bridging capital and social networking sites allow for communication
with large numbers of people both known and unknown to each other. Additionally, online
interactions help transform latent ties into weak ties and sometimes even stronger ties. For
example, crowdfunding is an option of capital source for entrepreneurs. Entrepreneurs who
through the use of social media have created greater virtual networks would be better able to
assess the crowd required to source for funds and are probably more likely to accept the risks
associated with it, than those with weak virtual networks or stronger “traditional” networks
(Shepherd and Patzelt, 2017). In international entrepreneurship, for instance, opportunity
evaluation is linked to either serendipitous encounters or strong ties who are seen to influence
the perception of an opportunity or the combination of resources at their disposal and the

possible outcomes (Nowinski and Rialp, 2016).

3.17 Opportunities and Networks

Weak ties are seen as playing a vital role in opportunity refinement: they promote creativity

(Leyden, Link and Siegel, 2014; Rasmussen, Mosey and Wright, 2015) and make it easier to
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obtain information (Song 2015) whereas strong ties, on the other hand, are perceived to provide

more complex knowledge important for venture launch (Rasmussen, Mosey and Wright, 2015)

From the initial discussions above, it can be implied that most research studies take the stance
that an entrepreneur conceives an idea (Sarasvathy, 2001; Nowinski and Rialp, 2016) and then
looks for the necessary resources to exploit it. It is only when the opportunity has been
identified and available resources assessed that the entrepreneur turns to his networks for
resources to fill the gap. Leyden and Link (2015) however have a different perspective of this,
although they agree to the importance of networks in pursuing an opportunity. To them, an
entrepreneur will only search for innovations based on his network; that means he depends on
the resource combinations that he can put together. Thus, networks are created to help in
deciding which ideas to pursue. This could limit the number of innovations open to the

entrepreneur.

3.18 Social Networks and Innovation

In the creativity and innovation literature, research into the use of diverse knowledge across
networks reiterates the importance of going beyond the individual. Studying creativity and
innovation in MNC, Tippmann et al. (2017) chose MNCs located in Ireland, France and the
U.K. who also had their countries of origin being different so as to enhance cross-national
coverage. In the work, they posited that to ensure creative and innovative outcomes there is a
need to use diverse knowledge combining novelty and efficacy. They again posited that the
transformation of knowledge should not be the deed of an individual but a collective action of
individuals through repeated micro-social interactions from different MNCs. Diverse
knowledge is distributed geographically, thus producing specialized knowledge pockets. This
can be translated into entrepreneurship, where collective knowledge transformation for diverse
sources can enhance creativity. Social media has the ability to help entrepreneurs gain access

to these geographically dispersed knowledge pockets.
39



Social media is also essential for problem solving. Problem solving involves problem
formulation as well as finding a solution. The formulation aspect is understanding and defining
a problem. Collective knowledge transformation increases the number of possible outcomes
that can be used in problem formulation or responding to an identified opportunity. It also
contributes to finding outcomes that are both appropriate and novel. Entrepreneurs who do not
have the advantage of MNCs can still benefit from the process through social media. Although
this study indicates the benefits of boundary spanning in MNCs where they benefit from
diverse knowledge in creating novel outcomes, the degree to which variation takes place is not
known. Problems need to be seen as opportunities to enable the development of creative
solutions. From the onset, even outlining the problem would require collective and diverse
expertise. Their findings propose that the problem can also be substantially redefined and thus
causing creativity as a result of the interaction between individuals (Sonenshein 2014). The
findings from Tippmann et al. (2017) showed that solving problems collaboratively could
actually create innovative ideas and opportunities to exploit. Tippmann et al. (2017) respond
to calls to look at problem solving in a richer context, reiterating the point that the focus should
not be on individual differences in personality or cognitive abilities as being the qualities of an
entrepreneur but instead, collective boundary-spanning activities are important. It is advisable
to use the transformation of knowledge at an early stage as this opens new formulations of the
problem and new solution ideas previously not considered (Tippmann, Sharkey Scott and
Parker, 2017). However, it must be noted that understanding diverse views and knowledge

requires both time and considerable effort.

3.19 Global Social Media Use

Social media can be defined as a range of communication mediums, inclusive of social
networks like Facebook, video sharing platforms like YouTube and microblogging websites
such as Twitter (Kaplan and Haenlein, 2010; Kietzmann et al., 2011). Various researchers
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outline the benefits, opportunities and the accompanying risks with the use of social media data
(Dwivedi et al., 2018; Nisar, Prabhakar and Strakova, 2019; Ogink and Dong, 2019). Twitter
is one social media tool that has been used extensively in research in firms’ use of social media
(Fischer and Reuber, 2011; Brems et al., 2017; Duffy and Pruchniewska, 2017; Lim, Heinrichs

and Lim, 2017; Tata et al., 2017).

Social media platforms can be related to food markets. Food markets provide a natural place
for unplanned social interactions to occur among individuals with different goals and
aspirations and utilizes a vast array of knowledge and skills to achieve integrity (Wang, Van
Fleet and Mishra, 2017). Social Media provides access to a vast amount of free, real-time
information and it does not matter where or from who the information was posted (Agostino
and Sidorova, 2017). Data here is user generated. An organization with a social media account
has access to a source of knowledge and action. Social media data has the characteristics of
being open, thus giving the opportunity to everyone to access the same data and gain similar
insights (Agostino and Sidorova, 2017). These authors advised that to still benefit from social
media information, social media data can be used in conjunction with traditional data sources.
They also advise that although social media data is generated at a higher rate than it previously
was (Arnaboldi, Azzone and Sidorova, 2017) for this data to be used effectively, it needs to

be cleaned and validated (Zikopoulos et al. 2013).

Between 2013 and 2015, there has been some increase in the percentage of people who access
social networks across many emerging countries. In these countries, once people are online,
they are socially interactive. A majority of adult internet users surveyed in almost every
emerging and developing country indicated the use of social networking sites like Facebook
and Twitter. This is in contrast to advanced economies where fewer online adults use social

networks (Poushter 2016).
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Research by Pew Research Centre indicates an increase in both the use of the internet and social
media networking sites. In their 2015 survey on mobile messaging apps, they found that 85%
of adults are internet users and 67% are smartphone users. Other key findings include the fact
that the percentage of adults using Pinterest and Instagram has doubled since 2012. As of early
2019, Facebook maintained its position at the top of social media rankings with its monthly
active users (MAU) gradually increasing over the past 12 months, with You-Tube and

WhatsApp being the next most popular social media platforms (Kemp 2019).

With a drop in the cost of technology, there are more user innovations and the emergence of
bottom-up entrepreneurship (Aldrich 2014). Research in the service delivery validates the fact
that technology has been significant in enabling innovations (Sipe 2017). Networks contribute
to the ideas that entrepreneurs generate. Products are solutions to problems in our society. With
the advent of the internet, user participation in product development has increased as
interactions on social media platforms allow for co-creation and this enhances effects on
cognition (Rayna, Striukova and Darlington, 2015). The invention of the Nokia concept

Lounge and Fat Mio are examples of co-creation activities between consumers and the firm.

As indicated earlier, there is an increase in the use of the internet globally and social media is
giving rise to new forms of social interaction (see figure 3.5). Social media can be used not just
as a marketing tool by firms but can also be used to identify more opportunities (Fischer and
Reuber 2011). Social media technology provides the means to bring together different sources
of information thereby creating fresh information. Hence people actively engaging in social
media activities have access to more information that can be combined, compared and
evaluated for opportunities and can also trigger innovation especially for new entrepreneurs

(Park et al., 2017).

42



In their empirical study, Liuand Baumeister (2016), found that the relationship between social
networking sites and gender was stronger in men than women, and that bridging capital use
was stronger in Western economies that Eastern economies. The question is will this also hold
in developing countries? In addition, Autio et al. (2013) in their empirical analysis
demonstrated that information is obtained through social interaction and this information
shapes opportunity evaluation and provides social information which aids in testing the
viability of potential opportunities. Interaction with stakeholders and the temporary outcomes
that result from that cause individuals to alter their initial evaluation of an idea as the interaction
has presumably revealed more details about the nature of the idea (Davidsson 2015). This
evaluation can be either favourable or unfavourable. An entrepreneur’s network exposes him
to information regarding opportunities. In her empirical study in the attractions industry, Sipe
(2017) pointed out that employees and guests help in idea generation and in the creation of
value. Some novel ideas and innovations in the industry are as a result of senior management
interaction with other stakeholders. These highlight the importance of the interaction of an
entrepreneur with others in the creation of value and competitive advantage. Her research
encouraged co-creation. In their empirical research, Gustafsson and Khan (2017) found out that
business models they identified were based on opportunity co-creation where the identification
and evaluation of an opportunity were done by the corporate stakeholders but the exploitation

was carried out via a joint effort.

Social networking sites allow for the sharing of large amounts of information and facilitates
interpersonal exchanges that help maintain and strengthen relationships. Intimate relationships,
however, are difficult to develop online but enables acquaintances to be developed into stronger
relationships. For a large network to function properly, it does not require that members love
each other. For instance, the community of science is a large network where knowledge has

progressed through the sharing of information, hence benefits accruing to everyone (D. Liu and
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Baumeister 2016). The benefits of social interaction can be related to health, where the quality
of social connections is positively related to individual health, with quality being defined as
the subjective satisfaction obtained from a relationship (Fiorillo and Sabatini, 2011). Relating
it to entrepreneurship, can the quality of interaction be correlated positively to the evaluation
of ideas? For instance, in their empirical study, Fischer and Reuber (2011) found out that one
entrepreneur had incremental modifications to his initial idea. They also pointed out that too

much or too little interaction may also impede the progression of the entrepreneurial process.

Leyden and Link (2015) in their research advocated for public policy to concentrate on the
formation of weak ties by increasing the potential points of social interaction through, for

instance, a vibrant educational system.

In some industry studies, opportunity identification and successful innovation has been
associated with interaction with external stakeholders, including customers who are seen as
initiators and source of idea generation, with managers having to decide which one to act on
(Priem, Li and Carr, 2012; Skalén et al., 2015). In his empirical study of service industries,
Solvell (2017), found that although there were purposeful interactions with customers during
product development in order to test the idea with some companies actually using social media
platforms like Facebook to encourage customers to give their suggestions for improvements,

only a small portion of ideas resulted from customer interaction.

However, managers had opportunities to engage in different forms of interactions which also
stimulated the creation of new ideas as these contexts gave them a broad knowledge base.
These interacting moments helped provide them with knowledge of gaps that exists in their
market. In other words, it can be said that to create innovation in the service industry there are
a number of interacting contexts. One of the conclusions from this study is that opportunity

development or innovation is an ongoing process (Solvell 2017) and not the deed of a single
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individual or a team, neither are ideas merely brought into the venture from outside but new
ideas are generated and stimulated through networking. It is therefore vital that a mechanism
to not only to initiate but also maintain relationships is put in place to ensure continuous
innovation (Braun et al. 2018). Online social interaction can be the mechanism that is used to

initiate and maintain these vital relationships.

3.20 Social media as a Tool for Professionals

Social media is a tool used by several professionals for different reasons, including interacting.
The most recent reason for social media use identified by Brems et al. (2017) is the use of
social media tools, specifically Twitter, by freelance journalists for self-branding activities.
Self-promotion was also mentioned by (Duffy and Pruchniewska, 2017) when they conducted
research of female entrepreneurs. They found that Twitter served as an interactive platform for
journalists and other Twitter users to interact and share their thought processes which could be
personal or professional or both. Thus, social media has opened so many opportunities for

actors to seize.

The significance of the influence of social media should not be belittled as actors such as
management accountants are gradually adopting the use of social media to see how it influences
their reporting. These accounting professionals can use this information for performance
measurement purposes through constructing indicators (Arnaboldi, Azzone and Sidorova,
2017). In spite of this reality, some accountants are reluctant to use social media information
and are focusing more on their conventional routine operations based on traditional data

(Arnaboldi, Azzone and Sidorova, 2017).

In their empirical study on Bed and Breakfast providers in New Zealand, Prayag et al. (2017)
confirmed the importance understanding the value of User Generated Content (UGC) to small

businesses as this is a source of information and an invaluable feedback tool to improve the
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services that they provide. In their study, it became apparent that not all providers of Bed and
Breakfast services valued the use of social media as providers had different levels of
understanding. The researchers therefore proposed training for those struggling to accept the

concept to enable them take full advantage of the resource.

Similarly, Agostino and Sidorova (2017) show how social media reshapes an organization’s
actions towards its customers and how social media facilitates an ongoing interactive activity
between two groups with each being equally important. Knowledge gathered about existing
and potential customers can be replicated by anyone anywhere. Anyone with access to the
internet (Arnaboldi, Azzone and Sidorova, 2017) can use and be affected by knowledge gained
from social media but how it is utilized by different users is the issue (Arnaboldi, Azzone and

Sidorova, 2017).

Another form of social media is through blogging, and according to Gustafsson and Khan
(2017) in their research on monetising blogs which is a type of social media entrepreneurship,
this form of social media activity encourages opportunity co-creation. Although the bloggers
do not identify the opportunities themselves, they play a receptive role while other members of
the network identify the opportunities (Gustafsson and Khan, 2017). This implies that social
media such as blogging helps others identify opportunities. Innovative products created
through blogging help reduce the uncertainty associated with entrepreneurship. The point here
is that the evidence of the research supports the fact that opportunities are co-created within
the social media space. What is however not known is the process that this co-creation goes

though.

In their empirical study of independently employed female professionals, most of who were in
the field of digital media/creative fields so as to comprehend the role of social media in their

start-ups, Duffy and Pruchniewska (2017) found that their participants constantly stressed that
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social networks — Facebook, Twitter, LinkedIn, and Instagram — aided their development and
maintenance of personal relationships and provides the ability to extend their audience. Their
research subscribed to the saying that “word of mouth is the best referral”. This also applies to
social media because it gives people the opportunity to talk about someone and sharing with
others not just information but also their perspective on the information that they have received.
In answer to the question: what this does for entrepreneurs receiving shared information from
friends, participants indicated receiving a lot of feedback from interacting on Facebook and
providing the opportunity of peer networking and building relationships of economic value
(Duffy and Pruchniewska, 2017). Some participants also term social media as basically a
feminized space due to the fact that it provided the unrestrained ability to communicate (social

media for females). It was found being on social media was however time consuming.

3.21 Social media as a Tool for Entrepreneurs

Not only do entrepreneurs engage in social interaction to clear uncertainties, they do so to gain
support for their ideas (Dimov 2007). Resource limitations stimulate social interaction, which
in turn affects the way in which potential opportunities are evaluated (Cantu 2015). For
instance, Mollick (2014) established in his research that, having a large number of friends on
social networks has been linked with successful crowdfunding. That is to say that the size of
the network determines the success of the project. Social network ties, and thus social capital,
are important aspects of successful crowdfunding. Crowdfunding actually does provide
resources that go beyond the traditional capital provision which helps entrepreneurs gain

competitive advantage (Mollick 2014).

Some researchers in international entrepreneurship (Crick and Spence, 2005; Vasilchenko and
Morrish, 2011) believe that social interaction can lead to the formation of accidental networks

and serendipitous relationships, which generates social capital with the potential for evolving
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into more formalized relations capable of generating credibility and access to knowledge.

These serendipitous relationships and accidental networks can be easily formed online.

The potential social media sources hold have been commented on by Tata et al. (2017) in their
study on Twitter users. They compare the emotions of both entrepreneurs and non-
entrepreneurs and conclude that social media sources act as an excellent avenue for researchers

to study the field of entrepreneurship as well as the cognition of entrepreneurs.

Social media provides firms with the opportunity to engage in co-creation and as mentioned
earlier, has enabled users to be part of the production process (Rayna, Striukova and
Darlington, 2015). External resources have been important to innovation since the 1980s. The
term “open innovation” was introduced by Chesbrough in 2003 to describe what was largely
an “outside-in” role played by consumers. Chesbrough (3003) used this term to explain how
customers serve as a source of ideas to products, both new and existing, and play a role of
showing potential markets to sell products (Rayna, Striukova, and Darlington 2015). Hitchen
et al. (2017) define Open innovation as the ability to control incoming and outgoing knowledge
to hasten innovation and increase its markets. This new idea is increasingly emerging through
social networks. Crossing ideas and diverse knowledge from various industrial sectors and
different technologies with entrepreneurial ideas generate entirely new potential opportunities,
like the connection between food and pharmaceuticals, computing and mobility or economics
and physics (Hitchen et al. 2017). To compete successfully, it becomes essential for companies
to collaborate. Open innovation has been highly accepted by major global players such as
Phillips, Xerox, Siemens and Bayer (Gassmann, Enkel and Chesbrough, 2010). Usually
suffering from a lack of resources at the initial stages, Hitchen et al. (2017) indicate that start-
ups and entrepreneurs have an even bigger motivation to collaborate. It is difficult, if not
entirely impossible, to create or have all the necessary knowledge and skill internally and to

identify all potential opportunities (Hitchen et al. 2017) hence the need for collaboration
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through networking. Open innovation can be enhanced through the use of social media because
it can serve as a vital means to improve the flow of knowledge (Mount and Martinez, 2014).
Due to the small size of SMEs, it is almost impossible to hire researchers. Its physical size and
the size of its financial resources affects processes such as production, marketing, and
distribution. The lack of resources also impacts negatively on several processes such as
manufacturing, distribution, marketing, and R&D thus making it imperative to search outside
the firm for collaboration (Hitchen et al. 2017). This requires the firm to network and practice
social interaction, turning that into innovation. Online Social interaction encourages sharing

(Hitchen et al. 2017).

Access to knowledge can be obtained through collaborative means. It involves identifying both
the required knowledge and the person or persons holding this knowledge (Hitchen et al. 2017).
Although the desired connections should be based on trust and understanding, open innovation
becomes more beneficial if connections are made to less known diverse knowledge sources
(Hitchen et al. 2017). This is achieved via social media not being limited by physical distance

thus increasing the probability of being more likely to find what is needed (Hitchen et al. 2017).

Social media without the limit of physical space encourages more frequent interactions. This
increased interaction makes collaboration easier and more detailed (Hitchen et al. 2017).
Frequent interactions must be guided to take place where it will result in creativity. For some
entrepreneurs, interactions are just a social chat (Hitchen et al. 2017) but in one way or the

other, these social chat does affect their cognition.

Open innovation is different from co-creation in the sense that open innovation involves the
commercialization of a product that has taken into consideration customer suggestions. This
contribution is only said to be made by consumers but does not mention the contribution of

other stakeholders in the creation process. The process of co-creation can be either autonomous
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or sponsored. Autonomous co-creation is done independently “without any incentive” while
the sponsored is at the incentive of the company. “Co-creation can happen at different stages

of the production process” (Rayna, Striukova and Darlington, 2015).

With the advent of new technologies, the nature and uncertainty associated with
entrepreneurship has reduced (Nambisan 2016). Digital technologies have made
entrepreneurial processes and their associated outcomes less bounded and provided an avenue
for people with different backgrounds to come up with entrepreneurial opportunities
(Nambisan 2016). It has also provided a broader and more diverse access to resources e.g.
crowdfunding. This has opened up doors for what is termed collective entrepreneurship
(Nambisan 2016). The question, however, is how do digital technologies affect entrepreneurial
cognitions and behaviour and the resultant outcomes that occur? New technologies have
opened up an avenue for co-creation through interactions that occur on social media. Prior
studies incorporating digital technologies into their studies for instance (Vissa and
Bhagavatula, 2012) focused on entrepreneurs operating in environments that are largely
technology-driven but not how these affect entrepreneurial processes and their outcomes
(Nambisan 2016). Digitization has caused entrepreneurship to be more democratic, where a
larger number of individuals with different backgrounds are allowed to be part of the
entrepreneurial process (Aldrich 2014). For instance, crowdfunding and crowdsourcing
provide an avenue for engagement of the entrepreneur and potential funders. Social media is

seen as being able to support the entrepreneurial process.
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3.22 Social Media Usage

Social Media Site
Usage Factors

Usefulness

Information
Quality " Social Media
Information Involvement \
Security Usage
Intention
/

& Social Media
| Satisfaction

Ubiquitous
Interaction

1

Moderating Variables:
e Gender
* Hedonic Usage Motive

Figure 3-4 Social media site usage behaviour model

Source : (Lim, Heinrichs and Lim, 2017)

Lim et al. (2017) present (as shown in Fig 3.9) a model indicating factors that would affect the
usage of social media. They found that men and women used social media for different reasons.
While females used social media to chat with friends, males, on the other hand, used it more to
air their opinions. Curiosity and interest influenced the use of social media by females. Males,
they suggested, would be more satisfied and use social media applications that provide useful
information whereas females would be more satisfied with sites that offer social interaction
opportunities. For females, the most important factor for using social media is information
quality and the satisfaction they derive from its use. Male customers are more concerned with
security. The question is, what factors will influence an entrepreneur to use social media in

opportunity evaluation?

Social media sites provide the avenue for users to voice their opinions on any topic. Although

social media allows the integration of users at different stages of the creativity process, the
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extent to which this is useful is a decision that has to be made, which would in turn guide the
degree of openness of the company especially via social media (Linde 2017). In her paper,
Linde (2017) developed a theoretical concept which points to the fact that the extent to which
open innovation is implemented is dependent on the industry sector a company finds itself in.
Managerial attitude towards the implementation of open creativity is critical but with an
inclination for open innovation, it is likely that social media would be used as a tool for
creativity (Linde 2017). It may be a low managerial attitude towards the use of social media

that accounts for its low adoption in German-speaking companies (Linde 2017).

Motives perform a significant role in social media. It is must, therefore, be noted that some
users use social media sites because they derive enjoyment from it which serves as a motivator
and not necessarily because they seek information source from social media, although these
users engage a lot in social interaction and online conversations (Lim, Heinrichs and Lim,
2017). However, whether they use if for enjoyment or for information seeking, it is possible
that the activity can affect cognition and consequently, entrepreneurial thought patterns such

as opportunity evaluation.

3.23 Online Social Interaction And Entrepreneurship

A substantial amount of research has been done on social interaction and its advantages in other
fields such as health (Fiorillo and Sabatini, 2011) . The findings of some of these studies
suggest that the level and quality of social interaction has proven to determine the level of
benefits a person derives from it, including access to information and improvement to the health
of individuals. In their study, Xu and Saxton, (2019) found that the social networking process
and information search is quite advanced for first-time mothers and that being able to link up
with other mothers, both in-person and online, at any time provided exceptional support that

most thought they could not have obtained from any other source. The challenges of a first-
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time mother can be related to a nascent entrepreneur, as they also give birth to new

opportunities to pursue.

As far as we know, there is very little information regarding social interaction and
entrepreneurship, specifically, the impact of interaction (Fischer and Reuber, 2011; Shepherd,
2015) especially as social media’s provision of newer means of interaction progresses. To the
best knowledge of this researcher, this is the first empirical study between social interaction
and opportunity evaluation. Studies on social interaction have not focused on online interaction
but on offline interactions. Social capital, causation, Effectuation, social network and
opportunity evaluation in entrepreneurship have all been studied and shown to individually
contribute to entrepreneurship, but the simultaneous interaction on venture creation and
opportunity evaluation has rarely been seen. For instance, human capital, in terms of prior
knowledge and experience, can help identify opportunities due to an entrepreneur’s level of
education or past work experience. Regardless of these two resources, an entrepreneur might
still not have enough resources or information to pursue or carry out that opportunity/idea. It
is hypothesized that social capital can provide the needed resources, but how does an
entrepreneur gain access to these if he is unable to interact properly or is not aware of the most
effective ways of accessing these resources or is not able to interact properly? Opportunities
do not come fully formed due to the lack of information to properly evaluate the idea.
Refinement of ideas can be given by networks. Feedback from a community, leading to gaining
legitimacy, is also an important factor in entrepreneurship. With the increase in the innovation
and use of digital technology and with it the subsequent growth in social media use for
communicating across continents and time zones, it will be important to find out if this has
affected the process of opportunity evaluation by entrepreneurs and what is the outcome is if it

has.
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3.24 The Essence of Online Social Interaction and Entrepreneurship
3.24.1 The Entrepreneur and the Economy

The entrepreneur is seen as a very important actor in boosting economic growth through the
creation of both jobs and incomes. Not only do entrepreneurs create jobs for themselves, they
also create jobs for others. Innovative entrepreneurs create new products, ideas, and processes
which then fuels economic development and growth (Bosma et al. 2018; Parker 2018).
Innovations enhance living standards and help breed new wealth. For successful
entrepreneurship, there is a need to have access to resources, most especially the resources of
finance, social networks and experience. The greater the quantity of resources an entrepreneur
is able to gather at the beginning, the higher the probability of longevity and growth (Dy,
Marlow and Martin, 2017). This applies to both online and offline ventures. Access to some of
these enabling resources can be obtained via social interaction including online social

interaction.

There is an increase in the use of the internet and users of social media in communication. In
other words, people are interacting more and more online with people both in their country and
outside their country. This provides access to resources and information that otherwise would
have been out of reach. Social media has thus become another means of accessing social capital
for nascent entrepreneurs, serving as a feedback mechanism or a medium through which
entrepreneurs can test their ideas. Hitherto, social media platforms were mainly used as
marketing tools for their products and services; presently they have led to the complete
transformation of the mode of communication and the exchange of information, information

that can play a vital role in evaluation of opportunities identified by entrepreneurs.

3.24.2 Social Media and the Economy

Advances in technology have significantly impacted processes in organisations, including

communication (Packard and Bylund, 2017). It is widely known that these advances in
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communication technology have improved marketing communication and with it, afforded an
avenue for the more rapid introduction of innovations unto the market, thereby generating
profits quicker (Packard and Bylund, 2017). It would, however, be interesting to know how
communication technology has affected other processes in organisations such as opportunity

evaluation.

Being on social media presents one with a lot of information and feedback. It also provides the
ability to access resources which were otherwise unavailable. Entrepreneurs are known to draw
on prior knowledge and experience when undertaking the entrepreneurial journey. What we
know little about is how this information and feedback from the social community affects
entrepreneurial decision-making on identified first-person opportunities, as well as how access
to social capital affects opportunity evaluation. Identification of opportunities is seen as an
individual cognitive process with social resources occasionally playing a supporting role
(Shepherd 2015). For instance, Amazon’s new strategy of doing deliveries in the night was
done after realizing that most people were not at home in the day time and this decision was
most likely based on feedback received from the society. However, what is missing is
information on how Amazon’s new idea changed, i.e., how this feedback from stakeholders

led to the idea undergoing several changes before finally being implemented.

Dimov (2007) described opportunities as being ideas first, only becoming opportunities if an
individual takes steps towards evaluating how plausible that idea would be if exploited. This
evaluation will be done within the social context. However, there was no empirical study to
test this. What is also not known is how differently individuals interact in order to test their
ideas or to evaluate them. Do all individuals do it the same way and get the desired results or
is there is a difference in the propensity with which they interact? With the increase in the usage
of both the internet and social media worldwide, it is important to know how this medium can

be used to promote entrepreneurial activities and in turn promote economic development. It is
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also imperative to recognise that entrepreneurs having access to resources needed online can
change the way opportunities are evaluated. Again, it is not only immediately available
resources that play a role in opportunity evaluation, but better evaluation processes can also be

identified and their use encouraged by young entrepreneurs.

In as much as online sources provide access to useful information for opportunity evaluation,
there are trust issues in the use of information sourced from social media. We trust knowledge
and resources because it was recommended by someone we know. Although social media has
the ability to give recommendations, trust is more disposed to the things we share in common
with a partner. e.g. a farmer may trust more if the knowledge comes from other farmers than if
it was given by a research centre and this outlook in the farmer may not create diversity in
innovation (Hitchen et al. 2017). Park et al. (2017) indicated that the use of social media did
not really help entrepreneurs in identifying or creating opportunities mainly due to the fact that
there were issues of trusting whatever information that was received via social media. The use
of social media, they said, had less effect on prior knowledge in relation to finding
opportunities. Respondents to their survey said that information received so was overwhelming
and a waste of time that there was little need in trying to identify opportunities through that.
This has also been supported by other researchers such as Duffy and Pruchniewska (2017) who

indicate from their research that using social media can be a time-consuming activity.

Gustafsson and Khan (2017) call for research into entrepreneurial activities that takes an
inclusive, network-oriented view of entrepreneurial actions, seeing entrepreneurship as more
than just starting and growing new ventures. Jack (2010) advocates that networks have been
seen to be important throughout the entire process of entrepreneurship. The most important
aspect of that process is to investigate how useful network roles are to the business start-up,

specifically the impacts and outcomes and the nature of interactions between actors in a
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network. This will advance our knowledge of the dynamic changes. One aspect of the start-up

process is the evaluation of ideas.

3.25 The Way Forward to understanding opportunity evaluation from a social
interaction perspective

Although an increasing number of entrepreneurs are using social media for the benefit of their
businesses (Fischer andReuber, 2011) and while the evidence for the support of networks in
entrepreneurship is persuasive, what remains unknown is how this new phenomenon influences
entrepreneurial opportunity evaluation. In other words, research-to-date has not systematically
examined the potential effect of online social interaction in opportunity evaluation. It is
imperative to obtain an in-depth insight into the nature of this feedback.

Networking has been shown to be an entrepreneurial action which is beneficial for the
formation and transformation of entrepreneurial ideas (Engel, Kaandorp and Elfring, 2017).
Research in other fields such as education has proven that well-designed online discussions
results in increased interaction, thereby improving academic performance (Zheng and
Warschauer, 2015). It seems, however, that there is little literature on social interaction and
entrepreneurial outcomes and how it might affect other areas of interest. Austin et al. (2012)
in their paper pointed out that innovators deliberately engage in social interaction with the aim
of seeking opportunities and encountering them. Sometimes seemingly “normal’ interactions
between the entrepreneur and others have the potential of creating extreme outcomes
(Crawford, McKelvey and Lichtenstein, 2014). The power of such interactions may be so
significant (Tasselli et al., 2015) as indicated by an empirical study carried out by Lechler
(2001) on social interaction within entrepreneurial teams. Relating his study to the success of
entrepreneurial ventures, Lecher (2001) concluded that the quality of social interaction was
crucial for venture success. Social interaction among individuals in an online community

sometimes triggers the development of an idea (such as in user entrepreneurship (Shah and
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Tripsas , 2007), the testing of that idea, or its adaptation and refinement (Engel, Kaandorp and
Elfring, 2017). Only a few studies have explicitly included (online) social interaction as a
variable of interest in the study of entrepreneurship (Lechler, 2001; Fischer and Reuber, 2011;
Smith, Smith and Shaw, 2017). For his part, Kusumasondjaja's (2017) research on social
interaction among customers in an online travel community showed that most users hardly
posted any information. They spent most of the time reading but not creating information and
yet, this pattern influenced their travel decisions, making it easier for them to make choices.
Relating this to entrepreneurship, can this same finding be transferred to entrepreneurs, where
the reading of online posts affects cognition, which in turn affects opportunity evaluation?

This study concentrates on the use of online networking by entrepreneurs; it is an empirical
step for understanding the opportunity evaluation decisions of nascent entrepreneurs from a
social interaction perspective. It aims at understanding nascent entrepreneurial activities and
how opportunities are evaluated via the social structure. In their study of journalists and their
use of social media to project themselves, Brems et al. (2017), used a mixed-method approach
where the quantitative content analysis was followed up with in-depth interviews so as to
provide a better understanding of their social media habits. This study will also follow a mixed-
methods approach to provide deeper insight into the use of social media by young entrepreneurs

as regards opportunity evaluation.

This research sees the value of opportunities derived from knowledge, skills, abilities, and
resources available. Most nascent entrepreneurs are resource-constrained, which can affect the
evaluation of opportunities. Social interaction can be improved through guidance to potential
entrepreneurs to consciously evaluate opportunities with business potential via social
interaction. The aim then is to find out the influence of social interaction (Jack 2010; Shepherd

2015) on opportunity evaluation process of young entrepreneurs.

58



In agreement with Dimov (2007a), to avoid bias in the success or emergence of a business, this
study focuses on the progress of an idea from its initial trigger to its eventual refinement and

development concentrating on how it is refined and verified, with who and when.

A number of studies emphasize the essence of ties and their contribution to entrepreneurship
but their effect on entrepreneurial activities, such as evaluation, is absent. The study aims at
understanding nascent activities and how opportunities are evaluated through the social
structure. Social interaction can be improved and guidance may be offered to aspiring
entrepreneurs to mindfully evaluate opportunities/ideas with business potential via online

social interaction.

Welter et al. (2017) categorize entrepreneurs into a left side and a right side, carefully pointing
out that most entrepreneurship research and literature concentrates on how entrepreneurs
operate and succeed but that not much work has been done for enhancement. The left side is
where entrepreneurship is viewed as opportunity-driven and male-dominated, being innovative
and growth-oriented. The right-side entrepreneurship is the category where entrepreneurship is
done out of “necessity” and is usually not seen as having the potential to be innovative. It is
female-dominated. Entrepreneurship researchers have not yet tried to understand the corridors
through which these necessity entrepreneurs have travelled and then to see if there is a chance
for them to innovate and grow. To explore this, this study will be one way to unearthing how
useful online social interaction are to entrepreneurs as a whole and how its benefits can be
taught to these entrepreneurs to use as a tool in opportunity identification and evaluation to

make them more innovative and thus grow.

Entrepreneurship is seen as the mechanism of economic growth with exceptional growths in
economies where disruptive innovation was encouraged and this was the contrary for nations

where this was not the case. Successful disruptive entrepreneurship creates solutions for both
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the rich and the poor, thereby reducing inequality in the wellbeing of people in a society
(Packard and Bylund, 2017). It is likely that online social interaction could be used as a tool to
encourage disruptive innovations, thereby bridging inequality gaps and in that way improving
societal wellbeing. The question is, how does social interaction support the decisions of
entrepreneurs and how does social interaction influence opportunity evaluation of
entrepreneurs? Arnaboldi et al. (2017) found in their empirical study that actors interested in
interacting with outsiders sped up the decision-making cycle. This study responds to a call for
research that investigates factors that have an influence on decision making inputs and the
resultant changes to the initial choices (Shepherd, 2015; Shepherd andPatzelt, 2017). It also
follows the suggestion made by Park et al. (2017) for future research to study why
entrepreneurs use social media. To get a deeper understanding of how the use of social media
facilitates cognition and behaviour affecting opportunity evaluation, the study builds on the

following existing research streams.

e Uncertainty (S Shane and Venkataraman 2012; McMullen and Shepherd 2006)
e Effectuation and Causation (S. Sarasvathy 2001)
e Entrepreneurial Cognition (Grégoire, Corbett, and Mcmullen 2011)

e Social networking (Hite and Hesterly, 2001; Jack, 2010)

Welter et al. (2017) suggest that not enough is known about the field of entrepreneurship, thus
research in this field is in an exploratory mode, making it exciting to research into, as many
phenomena still remain unexplored. Exploring them will provide better insight into the richness
of the diversity of the field, but the researcher has to decide what is interesting and useful to
explore. The explosion in the use of social media is an interesting phenomenon to be studied
and it would be useful to find out and know more about how it can impact entrepreneurship,

specifically the evaluation of opportunities.
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3.26 Conceptual framework of the study

Based on the research objectives and the review of literature, below, as displayed in figure
3.4, is the conceptual model to be tested empirically. How much of online social interaction
that goes on during the evaluation of entrepreneurial opportunities could depend on whether
an entrepreneur is using the causation or effectuation approach, with one approach possibly
being more prominent more than the other. The effect of online social interaction on
entrepreneurial opportunity evaluation could be either direct or indirect through a mediator,
which in this case has been identified the resources available to the entrepreneur at the time

of evaluation.

CAUSATION
EFFECTUATION

Figure 3-5 Conceptual Framework of the study

3.27 Conclusion

Various studies have been carried out on opportunity evaluation as a concept. Even though
opportunity evaluation is the bridge between opportunity identification and exploitation, there
is a dearth of research on evaluation as compared to the research that exists on opportunity
identification and opportunity exploitation. Various factors have been identified to affect the

evaluation process, amongst them are religion, emotions, and gender. Over the past few years,
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there has been significant growth in internet usage and a corresponding increase in social media
users, a phenomenon which has changed the way individuals interact. Interactions are
characterized by more online engagements with diverse people both in and outside the
countries of the users. This provides access to resources and information required for an
entrepreneur to succeed, resources which otherwise would have been out of reach. Social media
has thus become another means of accessing social capital for nascent entrepreneurs, serving
as a feedback mechanism or a medium through which entrepreneurs can test their ideas. What
we do not know, however is how the use of social media affects entrepreneurial evaluation of
opportunities. This is important because social media has become part of our daily lives, and

we must understand its implications for entrepreneurship.
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CHAPTER FOUR
4 RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY

4.1 Introduction

This research investigates the impact of online social interaction on entrepreneurial opportunity
evaluation. Extant literature has fairly covered research on opportunity evaluation by
entrepreneurs (Alvarez et al. 2010; Ardichvili et al. 2003; Davidsson 2015; Dimov 2007b; Keh
et al. 2002; Der Foo 2011) as well as the importance of networking / social networking by
entrepreneurs (Jack 2005; Hite and Hesterly 2001; Hite 2005) and the use digital technology
especially social media tools (Nambisan 2016; Mollick 2014; Fischer and Reuber 2011). These
three concepts have been studied separately but not studied together within the framework of
entrepreneurship literature. All three have been proven to be of essence in the entrepreneurial
sector. There is a need to gain an in-depth understanding of the effect of online social
interaction on the process of opportunity evaluation by entrepreneurs.

This chapter presents a detailed description of the research process. It provides information on
the philosophy, the method used in conducting the study research, information on the
participants (inclusion criteria) and sampling method used. In addition, the chapter explains
how the analysis of the collected data is used to address the research objectives and questions.
Reasons and justifications for the research design, research instruments, data sources, and data
collection techniques are also given. The procedures that were followed to carry out this study
are included as well as the ethical issues that were followed in the entire process. Reliability

and Validity are also discussed.

4.2 Objectives

The aim of this research is to develop a model which measures the impact of online social

interaction during the evaluation of a potential opportunity. The model provides a deeper
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understanding of the impact on opportunity evaluation as a result of social interaction via social
media. Specifically, the objectives of the study include the following:
1. To develop and validate scales for social interaction and opportunity evaluation
2. To estimate the effect of online social interaction on entrepreneurs’ opportunity
evaluation.
3. To examine if the effect of online social interaction depends on effectuation and
causation
4. To examine the mechanism by which online social interaction affect entrepreneurs’
opportunity evaluation using resource availability as a mediator
5. To understand the nature of feedback and the pattern of resultant changes to a

potential opportunity as a result of online social interaction

4.3 Research Questions

Main Question: How does online social interaction affect opportunity evaluation?
Based on the research question, the following research questions are deduced to guide the

conduct of the research.

1. What is the possibility of developing and validating scales for social interaction and
opportunity evaluation?

2. What is the effect of online social interaction on entrepreneurs’ opportunity
evaluation?

3. What is the impact on opportunity development and refinement when an
entrepreneur is using the causation or effectuation approach?

4. What is the effect of social interaction on opportunity evaluation when resource
availability is used as a mediator?

5. What is the nature of feedback received as a result of online social interaction that

impacts opportunity evaluation?
64



4.4 Research Hypothesis and Proposition

The following hypotheses are to be tested in this study.
H1: Online social interaction increases the mean opportunity evaluation score.
H2: The effect of online social interaction is not the same across levels of effectuation
and causation.
H3: Online social interaction has indirect effects on opportunity evaluation through
resource availability.

The following proposition has been set for this study.
P1: Potential opportunities experience transformations due to the feedback received
from online social interaction.

This is a proposition because it seeks to test the qualitative aspect of the study.

4.5 Research Philosophy

Research philosophy involves the development and nature of knowledge (Saunders, Lewis and
Thornhill, 2008). The research philosophy selected by a researcher shows how the researcher
sees the world; the philosophy of the study also underpins the strategy adopted for a study.
Philosophy can be thought about in two ways, ontology, and epistemology. Ontology is
concerned with the nature of reality and, which is either objectivism or subjectivism, and
epistemology concerns itself with what forms acceptable knowledge in a discipline (Saunders,
Lewis and Thornhill, 2008).

There are four philosophical domains namely, Positivism, Realism, Interpretivism, and
Pragmatism. To decide which one is right for a researcher to adopt depends on the research
question that a researcher is trying to answer. In practical terms, individual research questions
seldom fall perfectly into a single philosophical domain (Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2008).
Positivism embraces the philosophical position of the natural scientist. The results of such

research are similar to law-like generalisations which can be compared to physical and natural
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scientists’ creations. Interpretivism stresses the need for the researcher to appreciate differences
among humans as social actors of this study. Realism as a philosophy postulates the existence
of things whether perceived or not and uses the scientific approach in knowledge creation.
Pragmatism holds a multiple view and promotes a balance between positivism and
interpretivism and allows results to be used in different ways to gain a deeper insight into a
phenomenon (Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2008). Here, it is basically the research question
that influences the selection of research philosophy. Hence, subject to the kind of research
question, it is possible to use positivism and interpretivism at the same time.

This research takes the philosophical domain of Pragmatism. This is because it is practical and
allows itself to merge various methods (quantitative and qualitative methods). The choice for
this philosophical stand assumes that insights obtained should be premised on experiences of
entrepreneurs and the process of opportunity refinement. Opportunity evaluation is seen as a
social product that can be appreciated through the views of the individuals directly engaged in
the process (Dimov 2007). The study attempts to gain valuable insights and a practical
understanding of the experiences of participants. Entrepreneurs perceive different situations in
different ways hence the different interpretations would impact their decisions (Gruber, Kim,
and Brinckmann 2015).

Brinckmann and Hoegl (2011) comment on entrepreneurs and the way they interact with others
socially. There is a need to make sense of their actions in a meaningful way. Thus, aside from
collecting quantitative data that would provide objectivity, it is equally important to appreciate
the motives for using social media, how it is used and why it is used the way it is being used.
Pragmatism allows for the integration of different viewpoints to enhance understanding and
this makes it possible to use a mixed-method approach to answer the research question

(Creswell 2013)
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4.6 Research Strategy

This study used a mixed-method (quantitative and qualitative) approach, specifically a
sequential explanatory mixed-method approach, beginning with the quantitative and followed
up with a qualitative method. A survey, followed by in-depth interviews was employed. This
was used for explanatory purposes and to ensure that the findings are consistent. This is
depicted in figures 4.1 and 4.2, following the approach that Park et al. (2017) used in their
study of social media influences on entrepreneurial opportunity i.e. a survey followed by post

hoc interviews to obtain an in-depth understanding of the results they obtained.

QUAN — qual
Data and Results Follow-up Data and Results

Figure 4-1 Explanatory mixed-methods Design

Quantitative Semi- Interpretation
Data structured based on quan and
Collection interviews qual results

Quialitative Data
Collection

Figure 4-2 Explanatory sequential design

The motivation to select a mixed method of approach is because of the nature of the subject
matter vis-vis International Business. International Business is seen as a multi-faceted area of
research that inspires some appreciable amount of complicated research questions
(Hurmerinta-Peltom and Nummela, 2006). International Business researchers recommended

that it is better to answer such research questions by using multiple methods (Hurmerinta-
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Peltom and Nummela, 2006) to enhance validity and create knowledge. Entrepreneurship
research can be linked to International Business research in terms of complexity and thus the
use of the mixed method in this research. The mixed-method approach enhances validity, since
the focus is on both processes and outcomes thereby providing a greater understanding and
also helps to obtain the richness and details required to understand how online social interaction
impacts opportunity evaluation.

There is a lack of qualitative methods in research that use structured interviews or even case
studies, although it would have been expected that more qualitative methods would have been
used due to the nature of the construct (Wood and Mckelvie, 2015). Opportunity evaluation is
a non-linear process that unfolds over time and events would have been better detailed and
evaluated using qualitative methods. There is also a lack of triangulation of data as most
researchers did not use multiple methods. Only two such studies using more than one method
were identified by (Wood and Mckelvie, 2015) using more than one method. Hence the

decision to use a mixed-methods approach for this study.

4.7 Research Design

A research design is a general plan that guides how the research is to be undertaken (Zikmund,
W., Babin 2007). It connects the conceptual research problem to the relevant empirical research
(Xie 2016). It gives a framework that guides the data collecting procedures relevant for a
particular research. Bryman (2012) noted that the research problem has a significant influence
on the choice of research design.

Bryman (2012) discusses five major types of research designs, namely experimental, cross-
sectional (survey), longitudinal, case study and comparative research designs. Although a
longitudinal study would have answered the research question in a much more detailed way,

due to time constraints and resources, the study adopted a cross-sectional design and a multiple-
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case study to achieve its aims and objectives. This design allowed the study to employ a large
sample which was necessary to be able to develop the scale. Boateng et al. (2018) recommend

that to develop a scale a minimum recommended sample should be 300.

4.8 Study and Target Population

Bryman (2012) simply defines a population as the universe of units from which the sample is
to be chosen. He defines it as units because a population does not necessarily mean human
beings. Creswell (2012) on the other hand, defines it as a group of individuals with the same
characteristics. The study population was young nascent entrepreneurs in Ghana who have not
been in business for more not more than 5 years. Young here does not refer to the age of the
entrepreneur, but the age of the business. Relating the study of opportunity evaluation to the
sample that was used in various studies, Wood and Mckelvie (2015) noted the diversity in the
samples used. The samples were taken mostly from a population in the U.S. and Europe with
a few taken from Asia. There are some regions that are less represented in the literature on
opportunity evaluation literature such as Africa, the Middle East and Latin America (Wood
and Mckelvie, 2015). In using a mixed-method approach with a data collection in sub-Saharan

Africa, the limitation of non-representation of the Africa region has been addressed.

4.9  Unit of analysis

The unit of analysis in this research took a micro perspective and analysed individual nascent

entrepreneurs.

4.10 Sampling Techniques

A sample is a subcategory of the target population that the researcher intends to study for
generalizing about the target population (Creswell 2012). In other words, it is the section of the
population that is selected for investigation and the method used for the selection is called

sampling technique (Bryman 2012). It can be said to be a group of people selected from a larger
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population purposely for a survey (Fridah 2002). The sampling technique can be a probability
or non-probability approach. The probability approach makes sure that each unit in the
population has been randomly selected so that each one has an equal chance of selection while
in non-probability sampling a sample that has not been chosen by means of a random selection
method implying that some units in the population have the likelihood of being chosen than
other units within the population (Bryman 2012). Simple random sampling is the basic form of
probability sampling and each unit of the population has an equal chance of being included in
the sample (Bryman 2012) and has the highest freedom from bias (Taherdoost 2018). It must,
however, be noted that the cost of this method can be high in terms of standard errors of
estimators and the cost of obtaining data (Taherdoost 2018). This sampling technique was used

for the quantitative data collection.

4.11 Sampling Criteria

To ensure adequate geographical representation of the sample for the survey, the listings of the
National Entrepreneurship and Innovation Plan (NEIP), a policy initiative of the government
of Ghana whose primary objective is to provide an integrated national support for start-ups and
small businesses, was used. Through the Business Hubs Network, the NEIP program has
trained 7000 entrepreneurs across Ghana since the program commenced in 2017. To ensure
there was also a representation from Social Enterprises, a list was obtained from Social
Enterprise Ghana. These organisations serve as incubators for young entrepreneurs and they
organise a variety of training programs and raise start-up capital for these young entrepreneurs.
The simple random sampling method was preferred because Social Enterprise Ghana (SEG)
and the NEIP have a large representation of young entrepreneurs from a wide area of disciplines
across Ghana and selection at random would ensure that each member of the larger population
had an equal chance of being selected. This would also avoid researcher bias. A list of 800
contact numbers was obtained from NEIP. This was sampled from 7000 entrepreneurs
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available at NEIP. In addition, another list of 118 social entrepreneurs was also obtained from
SEG. The list provided indicated that entrepreneurs were located in all the regions of Ghana.
A list of all entrepreneurs in the 7 regions in Ghana (Greater Accra and Central for the Coastal
belt, Ashanti, Brong Ahafo and Eastern for the Middle belt, Northern and Upper West for the
Northern Belt) was obtained from the National Entrepreneurship and Innovation Program and
the Social Enterprise Foundation and used as the sampling frame for the study. The list had the
names, company name, telephone and location of 900 registered entrepreneurs.

Text messages were sent to all the 800 entrepreneurs to inform them of the study and an
expected call. After the text message, a telephone call was placed to all the 800 entrepreneurs
to further explain the study to them and to seek for their consent to participate in the study.
After the call, only 483 of the 800 entrepreneurs consented to participate in the study. All the
483 who consented to participate in the study were recruited. Therefore, about nine hundred
entrepreneurs were contacted through the telephone to seek their consent and availability for
the study. About 405 entrepreneurs (representing 44.11%) gave their consent and availability
to participate. Three hundred and eighty-three (383 — representing 94.56%) responded to the
telephone interviews.

For the qualitative data collection, entrepreneurs who had been in business 5 years or less were
contacted and the snowball technique was used for the selection. When an entrepreneur was
recommended, the person was contacted through the telephone to seek their consent and

availability to participate in the study.

4.12 Sample Size

Creswell, (2012) advocates for a researcher to pick a possibly large sample from the population
so0 as to ensure a smaller potential error that the sample will differ from the population. In other
words, a sample must be of the required size so as to have the required amount of accuracy in
the results and also to able to recognize any substantial differences or associations that may
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exist in the study population. So in research design, in order to achieve the research objectives,
estimating the required minimum sample size is of essence (Omair 2014).

For scale development, various researchers have proposed different sample sizes. One of the
factors that determine the sample size of a study includes the degree of variation among the
variables, and the ratio of variables to the number of factors (Maccallum and Widaman, 1999).
Nunnally and Bernstein (1978) state that for each scale item there has to be a minimum of 10
participants while others suggest that sample sizes do not depend on the number of survey
items. Clark and Watson (1995) recommend using 300 respondents once preliminary testing
has been done. Some researchers have recommended between 200-300 as suitable for factor
analysis (Comrey, 1988; Guadagnoli and Velicer, 2014). Guadagnoli and Velicer (2014)
conducted various simulations using different sample sizes after which they recommended a
minimum range of 300-450 suitable to study comparability of patterns. They do not
recommend a sample size of less than 300 otherwise there would be a need for replication. For
scale development, Comrey and Lee (1992) propose a classified scale of sample sizes, where
100, 200, 300, 500, 1000 represented poor, fair, good, very good, excellent respectively. In this
study using simple random sampling, a minimum sample size of 350 was selected based on the
various discussions of sample sizes by the various researchers.

For the qualitative data collection, purposive sampling was used so as to ensure that participants
selected are able to provide information that can best inform the research questions. Once
saturation is reached (the same information is being repeated by different participants) no new

participants would be engaged.

4.13 Data Collection Procedure

A cross-sectional design was used for quantitative data collection. This is the method where
the researcher takes information at one-time point. It is mostly used when the research interest
is in the know of what has happened or is happening at a particular point in time. The data
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collection tool for the quantitative part of this research was a questionnaire with close-ended
questions and responses based on a 5-point unipolar Likert scale. The concepts of analysis were
identified through literature review.

Pretesting is generally undertaken as a pilot run, especially when the measures are taken from
various sources. During pretesting, the instrument is administered to a small representative
group of the population. Here, participants are requested to point out areas that can be improved
to enhance understanding of the questions. Suggestions are also made to the data collection
process itself and any identified problem areas corrected. There are times a re-test is done to
ensure that the instrument is suitable to use to collect the required data (Hair et al. 2014)

For this study, a first pilot study was undertaken after the concepts had been identified in order
to understand the more relevant ones to help discover as far as possible the relationships
between the key variables in the study. The entrepreneurs for this part of the research were
selected conveniently, specifically from a University incubator, so as to reduce costs and time.
After the initial pilot study and the feedback received, the questionnaire was also then sent to
5 entrepreneurial and scale development experts. After this, another pilot study was done. This
was to ensure that the questionnaire was valid and reliable. Due to the nature of the widespread
location of respondents, the was collected using telephone interviews were used to collect the
data. Six research assistants who had attained university level of education (two postgraduates
and four undergraduates) were recruited and made to sign a confidentiality form. A one-day
training was then organised by the researcher to train the research assistants. The research
assistants were trained to have an in-depth understanding of the research as well as the
questionnaire as well as equipped with skills to administer a questionnaire through telephone
interviews. They were also introduced to key terminologies and agreed on definitions of these
terminologies in the local language. The quantitative data collection took 4 weeks: 1%t — 21

March 2019.
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4.14 Validating Scales for Social Interaction and Opportunity Evaluation

The validation of the scale followed the approach recommended by SLavEc and Drnovsek,
(2012) as depicted in figure 4.3 below. Boateng et al., (2018) recently proposed a similar
approach although not specific to entrepreneurship. In their view on scale development in
entrepreneurial research, SLavEc and Drnovsek, (2012) propose a ten-step process classified
into three stages. The first stage is the importance of theory and existence of the construct
followed by how representative and appropriate the data collected is and the final stage is the
statistical analysis and evidence of the construct. It must however be noted that, it was only
item 3 that was followed in the first stage which is the content validity evaluation. This is
because the constructs already had scales that could be used for our purpose but still needed to

go through validity to ensure that the scales picked were appropriate.

Representativeness and

appropriateness of data 7

(1. Content domain specification calllson

(lit. review, interviews with
relevant audience, focus group)

+ 8. Dimensionality assessment

et | ti * 4. Questionnaire development + 9. Reliability assessment
Pl glednera 10:1 and evaluation « 10. Construct validity
= 3. Content validity evaluation ;
(expert judges rzevant = 5. Translation and back- assessment (convergent and
audience) translation discriminant validity)

= 6. Pilot study
« 7. Sampling and data collection

.

Theoretical importance
and existence of the

Statistical analysis and

statistical evidence of the
construct

construct

Figure 4-3 Ten steps and three phases in scale development

Source: (Slavec and Drnovsek, 2012)
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4.15 Theoretical Importance and Existence of Construct

Domain(s) Identification, Item Generation and Content Validity

The initial step is the specification of the content domain because the creation of a new measure
commences with delineation of the domain of the new construct attained through in-depth
literature review (Netemeyer, Bearden and Sharma, 2003). Then a pool of possible items that
sample the domain of the construct is created which will be used to develop the new scale.
After this, it is checked for content validity which is the evaluation of how adequate the
proposed items are from the item pool by the appropriate audience (Nunnally and Bernstein,
1994).

Opportunities are central to the study and practice of entrepreneurship (Shane and Eckhardt,
2003). Extant research has been done on opportunity identification, discovery and exploitation
(Jarvis, 2016; Mcmullen and Dimov, 2013; Shane and Venkataraman, 2000; Van de Ven,
Sapienza, and Villanueva, 2007), but much less research on evaluation of opportunities
identified. The first step in the entrepreneurship activity starts when people notice favourable
business opportunities. Opportunity evaluation is essential in the study of the entrepreneurship
process because an individual takes action in creating a venture in order to produce a good or
service only if he or she is convinced that an imagined future is attractive enough to pursue
(Wood and Mckelvie, 2015). Opportunity evaluation 3rd person opportunities are assessed to
see if they are attractive for themselves i.e. 1st person opportunities (Shepherd et al., 2009).
Unlike Opportunity evaluation, exploitation is the phase of the entrepreneurial process which
involves taking action such as the search for resources (Autio, Dahlander and Frederiksen,
2013) in relation to 1st person opportunities (Wood and Mckelvie, 2015). Opportunity
Evaluation can thus be said to be the bridge between opportunity recognition and exploitation

and thus very important to understand how this construct works when it is being affected by
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other factors. To the best of the researcher’s knowledge, there are currently no existing
instruments that currently serve that purpose.

The deductive approach of literature review and assessment of existing scales was used for the
item generation. The variables included in the conceptual framework are social
interaction/social capital, effectuation, causation, and opportunity evaluation. In order to
clearly establish the relationship between online social interaction and opportunity evaluation,
the questionnaire included control variables and these are competition, technological
capabilities, and offline social interaction. Responses were based on a 5-point unipolar Likert
scale.

The first step taken to ensure content validity was to conduct a pilot study with a target of
population judges. This was also to ensure face validity. After the initial feedback received, the
questionnaire was sent to a panel of 6 judges. These were experts in entrepreneurship,
biostatistics, and ethics who carried out independent reviews to indicate the questions that were

suitable, accurate, and interpretable. Items were accepted, rejected, or modified.

4.16 Representativeness and Appropriateness of Data Collection

After the questions had been reduced, there was a pre-testing to make sure that items would be
easily comprehended and that they were relevant to the target population before the actual
survey was carried out. This was to minimize misunderstanding, as was noticed from the first
pilot study and subsequent measurement error. It was also to eliminate poorly worded items
and phrasing of the questions to ensure that they were very well understood and to reduce the
cognitive burden on research participants (Boateng et al. 2018). The questionnaire was also

revised during the training of field workers to put in another stage on content validity.

4.16.1 Survey Administration

The data was collected using Computer Assisted Personal Interviewing (CAPI) on mobile

phone devices. The software that was used is CS Entry. This was to reduce errors with data
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entry. The data collected was directly stored on Dropbox in real-time. This was in line with the
recommendation made by Boateng et al. (2018). As indicated earlier, the sample size that was
used is 384 as recommended by several researchers in scale development (Comrey, 1988;

Comrey and Lee, 1992; Clark and Watson, 1995; Guadagnoli and Velicer, 2014)

4.17 Statistical Method and Data Analysis

This section gives the details of the statistical methods used to test dimensionality assessment,

reliability assessment, and to construct validity assessment.

4.17.1 Statistical Method

Firstly, the questionnaires were evaluated with SPSS and later exported to STATA for the data
analysis. Factor analysis to ensure unidimensional scales were performed. A measure that is
considered unidimensional has only one dimension, meaning that its items underlie a single
factor (Slavec and Drnovsek, 2012). This study used exploratory factor analysis. After the
unidimensional test, the study proceeded with assessing the reliability of the measures as per
the recommendation by (Slavec and Drnovsek, 2012). Reliability tests were also performed to
ensure that the scales were reliable measures. It should be noted that various normality tests
were performed to ensure the accuracy of the data using the skewness and kurtosis test as well
as the Shapiro-Wilk and Shapiro-Francia tests for normality. Internal consistency evaluation
was also performed, specifically item-to-total correlations and inter-item correlations.

The internal consistency or reliability of the adapted tools for measuring opportunity
evaluation, effectuation, causation, online social interaction, and social media adoption was
assessed using Cronbach’s alpha. Construct reliability was determined with 20 responses by
determining Cronbach Alpha coefficients for each construct after a pre-testing of the
questionnaire. Table 4.1 indicates the various statistical analysis that would be performed to

test each hypothesis.
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4.17.2 Study Variables

Bryman, (2012) defines a variable as a characteristic on which cases differ where ‘Cases’ are
people and also other things such as households, cities, organizations, schools, and nations.
Variables can be classified into independent variables and dependent variables. The study
variables in this research are classified into dependent (outcome) and independent variables.
Opportunity Evaluation is the outcome variable and the independent variables are comprised
of causation, effectuation, social interaction, resource evaluation, and other background
characteristics.

The scales that were retrieved from literature review of other researchers that were used as a

guide for item development can be found in the appendix.

4.18 Opportunity Evaluation (OE)

Opportunity evaluation can thus be defined as a cognitive, open-ended future-focused activity
and that depends on the actions of the entrepreneur (Dimov, 2007; Shepherd, Mcmullen and
Haynie, 2009; Wood and Mckelvie, 2015). It is a first-person opportunity assessment
(Shepherd, Mcmullen and Haynie, 2009) but not the same as the choice to create a venture.
Opportunity evaluation is an activity that happens in the mind and involves analysing situations
and conditions so as to decide what can be accomplished within the conditions (Wood and
Mckelvie, 2015). It is a decision-making process where the entrepreneur makes his decision
based on the attributes of the opportunity which include economic, environmental and social
attributes. It will also be based on the satisfaction that the entrepreneur will derive from
pursuing the opportunity (Smith, Kickul and Fiona, 2010). Mufioz (2017) agrees that
entrepreneurship is made up of different cognitive structures but cautions that in spite of this,
entrepreneurs should not be seen as heroes in their field with exceptional cognitive abilities. It

should therefore not be viewed as a static activity but as changes in the individual over a period
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of time which can have an impact on how decisions are made e.g. an increase in knowledge

which includes the assessment of potential opportunities (Shepherd and Patzelt, 2017).

The assessment of opportunity evaluation was done using a set of 18 questions out of which 8
had responses to be given on a 5 point-Likert scale and the remaining 10 were measured on a
100-point scale. The questions measured on a 100-point scale were later converted to a 5-point
scale. The overall average of all the 18 items was used a measure of OE. The scales from these

researchers were used as a guide for item development for this construct.

4.19 Social Interaction (SI)

Social interaction refers to online social interaction where entrepreneurs connect with networks
using social media tools like Facebook, Twitter, and Instagram as well as WhatsApp and
LinkedIn. Social Interaction was assessed using 10 questions measured on a 5 point-Likert.
The scores ranged from 1-5 (1- Not as all 2- Rarely 3-Sometimes 4- Almost Always 5-
Always). The overall average score was estimated as the measure of SI. The scales from these
researchers were used as a guide for item development for this construct Walter et al. (2006)

based on Mohr and Speakman (1994), Keller and Holland (1975),

4.20 Resource Availability (RA)

Barney (1991) classified resources into three categories. These are physical capital resources
(e.g. plant and equipment, location), human capital resources (e.g. training, experience,
judgment, intelligence) and organizational capital resources (e.g. internal structures and
systems). These resources of the firm are seen as heterogeneous and immaobile across firms in
an industry and have an effect on the firm’s strategic progress although not all resources are
strategically relevant at a particular point in time. Six Likert-scale questions were used to assess

resource availability. The scores are rated from 1 — 5, with 1 being the lowest score (Not at all)
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and 5 being the highest (Always). The overall average score was estimated as the measure. The

scale from Hughes, M et al. (2015) was used as a guide for item development for this construct.

4.21 Causation (CS)

Causation relates to opportunity identification and developing a business plan (Chandler et al.,
2011). Causation takes a certain effects as given and focuses on choosing between means to
create that effect. Sarasvathy (2001) relates causation to a jigsaw puzzle where the expected
picture is already known but what is left is how to put the pieces together in order to arrive at
the pre-determined picture. The measurement of causation was done using seven questions
measured on a 5-point Likert scale with the highest being 5 (Always). The overall average of

all the 7 items was used as a measure of Causation.

4.22 Effectuation (EF)

Effectuation relates to a strategy that is evolving (Chandler et al., 2011). Sarasvathy (2001)
relates effectuation to the quilt approach where the opportunity needs to be developed,
changing with the availability of new information. Effectuation is selecting between many
outcomes using a certain set of resources; it enables the entrepreneur to develop one or more
possible outcomes irrespective of the generalized goal. It also allows the decision maker to
modify his goals and create his or her goals over time. This construct was assessed by 7
questions measured on a 5-point Likert scale with the highest being 5 (Always). The overall

average of all the 7 items was used a measure of effectuation.
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Table 4-1 Statistical analysis performed to test each hypothesis

Hypotheses/Propositions Research Variable type Analysis
Research questions instrument
guestions
Do entrepreneurs use social media | Use of Social | Social Media Tools Descriptive statistics:

tools during the entrepreneurial

process?

An entrepreneur uses at least one

social media tool during the

entrepreneurial process

Media Tools

Section A: Q.6-
Q7

Categorical variables

measured on the nominal

Frequencies and percent

frequencies

What is the impact of online
social interaction on opportunity
development and refinement
when an entrepreneur is using
the causation or effectuation

approach?

The effect of online social
interaction is not the same across
and

levels of effectuation

causation

Effectuation

Independent variable

SectionF: Q1 -
13

Opportunity
Evaluation
Section B: Q 1-9

Causation is a quantitative
continuous covariate
generated from a 14 point
Likert scale items via mean

composite score analysis

Effectuation

Effectuation is a quantitative
continuous covariate
generated from a 13 point
Likert scale items via mean

composite score analysis

Qutcome variable

Opportunity Evaluation
measured on a continuous
scale. Thiswill be obtained by
generating composite mean

scores from the Likert scale

Explore the relationship
between

causation/effectuation and

opportunity  evaluation
with a scatter plot.
Quantify relationship
using Pearson

correlation/spearman

rank.  Multiple linear
regression analysis to
assess the impact of

causation on opportunity
evaluation. Residual
analysis will be performed
to check the regression
model assumption.

Sensitivity analysis will
also be conducted after re-
categorizing the outcome
into ordinal scale using

ordinal logistic regression

What is the effect of online social
interaction  on  entrepreneurs’

opportunity evaluation

Social
Interaction
SectionC: Q1-
22

Social Interaction

Independent Variable

Qutcome variable

Ordinal

Regression Analysis

Logistic
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Online social interaction increases
the mean opportunity evaluation

score..

Opportunity
Evaluation

Section B: Q1-9

Opportunity Evaluation
measured on a continuous
scale. Thiswill be obtained by
generating composite mean

scores from the Likert scale

This

categorized

study  will  re-
opportunity

four
(high,

low and no

evaluation  into

ordinal  levels
medium,
opportunity  evaluation)
based on a clearly defined
threshold.  Frequencies
and percent frequencies
will be used to determine
the proportion of study
participants that had high,
medium, low and no

opportunity evaluation

Is the relationship between
opportunity evaluation and online
social interaction mediated by

resource availability?

The

opportunity evaluation and online

relationship between

social interaction is mediated by

resource availability

Resource Mediation variable
Availability Resource Availability
Section D: 1-3

Nominal / Independent
Opportunity online social interaction
Evaluation

Section B: Q1-9
Social
Interaction
SectionC: Q1-

22

Outcome variable

Opportunity Evaluation
measured on a continuous
scale. Thiswill be obtained by
generating composite mean

scores from the Likert scale

Mediation Analysis based
on structural equation

models

4.23 Quantitative Data Analysis

4.23.1 Item reduction and Extraction of factors

Item reduction analysis was carried out to ensure that only valid, functional, and internally

consistent items were included in each construct. An item is considered functional if it

correlates with other items, discriminates between individual cases and underscores a single or
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multidimensional domain as well as contributes substantially to the construct. Eleven items
measured on a 5-point Likert scale and polychoric correlation coefficient was used to assess
the correlation between items in each construct. Items with a correlation coefficient of >0.3
were desirable while those with values < 0.3 were discarded. The Item Response Theory (IRT)
model was used in estimating the discrimination indices. Items with statistically significant
index (p-value <0.05) were considered (Popham and Husek, 1969; Brennan, 1972). Using
Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) factors were extracted and to assess the contribution of each
item to the construct, rotated factor loadings were used. Eigenvalues of factors were used to
determine the number of factors to extract. Factors with eigenvalues more than 1, were
considered for extraction. Items with oblique or orthogonal rotated factor loadings <0.35 were
further excluded (Nunnally and Bernstein, 1994; Raykov and Marcoulides, 2011). STATA 15

MP (StataCorp, College Station, TX, USA) was used in performing all analyses.

4.23.2 Scale Evaluation

To assess the internal consistency of the scale items, Cronbach's alpha was used, in terms of
the extent to which the set of items in the scale co-vary, in relation to their sum score (Raykov
and Marcoulides, 2011; DeVellis, 2012). An alpha coefficient of 0.70 was set as an acceptable
threshold for reliability.

Descriptive statistics for continuous variables were presented in terms of means and standard
deviations for normally distributed data. Categorical variables were reported in terms of
frequencies and percentages. Skewness and kurtosis and Shapiro-Wilk were used to test the
normality continuous variables. One-way ANOVA test and Welch t-test were used to compare
the average construct scores by the background characteristics of the entrepreneurs. Pearson’s
correlation coefficient values were used to measure the association between the measured
construct scores. To measure the effect of social interaction on opportunity evaluation with
resource availability as a mediator, Structural Equation Modelling (SEM) was used. The
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moderation effect of causation and effectuation on the relationship between online social
interaction and opportunity evaluation was measured using a linear regression model with an
interaction effect. All statistical tests were done at the 5% significance level.

Other explanatory data analyses to be studied include socio-demographic/economic factors
(age in years, sex, educational level, etc.). Bivariate analysis of socio-demographic factors and
how they relate with opportunity evaluation will be based on the Welch t-test/ Wilcoxon rank-
sum test, one-way analysis of variance/Kruskal Wallis test, Pearson correlation coefficient /

Spearman rank correlation coefficient.

4.23.3 Validity

The study used face value validity to make sure the questionnaires measured what they were
expected to measure. Pre-testing of the questionnaire was conducted among a small diverse
number of people to ensure correctness in the questions and reduce possible ambiguities in the
questionnaire. Validated scales which have been previously used and tested by other scholars
were used as a guide to collect data. In addition, factor analysis was performed to ensure uni-

dimensionality and reliability tests.

4.23.4 Reliability
Cronbach’s alpha level was set at 0.7, which is a good and acceptable level for a scale for a

quantitative study. The analysis follows a similar study conducted by Pallant (2013).

4.24 Qualitative Data
4.24.1 Data Collection Procedure

Usually, expert knowledge is not available publicly because it is seen as confidential, sensitive
or privileged (Christopoulos 2007). The qualitative part of the study was to gain an in-depth
understanding of results, specifically to find out the nature of feedback and the pattern of

resultant changes to a potential opportunity as a result of online social interaction.
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To achieve this, a snowball sampling approach was used which is a type of convenience
sampling. Here, the researcher initially contacts a small group of people who are appropriate
to the study and who then help the researcher to establish contacts with others (Bryman 2012).
This was to ensure that participants selected are able to provide information that best informs
the research questions and reflects the impact of online social interaction of opportunity
evaluation. Beninger et al., (2016) used this method to get a better understanding of the
contextual aspect of their study and to provide some richness to the data. It is expected that the
sample size would be small, but enough to ensure that potential respondents guarantee
diversity. The sample size was obtained when a point of data saturation was reached. i.e. the
same information is being repeated by different participants, with no new participants being
engaged. This was assumed to occur around 20.

Park et al., (2017) carried out in-depth interviews with 4 entrepreneurs to get a rich
understanding of the context of entrepreneurship, social interaction and opportunity
refinement. The interviews conducted were semi-structured where the questions and order of
presentation are determined but the questions were opened-ended. This was to allow gathering
of as much information as possible regarding online interaction activities of entrepreneurs and
opportunity evaluation context.

Interview questions were focused mainly on an entrepreneur’s use of social media, the benefits
of networks and the impact that this has on evaluating potential opportunities. A guide was
developed, based on the review of literature and on an understanding of the concepts of social
interaction, networking, and opportunity evaluation. Participants for the qualitative study were
individual entrepreneurs who had been in business for at least one year. A total of 13 key

informant interviews were conducted for this study.
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4.24.2 Data Analysis

All the key informant and in-depth interviews were audio-recorded and transcribed using
Microsoft word. The thematic analysis approach was used to analyse the transcriptions. Firstly,
thorough reading and re-reading enabled the identification of codes from the transcripts. These
codes were used to develop a codebook which in turn was then used to sort and categorize all
data. The transcripts were imported into Nvivo software version 11 and the codebook used as
nodes. The imported transcripts were studied line-by-line and relevant quotes were selected for
coding under appropriate nodes. The themes and sub-themes that were developed from this
process led to the formation of tentative linkages between concepts and data. The narrative was
then written using all the information gathered through the analysis and supported by
illustrative quotes from the respondents. This strategy aided in the explanation of the

relationship between online social interaction and opportunity evaluation.

4.24.3 Trustworthiness in Qualitative data

Trustworthiness is a very important notion that enables researchers to explain the intrinsic
worth of qualitative terms beyond the general constraints in quantitative research. The rationale
in qualitative research is to back the case that researchers' findings are significant. Lincoln and
Guba (1985), postulated that trustworthiness includes four key aspects which are credibility,

transferability, dependability, and confirmability as further discussed below.

4.24.4 Credibility

To ensure credibility, the researcher was involved in administering the questionnaire and the
actual data collection with prolonged engagement of respondents. Participant checks were done
to make sure participants were highly qualified to answer questions. This was done by
contacting the participants twice before conducting the actual interviews and was also the
reason why they were selected using snowball sampling. In addition, before the fieldwork, peer

briefings were held to ensure there were no inconsistencies.
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4.24.5 Dependability

For the research findings to be reliable and dependable, the manner in which the research is
conducted needs to be consistent across time, researchers and analysis techniques. The process
by which the results are produced must be clear and open. This, according to Lincoln and Guba,
(1985) is achievable by carefully monitoring the emerging research design. In addition, for the
study to be dependable, the information must be accurate and consistent, while the results have
to be consistent across time. The process was therefore clear and open and emerging themes

were derived from the interviews.

4.24.6 Confirmability

The research was driven by the respondents and not the researcher so as to prevent bias. Lincoln
and Guba (1985) explained that to achieve confirmability, a researcher needs to bring together
data and present the strategy and procedure used in checking and rechecking the data collected.
The researcher used the approach of Lincoln and Guba (1985) to ensure that the findings of the

study were the experiences of the respondents and not the opinion of the researcher.

4.24.7 Transferability

To enable readers to generalize the findings of the results, all information regarding the
research is available, as well as a vivid description of respondents to show that the respondents
could adequately respond to the research questions. The details of how the research was
conducted have been explicitly written in a way to enable those who wish to transfer the
methods to do so. Other researchers will also be able to assess the extent to which the
conclusions derived from this research are transferable to other times, settings, situations, and

people.
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4.24.8 Benchmarking

Existing scales and measures used in similar research settings were identified to make the
findings of this research valid and reliable. Work by other researchers also helped confirm the
relevance of this research. The study used existing research studies to support the results
obtained from the final results. The researcher tested for uni-dimensionality of the scales, the

linearity of the data and performed a reliability test on the validated scales used.

4.25 Ethics

Ethical approval was sought and obtained on 13" September 2018 from UNISA’s ethics
committee before the collection of data to ensure the protection of participants. The Social
Enterprise Ghana (SEG) and the National Entrepreneurship and Innovation Programme (NEIP)
gave permission to undertake the study on 9" February 2018 and 14" February 2019
respectively. Prospective participants were given a full brief about the processes involved in
the research. Informed consent was impliedly obtained from participants after they had
accepted voluntarily to be part of the study. Participants were guaranteed anonymity and
confidentiality to help protect the privacy of participants.

The interviews for the qualitative part of the study was conducted via telephone and in person
at a location convenient for the participant. To avoid researcher bias, the qualitative data
collection used both open-ended and closed questions to ensure that a better perspective of the
scope of the research is understood. With participant consent, the interviews were recorded and

later transcribed.

4.26 Delimitation

The scope of the thesis was individual nascent entrepreneurs enrolled in an incubator program
in Ghana. Social media channels that would be included in the study were Facebook,
Instagram, Twitter and WhatsApp, the popular online social interaction media in Ghana. This

research concentrated on the construct of social interaction: that is the effect that online
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interaction had on opportunity evaluation and not identification, as opportunity identification
has been researched extensively. The theoretical perspectives were network theory, resource-

based view and the theories of causation and effectuation.

4.27 Time Horizon

This study is considered cross-sectional because the change in the dependent variable was
measured in terms of change between two points in time: start-up time and at the time of the

survey.

4.28 Conclusions

This chapter outlined the research method that was used to answer the research questions for
this study. The study used a mixed-method approach specifically a Quan-qual approach. It
discussed the research philosophy, the data collection procedure, the participants and the
statistical analysis that was used. The quantitative data was analysed using STATA and the

qualitative data was analysed using NVIVO 11.
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CHAPTER FIVE
5 RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

5.1 Introduction

This chapter discusses the research results with reference to the main objective of the study
which was to determine the effect of online social interaction on opportunity evaluation. It then
discusses the findings in relation to other literature. The first part provides the quantitative

results and the second part gives the qualitative.

5.2 Quantitative Results
5.2.1 Background characteristics of Entrepreneurs

A survey response rate of 83.2% of the administered questionnaire was achieved. In total, data
was collected from 383 respondents who responded to telephone interviews. Eight out of every
ten selected participants (i.e. 305/383~ 80%) were males. The average age of all the participants
was 33.83 = 7.03 years. More than half (i.e. 194/383~50.7%) of the respondents were first-
degree graduates while about one-tenth (i.e. 10.4%, 40/383) of them had masters and doctoral
degrees. The proportion of people with no formal education was less than one percent (i.e.
3/383~0.8%). The commonest type of business engaged in by the participants was Service
Industry, and Agric-business while Education and Health/Pharmaceuticals were above five
percent. About 9 out of every 10 selected participants were on social media (i.e. 363/383 or
94.8%). Among the participants on social media, almost all of them were WhatsApp users (i.e.
351/363 ~ 96.7%,). Facebook was also used by most participants (i.e. 335/363~92.3%,)
however, Twitter users were about three out of every ten (i.e.112/363 or 30.9%,). Details of

the background characteristics of the study participants are shown in Table 5.1.
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Table 5-1 Distribution of background characteristics of entrepreneurs in Ghana

BIOGRAPHICAL DATA Frequency Percent
Age (Mean = SD) 33.83+7.03

Gender

Male 305 79.63
Female 78 20.37
Education

No education 3 0.78
Primary 19 4.95
WASSCE/SSCE 49 12.79
HND/Diploma 72 18.8
Undergraduate Degree 194 50.65
Masters 38 9.92
DBA /PhD 2 0.52
Technical 6 1.57
Type of business

Health/Pharmaceuticals 11 2.87
Digital Technology 39 10.18
Service Industry 127 33.16
Consumer goods 31 8.09
Agri-business 120 31.33
Education 14 3.66
Others 41 10.7
Social media signup
Yes 363 94.78
No 20 5.22
Type of Social media used?@
WhatsApp 351 96.69
Facebook 335 92.29
Instagram 169 46.56
Twitter 112 30.85

a: Multiple responses for only those who are on social media

5.3 Distribution of responses to individual questions of the various constructs
5.3.1 Opportunity Evaluation

More than eighty percent of respondents (84.3% or323/383) found the activity of searching for
new ideas for products/ services either very enjoyable or extremely enjoyable with less than
one percent (0.52% or 2/383) indicating it as not being an enjoyable activity. More than half
of the participants (58.22% or 223/383) were extremely motivated to improve their existing

products and services while one third (33.16% or 127/383) of them were very motivated to do
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so. Almost half of the respondents (48.56% or 186/383) indicated that the product they have
now is not substantially different from what they initially imagined but a third (34.36% or
148/383) had a substantially different product/service than what they first imagined. Four out
of every ten participants (41.78% or 160/383) had made very major changes to their business
model with some (17.49%, 67/383) actually making extreme major changes to their business
model. With regards to slight adjustments to the business model (like a price change or product
design), one-third of the respondents (34.99%, 134/383) made very major changes and about
2 out of every 10 (21.67%, 83/383) made slight changes. There were also some that made
extremely major changes in relation to minor adjustments to their business model (14.88%,
57/383). More than half of the respondents (52.22%, 200/383) described the process of
opportunity development as increasing over the period while for some, it was described as
being average (26.89%, 103/383). Details of the participants’ responses to individual

opportunity evaluation questions are shown in Table 5.2.

Table 5-2 Responses to Opportunity Evaluation Questions

Opportunity Evaluation Mean £SD Frequency Percent
Searching for new ideas for products/services to offer is  4.31+0.83
enjoyable to me

Not Enjoyable 2 0.52
Slightly Enjoyable 10 2.61
Enjoyable 48 12.53
Very Enjoyable 132 34.46
Extremely Enjoyable 191 49.87
I am motivated to figure out how to make existing 4.48+0.69
products/services better
Slightly Motivated 4 1.04
Motivated 29 7.57
Very Motivated 127 33.16
Extremely Motivated 223 58.22
The product/service that we now provide is 2.78+0.48
substantially different than we first imagined.
Not Different 110 28.72
Slightly Different 76 19.84
Different 49 12.79
Very Different 83 21.67
Extremely Different 65 16.97
Have you made major changes to my business model? 3.31+1.35
Not at All 62 16.19
Slightly 53 13.84
Somewhat 41 10.7
Very Major 160 41.78
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Extremely Major 67 17.49
Have made minor adjustment (pricing change, product  3.21+1.25
design change, etc

Not at All 43 11.23
Slightly 83 21.67
Somewhat 66 17.23
Major 134 34.99
Extremely Major 57 14.88

I would describe my idea refinement process as 3.45+1.05

Slow 41 10.7
Decreasing over time 8 2.09
Average 103 26.89
Increasing overtime 200 52.22
Radical 31 8.09

I have made major changes to my business model after 3.46+1.25

receiving feedback from customers or potential investors

Not at All 47 12.95
Slightly 36 9.92
Somewhat 45 124
Major 174 47.93
Extremely Major 61 16.8
I have made minor adjustment (pricing change, product 3.07+1.16

design change, etc) as a result of feedback from potential
customers or investors

Not at All 41 11.29
Slightly 80 22.04
Somewhat 79 21.76
Major 137 37.74
Extremely Major 26 7.16

In assessing the level of major changes participants had made to their business model after
having received feedback from customers or potential investors, more than half
(64.73%,235/363) indicated that they had made very major/extremely major changes to their
business model. In relation to minor changes, only a third (33.33%,121/383) indicated that they
either did not make or made slight minor changes to their business model after receiving

potential customer and investor feedback.

In measuring factors that influence the initial business models of participants, half of the
participants rated the influence of speaking with potential customers to be about 70%,
while speaking to potential customers was rated 40%. Speaking with family and friends,
using social media and desk research were all rated at 60% by half of the participants. The
factor that had the highest influence on their current business model was feedback received
from customers rated at 80%, followed by social media rated at 70% by half of the participants.
Family and friends and desk research ratings remained unchanged by 50% of the customers.

The results are as shown in table 5.3.
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Table 5-3 Responses to Influence on Business Model

Median  Lower quartile Upper quartile

A. Influence on initial Business Model

Speaking with potential customers 70 40 90
Speaking with potential investors 40 1 80
Speaking with friends and family 60 40 80
Social media 60 5 90
Desk Research 60 30 80
B. Influence on the current business

model

Customer feedback 80 60 90
Investor feedback 25 1 80
Friends and Family feedback 60 40 80
Social Media 70 30 90
Desk Research 60 30 80

5.3.2 Online Social Interaction

In measuring participants' use of online social interaction in the development of their business
opportunities, majority (63.9% or 232/363) indicated to have been really excited to
always/almost always use it in scanning the environment for new opportunities. Exchanging
information with and learning from others online was almost always/always done among most
of the participants (63.6% or 231/363). A quarter (25.1% or 91/363) of the participants
rarely/have not successfully acquired professional information needed for their new business
(e.g. research and development information for new products or services) from online social
interaction. About thirty percent (30.6% or 111/363) of the participants obtain a substantial
amount of their important information on customer needs and trends from online social
interaction. In making business decisions, about one out of every three selected (32.2%,
117/363) participants almost always/always rely heavily on online market information. Most
of the participants (72.2%, 262/363) felt that their online contacts were very/extremely
important for their businesses. Details of participants’ responses to Online Social Interaction

are shown in table 5.4.
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Table 5-4 Responses to Influence on Business Model

Mean+SD Notatall Rarely Sometimes QIIVT;ySst Always
Online Social Interaction n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%)
Scanning the environment using social media for 3.68£1.18 31(854) 21(579) 79 (21.76)  135(37.19) 97 (26.72)
new opportunities really excites me.
:)gri(r:]r;ange information with and learn from others 3.50+1.27 43 (11.85) 26 (7.16) 63 (17.36) 136 (37.47) 95 (26.17)
I exchange ideas with others online to analyse and 3.31+1.33 57 (15.7) 37 (10.19) 77 (21.21) 120 (33.06) 72 (19.83)
solve problems ' ' ' ' '
I have successfully acquired professional
information needed for the new business (e.g. 3.28+1.30 61 (16.8) 30 (8.26) 75 (20.66) 141 (38.84) 56 (15.43)
research and development information for new ' ' ' ' '
products of services) from online social interaction.
I have been capable of acquiring marketing
information for the new business (e.g. market trends, 3.13+1.35 75 (20.66) 34 (9.37) 70 (19.28) 135 (37.19) 49 (13.5)
competition, and sources of supplies) from online ' ' ' ' '
social interaction.
I get most of our valuable information on customer 3.03+1.27 70 (19.28) 41 (11.29) 99 (27.27) 115 (31.68) 38 (10.47)
needs and trends from online social interaction ' ' ' ' '
Because | interact online, we are able to obtain a 3.17+1.33
tremendous amount of technical know-how online 70 (19.28) 36 (9.92) 70(19.28) 137 (317.74) 50 (13.77)
I rely heavily on online market information to make 2.71+1.25 96 (26.45) 47 (12.95) 103 (28.37) 100 (27.55) 17 (4.68)
decisions ’ ' ‘ ' '
I use online market information to solve specific 277+1.27 03(25.62) 45 (12.40) 98 (27.00) 106 (29.20) 21 (5.79)
problems. ' ' ' ' '
Slightly Somewhat Very Extremely
Not at all . - . -
important _important important important
3.85+1.27
My online contacts are very important for my work 31(8.54) 34(9.37) 36(9.92) 120 (33.06) 142 (39.12)

5.3.3 Resource Availability

In evaluating both the participants’ ability to obtain financial resources through social
interaction and having financial resources obtained from online social interaction, both
questions had more than half of the participants saying they did not at all or rarely did. The
responses for being able to obtain it represented was 81.8% (297/363) and responses for having
it available was 71.4% (259/363). This was in contrast to the ability to obtain information and
having substantial access to information. A fourth of the participants (45.4% or 165/363) are
able to almost always/always obtain information via online social interaction and 1 out of every
3 (34.4% or 125/363) have access to information at their discretion due to online social
interaction. A quarter of the participants (25% or 94/363) are almost always/always able to
obtain human capital from online social interaction and about 2 out of every 10 participants

(22.5%, or 99/363) almost always/always have substantial human capital obtained via online
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social interaction at their discretion for supporting strategic initiatives. Summarised details can

be found in table 5.5.

Table 5-5 Responses to Resource Availability

Not at all Rarely

Sometimes

Almost always

Always

Resource Availability

Mean *
SD

n (%) n (%)

n (%)

n (%)

n (%)

| am able to obtain
financial resources on short
notice to support

new strategic initiatives
from online social
interaction

I have substantial financial
resources at my discretion
for funding strategic
initiatives obtained via
online social interaction

| am able to obtain
information on short notice
to support new strategic
initiatives from online
social interaction

| have substantial access to
information obtained via
online social interaction at
my discretion for making
decisions on strategic
initiatives.

I am able to obtain human
capital on short notice to
support new strategic
initiatives from online
social interaction

I have substantial human
capital obtained via online
social interaction at my
discretion for supporting
strategic initiatives

1.64+0.97

1.81+1.04

3.25x1.21

3.04+1.14

2.37+1.34

2.28+1.31

225 (61.98) 72 (19.83)

203 (55.92) 56 (15.43)

58 (15.98) 30 (8.26)

55 (15.15) 33 (9.09)

152 (41.87) 37 (10.19)

161 (44.35) 37 (10.19)

39 (10.74)

76 (20.94)

110 (30.3)

150 (41.32)

80 (22.04)

83 (22.87)

24 (6.61)

25 (6.89)

128 (35.26)

93 (25.62)

75 (20.66)

66 (18.18)

3(0.83)

3(0.83)

37 (10.19)

32(8.82)

19 (5.23)

16 (4.41)

5.3.4 Causation

In assessing the way of thinking of the participants that serve them in their process of venture

creation, specifically causation, 3 out 4 (i.e. 75.6% or 290/383) analysed long-run opportunities

and selected what they thought would provide the best returns to a high extent/very high extent.

More than half to a high extent/very high extent (i.e. 82.9%, or 318/383) designed and planned

business strategies. 9 out of 10 (i.e. 91% or 349/383) to a high extent/very high extent had clear

and consistent vision of where they wanted to be. 4 out of 10 participants (i.e. 40.2% or

154/383) integrated surprising results and findings to a high extent when the original project
target was at risk. More than 50% (i.e. 63.5% or 243/383) to a high extent/very high extent
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carried out project planning basically at the beginning. Almost 9 out of 10 participants (i.e.
89.8% or 344/383) always paid attention to the original project target to a high extent/very high

extent. The details are as in table 5.6.

Table 5-6 Responses to Causation

Causation N(;'hat Little Extent Somewhat High Extent Very High Extent

Mean + SD n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%)

I analysed long run

opportunities and

selected what I thought ~ 3-92%088 g 157y  21(548) 66 (17.23) 194 (50.65) 96 (25.07)
would provide the best

returns

| designed and planned  4.05+0.91
business strategies.

| had a clear and

consistent vision for 4.31+0.78
where | wanted to end

up

| only integrated

surprising results and

findings when the 3.071.12 13727 68 (17.75) 96 (25.07) 154 (40.21) 18 (4.7)
original project target (12.27)

was at risk

My R&D process

focused on reaching 3.61+1.13 31

the project target (8.09) 36 (9.4) 53(13.84) 195(50.91) 68 (17.75)
without any delay

The project planning

was basically carried 3.50+1.16 33

out at the beginning of (8.62) 48 (12.53) 59 (15.4) 179 (46.74) 64 (16.71)
the project

I have always paid

attention to reach the ~ 41730.71 3078y 8 (2.09) 28(7.31) 225 (58.75) 119 (31.07)
original project target

9(235)  19(4.96)  37(9.66) 196 (51.17) 122 (31.85)

4(1.04)  10(261)  20(5.22) 179 (46.74) 170 (44.39)

5.3.5 Effectuation

In assessing the way participants think that effectuation serves them in their process of venture
creation, more than half (66.5% or 255/383) tested varied products and business models on
what they thought would offer the best returns to a high extent/very high extent. Eight out of
10 (84.3% or 224/383) adapted their resources to what they had to a high extent/very high
extent. To a high extent/very high extent, almost 9 out of 10 (88% or 337) were open-minded,
taking advantage of available opportunities. Planning and implementation were done gradually

by 76.5% (293/383) participants to a high extent/very high extent. To a high extent/very high
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extent, more than half of the participants (66.8% or 256/383), allowed the project to develop

as opportunities arose although the opportunities have not been in line with the original project.

Table 5.7 provides a summary of the detailed results.

Table 5-7 Responses to Effectuation

Effectuation

Not at all

Little Extent

Somewhat

High Extent

Very High Extent

Mean + SD

n (%)

n (%)

n (%)

n (%)

n (%)

I experimented with
different products and/or
business models what |
thought would provide the
best returns

| adapted what | were
doing to the resources we
had

I was flexible and took
advantage of opportunities
as they arose

I avoided courses of action
that restricted my

flexibility and adaptability.

I always tried to integrate
surprising results and
findings during the R&D
process even though this
was not

necessarily in line with the
original project target
The project planning was
carried out in small steps
during the project
implementation

I allowed the project to
evolve as opportunities
emerged even though the
opportunities have not
been in line with the
original project

3.49+1.31

4.03+0.75

4.14+0.80

3.90+0.90

3.25%1.14

3.87+1.06

3.67+1.02

58 (15.14)

4 (1.04)

5 (1.31)

8 (2.09)

38 (9.92)

21 (5.48)

19 (4.96)

30 (7.83)

11 (2.87)

14 (3.66)

23 (6.01)

59 (15.4)

23 (6.01)

30 (7.83)

40 (10.44)

45 (11.75)

27 (7.05)

59 (15.4)

96 (25.07)

46 (12.01)

78 (20.37)

178 (46.48)

234 (61.1)

212 (55.35)

201 (52.48)

151 (39.43)

187 (48.83)

188 (49.09)

77 (20.1)

89 (23.24)

125 (32.64)

92 (24.02)

39 (10.18)

106 (27.68)

68 (17.75)

5.3.6 Control Factors

Most participants’ (83%, 318/383) market assessment of strong competition in their markets

was high/very. The extent to which participants’” customers constantly looked for new products

was high/very high was more than half (i.e. 68%, 281/383). For 7 out of 10 (i.e. 70%, 269/383)

participants, in order to stay in the markets, they needed to often update technology in order to

remain competitive. Half of the participants (i.e. 50.8%, 195/383) investment in research and

development was high/very high. Eight out of 10 participants highly/very highly engaged in
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in-person interaction to solve problems (i.e.79% or 304/383), exchange information with and

learn from others (i.e.84.6% or 325/383) and exchange ideas to analyse and solve problems in

person (i.e.81.9% or 314/383). Table 5.8 gives a summary of the findings.

Table 5-8 Responses to Control Factors

CONTROL FACTORS Not at all Very Little Somewhat High Very High
n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%)
Our market is characterized by strong
competition 10 (2.61) 26 (6.79) 29 (7.57) 116 (30.29) 202 (52.74)
Customers constantly look for new
product/service 36 (9.4) 41 (10.7) 45 (11.75) 141 (36.81) 120 (31.33)
Products and services become old very fast in
our market 103 (26.89) 91 (23.76) 58 (15.14) 93 (24.28) 38(9.92)
In our market, you must often update
technology in order to stay in the market. 38 (9.92) 38 (9.92) 38 (9.92) 143 (37.34) 126 (32.9)
The technology that our business is based on,
is not subject to large changes 87 (22.72) 109 (28.46) 66 (17.23) 86 (22.45) 35(9.14)
We invest heavily in R&D 60 (15.67) 67 (17.49) 61 (15.93) 135 (35.25) 60 (15.67)
. 159 (41.51) 145 (37.86)
| almost always solve problems constructively 5(1.31) 23 (6.01) 51 (13.32)
I exchange information with others and learn
from others in person 9 (2.35) 18 (4.7) 31 (8.09) 163 (42.56) 162 (42.3)
I exchange ideas with others to analyse and
solve  Problems in person 9 (2.35) 21 (5.48) 39 (10.18) 160 (41.78) 154 (40.21)
Table 5-9 Table of mean and standard deviation for Control Factors
Mea Standard

Variable n deviation

Competition

Our market is characterized by strong competition 4.24 1.03

Customers constantly look for new product/service 3.70 1.27

Products and services become old very fast in our market 2.67 1.36

Overall 3.53 0.91

Technology distinctiveness

In our market, you must often update technology in order to stay

in the market. 3.73 1.29

The technology that our business is based on, is not subject to

large changes 2.67 1.30

We invest heavily in R&D 3.18 1.32

Overall 3.19 0.81

Offline Social Interaction

I almost always solve problems constructively with others in

person 4.09 0.93

I exchange information with others and learn from others in

person 4.18 0.93

I exchange ideas with others to analyse and solve problems 4.12 0.96

Overall 4.13 0.83
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5.4 Results as Per Each Objective

5.4.1 Objective 1: To develop and validate scales for social interaction and opportunity
evaluation.

To be able to measure the effect on online social interaction via social media on opportunity
evaluation, there was a need to first develop a scale. To be able to do this, various statistical
analyses were performed. Below are the various indices that were obtained for social

interaction and opportunity evaluation.

5.4.1.1 Indices for Opportunity Evaluation

Table 5.8 gives details of the correlation matrix of the individual items of Sl scale. The
individual items correlated positively with one another with correlation values from 0.3 to 0.7.
The discrimination index of the individual items ranged from 0.49 to 4.52 with all them being
statistically significant (p<0.05). From the item response theory model, item B7BII
discriminated better than any other item on the scale while item B1 had the least discrimination
index of 0.49. Table 5.9 provides details of the discrimination indices of the individual items
on the scale. Two items had poor factor loading and were eliminated (rotated factor value
loading value < 0.35). In all, sixteen items were functional to SI construct with rotated factor
loadings of 0.37 to 0.77 (Table 5.10). Of the sixteen items, ten of them loaded well on factor 1
while and the other six loaded well on factor 2. Factor 1 describes the opportunity evaluation
process and the outcome being affected by some factors including social media while factor 2
describes factors affecting the opportunity evaluation process.

The scale derived has an estimated overall correlation of 0.87 (Table 5.11) between this battery
of sixteen items and all other sixteen-item batteries from the same scale. The estimated
correlation between the scale and the underlying factor it measures is V0.8728 ~ 0.9342

indicating the scale to be reasonable.
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Table 5-10 Polychoric coefficient of correlation between individual items

Bl B2 B3 B4 B5 B6 B7Al B7All BYAIll B7AIV B7AV B7BI B7BIl B7BIlIl B7BIV B7BV Cl11 Ci2

B1 Searching for new ideas for prds/serv to offer is enjoyabletome ~ 1.00
B2 | am motivated to figure out how to make existing pdts better 0.70 1.00
B3 The product/service that we now provide is substantially

different than we first imagined. 0.12 0.22 1.00
B4 | have made major changes to my business model? 0.16 0.27 066 1.00
B5 I have made minor adjustment (pricing change, prdt design

change, etc)? 0.10 0.18 052 058 1.00
B6 1 would describe my idea refinement process as 0.05 012 036 035 028 1.00
B7AI Speaking with potential customers 021 024 046 040 033 0.25 1.00
B7AII Speaking with potential investors 022 029 056 046 043 0.28 0.71 1.00
B7Alll Speaking with friends and family 0.05 007 011 015 011 0.04 0.39 0.29 1.00
B7AIV Social media 015 026 049 035 033 0.25 0.64 0.73 0.35 1.00
B7AV Desk Research 026 017 018 019 019 0.14 0.48 0.48 0.46 0.44 1.00
B7BI Customer feedback 023 021 033 031 028 0.13 0.60 0.53 0.26 0.52 0.40 1.00
B7BII Investor feedback 024 030 053 041 038 0.32 0.70 0.93 0.30 0.75 0.46 0.46 1.00
B7BIII Friends and Family feedback 0.17 010 0.09 0.16 0.10 0.02 0.31 0.25 0.66 0.34 0.36 0.39 0.26 1.00
B7BIV Social Media 023 028 041 034 028 0.20 0.58 0.63 0.32 0.84 0.41 0.52 0.67 0.38 1.00
B7BV Desk Research 021 022 018 022 012 021 0.42 0.39 0.28 0.40 0.71 0.43 0.49 0.37 0.44 1.00
C11 I have made major changes to my business
model after receiving feedback from customers
or potential investors 0.16 017 046 058 040 024 0.37 0.38 0.10 0.34 0.19 0.35 0.35 0.11 0.31 0.21 1.00
C12 I have made minor adjustment (pricing change,
prdt design change, etc) as a result of feedback from
potential customers or investors 0.03 0.06 039 043 058 0.22 0.32 0.34 0.15 0.30 0.20 0.16 0.38 0.04 0.25 0.19 061 1.00
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Table 5-11 Item discrimination index in ascending order

Discrimination index 95% Cl p-value
B1 0.48 0.28 - 0.68 <0.001
B2 0.63 0.39-0.87 <0.001
B7BIII 0.65 0.4-0.89 <0.001
B7Alll 0.70 0.48-0.93 <0.001
B6 0.75 0.53-0.96 <0.001
C12 0.83 0.59-1.06 <0.001
C11 0.94 0.7-1.19 <0.001
B5 0.95 0.69-1.21 <0.001
B7BV 1.12 0.86 - 1.38 <0.001
B4 1.15 0.87-1.42 <0.001
B7AV 1.18 0.91-1.44 <0.001
B7BI 1.31 1.02-1.61 <0.001
B3 1.34 1.04-1.64 <0.001
B7BIV 1.86 1.45-2.27 <0.001
B7Al 2.12 1.72-2.52 <0.001
B7AIV 2.26 1.76 - 2.75 <0.001
B7All 4.00 2.67-5.33 <0.001
B78BII 4.18 2.68-5.67 <0.001

Table 5-12 Factor extraction with oblique varimax rotated factor loadings above absolute 0.35

Varia Factors Affecting the process of The effect on
ble Opportunity Evaluation Opportunity Evaluation
B3 0.6491

B4 0.6851

B5 0.6606

B6 0.3777

B7Al 0.5634

B7All 0.5491

B7Alll 0.6188

B7AIV 0.6298

B7AV 0.7384

B7BI 0.5469

B78BII 0.5909

B7BIlI 0.6559

B7BIV 0.6372

B7BV 0.6775

C11 0.6267

C12 0.6449
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Table 5-13 Cronbach alpha test of item reliability and consistency index

Average inter-

Item Sign item-test correlation item-rest correlation . . alpha
item covariance

B3 + 0.62 0.54 0.58 0.86
B4 + 0.60 0.53 0.59 0.86
B5 + 0.54 0.46 0.61 0.87
B6 + 0.41 0.33 0.63 0.87
Cl1 + 0.58 0.51 0.60 0.87
C12 + 0.53 0.46 0.61 0.87
B7Al + 0.72 0.66 0.56 0.86
B7All + 0.77 0.71 0.54 0.85
B7Alll + 0.49 0.40 0.61 0.87
B7AV + 0.61 0.53 0.58 0.86
B7BI + 0.58 0.52 0.61 0.87
B7BlI + 0.77 0.71 0.53 0.85
B7BIII + 0.45 0.36 0.62 0.87
B7BIV + 0.63 0.54 0.58 0.86
B7BV + 0.60 0.52 0.59 0.87
Test scale 0.59 0.87

5.4.1.2 Indices for Social Interaction

Table 5.12 gives details of the correlation matrix of the individual items of ten. The individual
items of the OE construct had a correlated coefficient of 0.47 to 0.82. The discrimination index
of the individual items ranged from 1.05 to 2.80 with all them being statistically significant
(p<0.05). From the item response theory model, item C5 discriminated better than any other
item on the scale while item C1 had the least discrimination index of 1.5. Table 5.13 provides
details of the discrimination indices of the individual items on the scale. In all, the ten items
were functional to OE construct with rotated factor loadings of 0.62 to 0.77 (Table 5.14) which
loaded well on only one factor.

The derived scale is reasonable as it has an estimated overall correlation between the scale and

the underlying factor it measures as v0.9118 ~ 0.9549 indicating the scale to be reasonable.
The derived scale has an estimated overall correlation of 0.91 (Table 5.15) between this battery

of ten items and all other ten-item batteries from the same scale.
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Table 5-14 Polychoric coefficient of correlation between individual items

Cl C2 (C3 C4 Cc5 Csp C7 CB (C9 cio
C1 Scanning the environment using social media
for new opportunities really excites me. 1.00
C2 I exchange information with and learn from
others online 0.52 1.00
C3 I exchange ideas with others online to analyse
and solve problems 045 0.77 1.00
C4. | exchange ideas with others online to analyse
and | have successfully acquired professional
information needed for the new business (e.g.
research and
development information for new products of
services) from online social interaction solve
problems 043 049 055 1.00
C5. | have been capable of acquiring marketing
information for the new business (e.g. market
trends, competition, and sources of supplies)
from online social interaction 045 052 054 060 1.00
C6. | get most of our valuable information on
customer needs and trends from online social
interaction 053 0.46 045 047 065 1.00
C7 Because | interact online, we are able to obtain
a tremendous amount of technical know-how
online 0.54 051 056 065 062 059 1.00
C8 I rely heavily on online market information to
make decisions 042 037 045 041 063 066 055 1.00
C9 I use online market information to solve specific
problems. 044 047 048 045 064 062 055 0.82 1.00
C10 My online contacts are very important for my work 048 044 045 038 053 058 048 053 047 1.00
Table 5-15 Item discrimination index in ascending order
Discrimination index 95% ClI p-value
Cc1 1.52 1.16 -1.87 <0.001
C10 1.52 1.18-1.86 <0.001
C2 1.71 1.29-2.13 <0.001
Cc4 1.85 1.39-2.31 <0.001
Cc3 1.89 1.43-2.35 <0.001
Cc8 2.38 1.79-2.96 <0.001
c7 2.44 1.88 - 3.00 <0.001
Cc9 2.48 1.89 - 3.06 <0.001
C6 2.48 1.93-3.04 <0.001
c5 2.80 2.24 -3.37 <0.001
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Table 5-16 Factor extraction with orthogonal varimax rotated factor loadings above absolute 0.35

Variable Volume of Online Social Interaction
C1 0.62
C2 0.69
C3 0.71
Cc4 0.68
C5 0.79
C6 0.75
c7 0.75
C8 0.76
9 0.77
C10 0.64

Table 5-17 Cronbach alpha test of item reliability and consistency index

. . Average
Item Obs Sign |tem-te.st |tem-re.st inter-item alpha

correlation correlation .

covariance

Cc1 363 + 0.67 0.59 0.88 091
C2 363 + 0.72 0.65 0.85 0.90
Cc3 363 + 0.74 0.66 0.84 0.90
ca 363 + 0.72 0.65 0.84 0.90
C5 363 + 0.81 0.76 0.81 0.90
Ccé6 363 + 0.78 0.71 0.83 0.90
c7 363 + 0.79 0.72 0.82 0.90
Cc8 363 + 0.77 0.70 0.84 0.90
Cc9 363 + 0.78 0.71 0.83 0.90
C10 363 + 0.69 0.61 0.86 0.91
Test
scale 0.84 091

Table 5.26 provides details of the mean score of the opportunity evaluation process and
outcome and the correlation values between them. All four constructs had a significantly
positive relationship. Averagely, the study participants rated OE 3.07+0.89. Significantly, it
correlated positively with SI, RA, CS, and EF. From the one-way ANOVA tests, OE use was
significantly associated with a participant’s level of education and a type of business they were
into (p<0.05). For educational level, Participants with HND/Diplo recorded the highest mean

score of OE usage while those with primary and professional coarse certificates had the least
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mean OE score. With regards to business type, those into health/pharmaceutical related
businesses had the highest mean OE whilst those with other forms of businesses (fashion,

creative art, bead making, tourism, food) used the least of it (2.66 £ 0.58).

Table 5-18 Mean score of Variables and their Pearson product moment correlation coefficient

Variable Mean Std. Dev. OE | RA CS EF
OE 3.07 0.89 1

Sl 3.25 0.90 0.61%* 1

RA 2.40 0.84 0.60* 0.71%* 1

CS 4.01 0.59 0.1851* 0.27* 0.20%* 1

EF 3.81 0.54 0.20* 0.27* 0.27* 0.47* 1

Comparison of Mean Score of the opportunity evaluation process by background characteristics of
participants

The average usage of S| among participants was 3.2520.90. It was significantly associated with
the educational level. Those with primary education use it the least while those with Technical
qualification used it the most. On average, participants rated resource availability 2.40 £+ 0.84.
Its association was significant with the educational level of the participants, especially for those
with WASSCE and first degree. Averagely, study participants rated CS 4.01+059. CS was
associated with sex with females being higher than males. EF was on the average rated
3.81+0.54 by participants. The distribution of the constructs by demographic characteristics

can be found in table 5.25.
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Table 5-19 Comparison of Mean Score of the opportunity evaluation process by background characteristics of participants

OE Sl RA CS EF
Mean SD P-value Mean SD P-value Mean SD P-value Mean SD P-value Mean SD P-value

Sex 0.528 0.987 0.527 0.006 0.428
Male 3.05 0.85 3.25 0.92 2.42 0.85 4.06 0.56 3.82 0.57

Female 3.13 1.02 3.26 0.84 2.35 0.84 3.82 0.69 3.77 0.42

Education 0.009 <0.001 0.008 0.05 0.050
None 3.11 1.11 - - - - 4.13 0.12 3.94 0.10

Primary 2.24 0.94 1.91 0.94 1.57 0.74 3.82 0.57 3.46 0.61
WASSCE/SS 3.16 1.04 3.28 0.97 2.45 0.92 3.80 0.67 3.69 0.60
HND/Diplo 3.30 0.95 3.29 0.94 241 0.94 3.98 0.55 3.80 0.51

Prof coar 2.99 0.86 3.72 0.68 2.33 0.53 4.03 0.59 3.83 0.28

First deg 3.06 0.80 3.32 0.82 2.45 0.79 4.06 0.55 3.86 0.51

Masters/m 2.98 0.78 3.28 0.75 2.43 0.78 417 0.73 3.89 0.61

Type of business 0.001 0.114 0.082 0.306 0.164
Health/Ph 3.66 0.90 3.63 0.64 2.71 0.71 411 0.27 3.80 0.45

Digital T 3.16 0.69 3.52 0.72 2.58 0.88 4.04 0.60 3.80 0.62

Service | 2.97 0.94 3.20 0.89 241 0.81 3.95 0.62 3.78 0.53

Consumer 3.05 0.98 3.03 1.02 2.39 0.93 3.94 0.63 3.62 0.50

Agricbusi 3.18 0.89 3.23 0.94 241 0.88 411 0.52 3.92 0.52

Education 3.55 0.91 3.63 0.80 2.61 0.70 4.06 0.73 3.74 0.39

Others 2.66 0.58 3.17 0.94 2.04 0.76 3.91 0.69 3.78 0.65

Social media

user 0.495 0.804 0.40
Yes 3.08 0.89 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 4,01 0.60 3.82 0.54

No 2.93 0.93 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 4.04 0.50 3.71 0.55
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5.4.2 Objective 2: To estimate the effect of online social interaction on entrepreneurs’
opportunity evaluation

After the indices had been obtained and the reliability been performed and satisfactory results
obtained, linear regression analysis was performed on the data to determine the average direct
effect of Social interaction on opportunity evaluation. As shown in Table 5.2, in both instances
(with or without controls) there was a direct relationship between SI and OE. Before adjusting
for the control variables every one-point increase in social interaction score resulted in 0.32
points increase in opportunity evaluation score. However, after adjusting for controls and RA,
the effect reduced to 0.25. That is, for every unit increase in Sl score, it now results in 0.25

points increase in OE.

Table 5-20 Effect of online social interaction on entrepreneurs’ opportunity evaluation

Without controls With controls
B 95% ClI P-value B 95% ClI P-value
Direct effect
Sl 0.32 0.22-0.41 <0.001 0.25 0.15-0.35 <0.001
R-squared 55.38% 24.45%

5.4.3 Objective 3: To examine if the effect of online social interaction depends on
effectuation and causation (Moderation)

In order to measure this, in addition to the indices obtained above for social interaction and
opportunity evaluation, indices for causation and effectuation were also derived from the data

collected.

5.4.3.1 Indices for Causation

Table 5.16 gives details of the correlation matrix of the individual items of ten. The individual
items of the CS construct correlated positively with one another from 0.31 to 0.53. The
discrimination index of the individual items ranged from 0.65 to 2.42 with all them being
statistically significant (p<0.05). From the item response theory model, item E2 discriminated
better than any other item on the scale while item E1 had the least discrimination index of 1.22.
Table 5.17 provides details of the discrimination indices of the individual items on the scale.

All items loaded on one factor with E4 and E6 discarded as they loaded poorly on the factor
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(<0.35). In all, the five remaining items were functional to CS construct with rotated factor

loadings of 0.50 to 0.63 (Table 5.18).

The derived scale is reasonable as it has an estimated overall correlation between the scale and

the underlying factor it measures as V0.6855~0.8279 indicating the scale to be reasonable. The

derived scale has an estimated overall correlation of 0.69 between this battery of ten items and

all other ten-item batteries from the same scale (Table 5.19).

Table 5-21 Polychoric coefficient of correlation between individual items

El E2 E3 E5 E6 E7
E1. I analysed long-run opportunities and selected
what | thought would provide the best returns 1.00

E2 I designed and planned business strategies 051 1.00
E3 I had a clear and consistent vision for where | wanted

toend up 0.35 0.53 1.00
E5 My R&D process focused on reaching the project

target without any delay 0.22 0.41 042 1.00
E6 The project planning was basically carried out at the

beginning of the project 0.06 027 0.17 0.26 1.00
E7 | have always paid attention to reach the original

project target. 032 044 044 040 031 1.00

Table 5-22 Item discrimination index in ascending order
Discrimination index 95% Cl p-value

E6 0.65 0.32-0.97 <0.001
El 1.22 0.84-1.6 <0.001
E5 1.24 0.88-1.6 <0.001
E7 1.51 1.06 - 1.96 <0.001
E3 1.79 1.27-2.31 <0.001
E2 2.42 1.72-3.12 <0.001

Table 5-23 Factor extraction with oblique varimax rotated factor loadings from absolute 0.40 and

above

Variable Factorl
E1l 0.462

E2 0.6767
E3 0.5901
E5 0.4969
E7 0.5089
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Table 5-24 Cronbach alpha test of item reliability and consistency index

. . Average

. item-test item-rest .
Item Obs Sign . . inter-item  alpha

correlation correlation .

covariance

El 383 + 0.61 0.36 0.27 0.67
E2 383 + 0.76 0.57 0.20 0.57
E3 383 + 0.67 0.49 0.24 0.62
E5 383 + 0.70 0.40 0.23 0.67
E7 383 + 0.61 0.43 0.27 0.65
Test scale 0.24 0.69

5.4.3.2 Indices for Effectuation

Table 5.22 gives details of the correlation matrix of the individual items of seven. The
discrimination index of the individual items ranged from 0.76 to 1.84 with all them being
statistically significant (p<0.05). From the item response theory model, item F3 discriminated
better than any other item on the scale while item F5 had the least discrimination index of 0.76.
Table 5.21 provides details of the discrimination indices of the individual items on the scale.
One item had poor factor loading and was eliminated (rotated factor value loading value <
0.35). In all, six items were functional to EF construct with rotated factor loadings of 0.37 to
0.50 (Table 5.22).

The scale derived has an estimated overall correlation of 0.58 between it and the underlying

factor it measures is v0.58 ~ 0.7616 and the estimated correlation between this battery of

sixteen items and all other sixteen-item batteries from the same domain is 0.58 (Table 5.23).

Table 5-25 Item discrimination index in ascending order

p_
Discriminatio 95%  valu
n index Cl e
F5 I always tried to integrate surprising results and
findings during the R&D process even though this
was not necessarily in line with the original project 0.42- <0.0
target 0.76 1.11 01
F1. I experimented with different products and/or
business models what I thought would 046- <0.0
provide the best returns 0.80 1.13 01
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F6 The project planning was carried out in small steps
during the project implementation

F4 | avoided courses of action that restricted my flexibility and

adaptability

F7 1 allowed the project to evolve as opportunities emerged

— even though the opportunities have not been in line with
the original project

F2 | adapted what | was doing to the resources we had

F3 I was flexible and took advantage of opportunities as
they arose

1.02

1.10

1.14

1.26

1.48

0.59 -
1.46

0.55 -
1.64

0.65 -
1.63

0.86 -
1.67

0.85 -
2.11

<0.0
01

<0.0
01

<0.0
01

<0.0
01

<0.0
01

Table 5-26 Factor extraction with oblique varimax rotated factor loadings above absolute 0.35

Variable Factorl
F2 0.40
F3 0.50
F4 0.49
F5 0.41
F6 0.37
F7 0.44

Table 5-27 Cronbach alpha test of item reliability and consistency index

Item Obs Sign  correlation correlation covariance alpha
F2 383 + 0.51 0.31 0.19 0.55
F3 383 + 0.55 0.34 0.18 0.53
F4 383 + 0.55 0.31 0.18 0.54
F5 383 + 0.62 0.33 0.16 0.54
F6 383 + 0.58 0.30 0.17 0.55
F7 383 + 0.62 0.36 0.16 0.52
Test scale 0.17 0.58

In assessing whether the effect of online social interaction on OE depends on effectuation and

causation, the interaction effect from the linear regression model showed that although there

IS a positive relationship between effectuation and SI while causation interacts negatively

with SI, the moderation effects were not statistically significant (p>0.05).
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Table 5-28 Effect of online social interaction on entrepreneur’s opportunity evaluation using
effectuation and causation as moderators

Without Controls With Controls*
B (95% Cl) P-value B (95% Cl) P-value
Sl 0.51(0.29, 0.74) <0.001 0.48(0.25, 0.71) <0.001
Sl and EF 0.01(-0.04, 0.06) 0.673 0.01(-0.05, 0.05) 0.914
Sland CS -0.01(-0.05, 0.04) 0.846 -0.01(-0.05, 0.03) 0.706

5.4.4 Objective 4: To examine the mechanism by which online social interaction affect
entrepreneurs’ opportunity evaluation using resource availability as a mediator
(Mediation analysis)

A mediation analysis was done to assess if the effect of online social interaction is mediated
by resource availability. In assessing the mediational effect of resource, the model showed a
significant effect of resource availability on the relationship between social interaction and
entrepreneurs opportunity evaluation with an Average Causal Mediation Effects of 0.35 (p <
.001). The total effects of Social interaction on opportunity evaluation was 0.54. These effects
were statistically significant at (p < .05). After controlling for Competition, Technology
distinctiveness and Offline Social Interaction, although the effects were reduced, they were still
statistically significant. From the models without controls, the mediation effect explains 55.4%
of the total variation in the opportunity evaluation while that of the one with controls explains
24.5% of the total variation in the opportunity evaluation. This is shown in table 5.26 below

and shown also in diagram 5.1.
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Table 5-29 Effect of online social interaction on entrepreneurs’ opportunity evaluation using resource

availability as a mediator

Without controls

With controls*

B 95% CI P-value B 95% ClI P-value
Direct effect
RA 0.35 0.24-0.46 <0.001 0.34 0.23-0.45 <0.001
Sl 0.32 0.22-0.41 <0.001 0.25 0.15-0.35 <0.001
Indirect effect
Sl 0.22 0.15-0.29 <0.001 0.21 0.14-0.29 <0.001
Total effect
RA 0.35 0.24-0.46 <0.001 0.34 0.23-0.45 <0.001
S 0.54 0.46-0.61 <0.001 0.46 0.38-0.54 <0.001
R-squared 55.38% 24.45%
AIC 2372.73 4998.09
BIC 2399.99 5056.51
Log likelihood -1179.36 -2484.05

LR test of model vs. saturated

X2=0.00, p-value < 0.001

X?=5.89, p-value = 0.117

B: Coefficient of structural Equation Model, Cl: Confidence interval, *Adjusting for
control variables (competition, technological capabilities, and offline social interaction)
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Figure 5-1 Mediation analysis of effect online social
interaction on opportunity evaluation using resource
availability as a mediator

Figure 5-2Mediation analysis of effect online social
interaction on opportunity evaluation using resource
availability as a mediator with control factors
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5.5 Qualitative Results

Objective 5: To understand the nature of feedback and the pattern of resultant changes to a
potential opportunity as a result of online social interaction.

5.5.1 Demographics

Key Informant Interviews were conducted among 13 entrepreneurs. Qualitative data collection
stopped at this point because saturation had been reached. Saturation is a point where the
interviewer notices that there is no new information being gathered in relation to the research
question (Lowe et al. 2018). In this study, there were 6 males and 7 females from various
sectors of the economy such as Agri-tech and Agri- processing, entertainment, real estate,
fashion, event management, and planning. All these entrepreneurs used at least 3 social media
applications with the most used being Facebook, Instagram, Twitter, and LinkedIn. They all
had higher education. The summary of the demographics of respondents is shown in Table

5.30.
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Table 5-30 Background Characteristics of Qualitative Respondents

Gender

Sector

Social
Media

Educational
Qualification

Male

6

Female

7

Energy

Information
Technology

Agri-
Technology/Processing

Education

Entertainment/Event
Management

Fashion/Creative Arts

Real Estate

Food

Facebook

Twitter

Instagram

Linked-In

WhatsApp

You Tube

1st Degree

Masters

=W

(=W

11

= o1 ]|O1

12

115



Table 5-31 Code Book used in Qualitative Analysis

#

‘ Code
A.0 SOCIAL MEDIA USE/ROLE

‘ Definition

‘ Example of proper use

_opportunity

evaluation

interaction affects
opportunity evaluation

A.01 Social Media Online applications that | Provides the opportunity for
Social medi allow for Individuals to | individuals to communicate
(Social media) interact online effectively using the internet without
having to meet in-person
A.02 Kind of social The types of social This includes, Facebook, Twitter,
media that exist interaction means/ social | Instagram
media applications that
(SM_types) can be used for online
social interaction
A.03 The role of social How social media has How online social interaction has
media currently an impact on the provided the entrepreneur with
SM rol entrepreneur’s business | resources / information that have
(SM_role_now) currently helped them make a current decision
on their business model
A.04 The role of social How social media has How online social interaction has
media currently an impact on the provided the entrepreneur with
SM role bef entrepreneur’s business | resources / information that have
(SM_role_before) during the initial helped them make a decision on
decision of establishing | them initial business model
a venture
A.05 Resources from Resources that an This includes, funding Information,
social media entrepreneur obtained Human capital.
SM because of interaction
(SM_resources) online / using social
media
A.06 Feedback received  Feedback on testing a Positive customer reviews,
from Social media  new idea or something | acceptance of new a new product,
in their business that an | etc.
(SM_teedback) entrepreneur has
received from
interacting online
A.07 Business When an entrepreneur New product or service, new way of
Innovation introduces something distribution or communicating with
5 | i new into his business consumers, suppliers
(Buss_lnnovation) model or unto the
market
A.08 Social Interaction How online social Mentioning if using social media

gave the entrepreneur a change of
mind of whether to pursue
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(Soc inter_Opp
eval)

something or not or make changes to
an initial decision

B.0 IN-PERSON INTERACTION

B.01 Young . Person who has This includes Social entrepreneurs,
Entrepreneur established his own Innovators
Ent business/venture and it’s
(Enterpren) between 1 to 5 years old
B.02 Entrepreneurial What triggered the start | The idea of starting their own
Trigger of the business venture or innovation came from
Ent tri using social media, influence from
(Ent_trigger) friends, desk research
B.03 Entrepreneur Initial = Mention of what were Looking for information, looking for

Steps
(Ent_initial steps)

the initial steps taken to
start the business

resources that the entrepreneur did
not have, interaction on social media

C.0 BUSINESS MODEL

C.01 Influence on initial  How the initial business | For instance, social media, family
Business Model model was affected by and friends, investors
. external factors
Initial
(BM_Influence)
C.02 Social Media Online social interaction | Examples include Facebook,
applications/tools Twitter, Instagram etc.
(SM) pp g
C.03 Investors Description or mention | This includes Banks, angel
| ¢ of individuals who are investors, financial institutions
(Investors) interested in investing in
an entrepreneurial
venture
C.04 Friends and Family  Friends and family of For instance, Siblings, Parents, close
i the entrepreneur friends, acquaintances
(Friends and P a
family)
C.05 Desk Research Secondary Data; Journal articles
Desk h Information that was not
(Desk research) obtained through
interviews
C.06 Customers Customers of the For instance, Existing and potential
entrepreneur
(Customers) P
C.07 Current Business The Business Model that | Stating how entrepreneur is

Model
(Current)

the entrepreneur is
currently using

currently
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5.5.2 Factors Motivating Commencement of the Entrepreneurial Journey

Participants were asked about events or experiences that led to their making a choice to pursue
an entrepreneurial journey. For most, their journey was not triggered or influenced by social
media i.e. opportunity identification. Some of them were inspired by friends while others were
inspired by their environment, making them eager to solve a problem as illustrated by the
quotes below:
“No, not at all. The idea to my business came from somewhere else and not linked to
social media” — Respondent E
““So, in terms of my journey it goes back to years ago when I come back to Ghana and
we didn’t have coffee shops a lot in town and | had the idea to get a coffee shop where
people could have coffee and relax and work from there.”” — Respondent JT
“I enjoy seeing people happy and anytime | make people happy it makes me happy as
well. When | was in SHS | liked to celebrate people on their birthday and | remember
when | was at work a friend’s boyfriend called that he wanted to surprise the girlfriend
and | also like surprises so | agreed to do that. And it was something | was passionate
about and I didn’t know how to start and | was scared and didn’t know about the market
and whether people will buy it or not. But a friend gave me a book on personal MBA
and after reading it triggered me that I can do it and | started as soon as possible” —
Respondent L
“So, my journey started from the university and that is where the ideas came in from.
I studied electrical engineering and discovered that there wasn’t any place to get books
to buy. So, I started a company to make it easy for people to get lecture materials to

buy so | created a website” — Respondent S.
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5.5.3 The role of social media during the start of the Entrepreneurial Journey

During the initial stages of setting up their various businesses, social media was used to create
awareness of their existence and to reach out to their customers. In other words, it was utilised
as an advertising tool.
“I think social media has given us good opportunities that we wouldn’t have gotten
either. Social media has been very instrumental in the business and for instance when
we started, if not for social media then we were to go out to all the people that we
targeted to sell the ideas to but from the onset one of the places that we put stuff on was
social media......... So, we indicated that these are the foodstuffs we have and the prices
and so hit us up by WhatsApp” — Respondent JA
“What we did most with social media was adverting and informing the public about a
new venture in town and friends were of help and they posted it on their WhatsApp and
social media pages as well. Which made people interested in the amazing pictures they

saw and they wanted to have a feel of something different actually.” — Respondent K

Although most entrepreneurs used social media to create awareness from the beginning, social
media a was built into their initial business model and therefore dictated the pace of their
business. Other participants used online interaction via social media as a data collection tool
in order to obtain information needed to build their initial business model. These points are
buttressed by the following narratives:
“Social media has been very instrumental in the business and for instance when we
started, if not for social media then we were to go out to all the people that we targeted
to sell the ideas to but from the onset one of the places that we put stuff on was social
media. At that time, we didn’t have a website and we were just starting the business so

we didn’t want to put in too much into building website and an App and we felt this
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wasn’t something we want to put our monies in....... we realised that through social
media we were able to get the target rather than going to offices and the people we
targeted and that will be more expensive with transportation. ....... the good thing was
that it wasn’t an issue of spending time with people on social media but we were
creating awareness ...... and if you are interested come and we will delve deeper. We
didn’t have to go explaining to people one-on-one but we have the information out there
and those interested were to get to us” Respondent JA
“What social media did for me ...... because | didn’t want to be known, | created an
account and | befriended a lot of people that | wasn’t interested in but | wanted to just
advertise my products. When you come to social media you need numbers and if you
don’t really have the numbers, you are posting every day and not many people are
getting it and only a few following and | didn’t want my details to be out there so |
created a fake account and used that to market my products” — Respondent J
............ in the beginning we used social media to collect their data and build our
business model. We took a lot of feedback at the time to build but now it doesn't feature
that much. We are a gaming company. We build game apps and get people to bring us
stories to use for games” Respondent L
Some of the entrepreneurs who were interviewed indicated that they did get ideas from
interaction via social media to help in putting together their initial business model. This they
did by looking at what other people had already posted on social media and this helped shape
the idea that had already been identified.
“... 1 went online to Google and search on African made fans but didn’t get much
information on that. So, | went to Facebook to search on hand fans and it was difficult

getting the results because you didn’t know how someone categorized it. But | did
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African made fans, foldable fans, African print fans and | got some pictures and | took
ascreenshot of it ...... > Respondent M

“I think the ideas come to you when you see other businesses and for social media, we
are talking about Facebook, Twitter, Instagram” — Respondent R

“....and then back to social media helped and looking at social media you are

consistently influenced by the images that you see.” — Respondent JT

For some of the participants, before launching their product, their thought process and decision
making was influenced by social media while others-built networks through online social
interaction.
“l could go online and Google what others were doing but what you will find will not
only be in Ghana but you will see others things outside but to find things done in my
locality, social media was the best. And I could go on Facebook and use the hashtags
or keywords that were related to my products and see if people in Ghana were doing
something similar and if so, how could | improve on mine or make mine of superior
quality and yet have mine at a competitive price. So, | used social media a lot in my
research.” Respondent J
“Yes, | went online to do research on these kinds of things and whether people have
done that or not. And | realized that there is a group in India who was doing something
similar that I was doing and I started following them and anytime | see it it’s something
that triggers me to move on...” Respondent L
“I will say yes, but not specifically to business but seeing coffee consumption lifestyle
and then back to social media helped and looking at social media you are consistently
influenced by the images that you see. And the primary way you see how different

people have a different lifestyle and today through social media” Respondent JT
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“Not directly, but | read a lot and the way social media has helped is because | am on
social media and | do Agric-Tech a lot of companies who are also into something
similar to my field do contact me. Also, I look at LinkedIn and if there are things that |
can adopt from other companies and there is a good connection all from social media™
— Respondent S

“We have our page and now when you work on a project and you have other people
working on the project when you post they give you acknowledgment and we also give
acknowledgment to other vendors. We have cycle of customers and | have other who
also work in the cycle of other customers who might not know me so the person giving
the acknowledgment give way to the other people and when they see me, they trace to
my page and they become my customers and the thing also happen in the reverse......yes
we do and after you contact the customers we don’t take the phone to make calls rather
images and videos are sent to the customers through WhatsApp. It is not used to
advertise to clients but after the contact is established then we share the images to them

through the WhatsApp.”. — Respondent P

While some entrepreneurs saw social media it as a basic-tool that was needed to kick start their
businesses to enable them reach their target audience, there were others who did not use social
media at all during the initial stages. Instead, they resorted to using face to face interaction as
well as resources from Google and the websites of other people who were in their space.
“There are so many people on social media and it was important to roll our adverts on
social media so as to get our potential customers and to know about our products. And
the only way to get to these larger audiences is through social media.... our products

are such that we have parents buying for their kids and for the parents we target
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traditional media but for the kids, we target social media adverts to reach out to them”
Respondent E.
“No, | did research and more of it was primary research and what | did was | went
into the community and talked to the girls and tried to understand so we had like about
2 to 3 years of pilot trying to learn on the ground. But I didn’t use social media that
much to really understand my market. Because most of these my girls are not active on
social media and even if they are on Facebook, they are not active. So, it was more of
speaking to them and getting to know them as time went on” — Respondent G
A respondent was asked if she gained more ideas from talking to people than she through social
media, and her response was affirmative.
“Yes, and though I talked to them they didn’t know that they were giving me ideas. And
I listen to people a lot when they are talking and then I pick up few things from them. |
think the ideas come to you when you see other business and for social media, we are

talking about Facebook, Twitter, Instagram ...— Respondent

5.5.4 Change in Entrepreneurs’ Initial Business Models

When asked about how their initial business models had changed over time, most of the
interviewed entrepreneurs indicated that changes to their business models have been gradual.
For others who recorded seeing radical changes, they clarified that it was the model that
improved significantly and not the product. There were a few entrepreneurs who had
experienced change at a slow pace due to a lack of resources. The quotes below buttress these
points.

“It was gradual because when | started the focus was to sell fans and people will need
it so | had to package it so well. So, packaging came in and | thought of a plastic page
that it won’t be dirty because the materials were very colourful. But then | had a friend
who advised that we do the handle in a leather form” — Respondent M.
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“It was very slow because of limited capacity that’s IT lecturers” — Respondent E
“Very radical because we started with selling the house in mind but the business wasn’t
moving faster for us to grow at the pace, we wanted so we literally had to finance and
focus on the short stay because we realised that it was a much quicker and much better
market” — Respondent R
“I still stand on the point that we didn’t use social media to come out with our business
and when we created this group we followed similar companies around the world, and
we read articles to see what they are doing and we see those ideas on how we can
further improve on our ideas in the future after we have created the business. But before
we started no we didn’t use social media but after starting the business, yes we created

an account” — Respondent EM

5.5.5 Innovating the Current Business Models

On the question of innovating their business model, the entrepreneurs did have plans to carry
out this activity with social media playing a significant role although, for some, the initial stages
did not include much of social media.
“Yes, | have plans of innovating and it is always great to innovate the business because
things are evolving. And definitely yes, social media will play a huge role actually”
Respondent G
“So, like | said earlier, | created an account on Amazon and | have someone in the
states so that when someone orders it will be delivered to the person. So, creating an
account online and then creating a website for people to know what I do and share
pictures as well. Also, | will do more Facebook boosting because that is where | get
more feedback and customers contacting me. | have also learned to open a business
account on WhatsApp and | will also look at that and we can’t do anything without
online social media.”- Respondent M
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“Right now, I will say high because I will prefer to talk to people who are in those fields

and whom | contacted earlier through social media.”” — Respondent S

5.5.6 Benefits of Social Media

Interviewed entrepreneurs revealed that social media is a real-time tool which helps immediate
engagement with customers and provides feedback. The research also revealed that social
media was seen as a resource itself instead of just being a means to obtain necessary resources

for the business as it played an important role in shaping business models

“So, we indicated that these are the foodstuffs we have and the prices and so hit us up by
WhatsApp, by phone and tell us what your needs are and we will deliver it. So, we realised that
through social media we were able to get the target rather than going to offices and the people

we targeted and that will be more expensive with transportation — Respondent J

The use of social media also provides the ability to gain access to required potential resources,
as demonstrated by respondents who reported having obtained a variety of resources from
online social interaction. These resources include information, financial resources, and human
capital.
*“.... it also creates an opportunity for people to also interact with us whereas in the
other forms it is just a one-way conversation like if | place an advert in the newspaper,
it takes a while to get feedback from a potential customer. However, with social media
any potential customer is able to send you questions at that very moment you place the
advert and you have the opportunity to respond and you don’t have this opportunity
with other services. The print media is not real-time but social media is in real-time

and it forms part of the backbone of our communications.” Respondent E
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“So the information that we get from social media is to inform our designs, we will see
how people see us and how they are consuming coffee around the world from Australia
to the USA, to Ghana to South Africa, we borrow a lot of ideas to see from people’s
Instagram post about coffee shops they have visited and we see how it is designed and
how they are serving the coffee. So, from the design point of view, utilization of social
media is high, from a market point of view it is high, and sales are rated high...” —
Respondent JT

“You know | cannot do these alone and | have used people and social media to raise
funds and resources and when most people see that what you are doing is authentic,
then they are likely to follow up. So social media has played a great role.” — Respondent
G

“.... because people got to know what | was doing, anytime there is something similar
to what | was doing, then they share with me and I apply for and we got some grants
and other support. This is because | posted what we were doing on social media,
someone saw it and saw an opportunity working with me. So aside that too there has
been direct fields which has risen as a result of my use of social media.”” Respondent
S

“Not financial resources but human capital and everyone that | have ever hired was
from online”” — Respondent R

“The people that | have | got them online. | did the advert online and they applied
online”” — Respondent J

“Yes. We got a software from someone online but it was useless and we couldn’t even

use it — Respondent S
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5.5.7 In-person Interaction versus Interaction on Social Media

With regards to in-person interaction versus interaction via social media, it was discovered that
to solve problems or make decisions, the in-person method was the preference for most
participants. For others, the medium of interaction was dependent on the nature of the problem
that needed their attention. Entrepreneurs who did a lot of online interaction used it as the
preferred means even if it was just to initiate the discussions and continue later in person.
“No, | like online and | do very little face-to-face especially with my workers. I am
always on the computer and online and I have very little time for face-to-face. I prefer
to do everything online... it's online and mostly the email and WhatsApp and | am easily
on Facebook messenger and | can talk to people whose contact | have rather in
Facebook messenger online instead of calls. And most people check their online
messages immediately than with text.... No and | do everything mostly online and |
don’t like phone calls because I can do a lot whilst online. | hardly make phone calls
and face-to-face but can do more whilst online.”” Respondent R
“I do that in person and those who contact me in person saw an advert online and told
another person about me and they contacted me. So, it all started online” -Respondent
J
“So, for what I do, people ask for the prices online ...... but solving problems then I
will say that it has to do with negotiating for the price of the products” — Respondent

M

5.5.8 Other resources obtained through Social Media

Apart from the specific questions that were asked regarding the availability of financial, human
and information resources from online social interaction, some entrepreneurs also found other

valuable resources for their business, including resources such as raw materials. Some others,
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however, do not see or use it as a marketing tool for their business. These points are highlighted
by the narratives below:
“It’s just someone who sold fabrics to me and that I got online. So, she decided to sell
the fabrics to me in one yard as others will not do that. So, she proposed and | bought
the idea and | bought fabrics from her.” - Respondent M
“The only thing that I picked from social media was the photography and how it should
look ....” — Respondent E
“Yes, definitely and like I said the reason why we created it was to have a linkage with
our public. So, we know what we are doing is climate change eco-friendly related stuff
and at the end, we will need to get social media telling the public what we have and
how things are happening” — Respondent EM
Regarding the use of social media currently in their business, most participants expressed the
notion that it is an interactive tool which allows them to interact with others, unlike traditional
media where the conversation is one way. For others, it had an impact on design and branding
where information is obtained in order to help build a brand.
“Because it also creates an opportunity for people to also interact with us.” —
Respondent E
“I think for us where social media has a great impact is on design and brand.” -
Respondent JT
“I have been able to build a brand through social media by sharing the things that |
am working on and it has given my business a lot of opportunities”. — Respondent S
“So, | think we use social media more for branding purposes than for marketing...

social media works for branding purposes” — Respondent R
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5.6 Qualitative Findings Summary Chart

Opportunity Identification Opportunity Evaluation
(the act of creation or discovery (the act of deciding which

of an idea(s) an entrepreneur identified opportunity an
wants to pursue entrepreneur wants to pursue)

Social Media

As a Resource A source for resources Innovation existing
Business Models

Data Collection Human Capital
Tool Information i.e. Change in

Advertising tool Financial business model but
Build networks Raw materials not in product itself

Brand Building Photography

5.7 DISCUSSION

To the best of the researcher’s knowledge, there is no model that measures the effect of online
social interaction on opportunity evaluation, so the goal of this study was to explore the
connection between social media interaction and opportunity evaluation. The tool employed in
the study was a validated tool using a deductive approach, involving the review of literature
and assessment of existing scales to generate the items (Boateng et al., 2018). The 1% pilot
tested and sought expert opinion from 5 experts, which was done simultaneously. It then went
through a second stage of pre-testing with 5 young entrepreneurs before a survey was
conducted with a 383 rate of response. The sample size was in line with the rule of thumb as
proposed by Clark and Watson, (1995). These authors proposed that subsequent to the initial

pre-testing, 300 respondents should be used while Guadagnoli and Velicer, (1988) recommend
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a minimum of 300-450 in order to notice an acceptable comparability of patterns, but if the
sample size is <300, then replication is required. For scale development, Comrey and Lee
(1992) recommend a classified scale of sample sizes :100 = poor, 200 = fair, 300 = good, 500
= very good, 1,000 = excellent. The key variables significantly correlated with each other,
signifying strong a support for the hypothesis tested. Hence, a reliable measurement instrument
was employed in measuring the online social interaction and opportunity evaluation scores.
The start of a business is the identification of available opportunities and after they have been
identified, an entrepreneur needs to decide whether to pursue it or not. This means it has to be
evaluated. Evaluating an opportunity can be challenging, especially for young entrepreneurs
who do not have access to resources required to pursue that opportunity. Social networks and
social capital and their role have featured prominently in entrepreneurial literature (Baron and
Kenny, 1986; Lin, 1999, 2001; Hite and Hesterly, 2001; Davidsson and Honig, 2003; Crick
and Spence, 2005; Hite, 2005; Burt, 2007; Vasilchenko and Morrish, 2011). Social media has
also been seen as a useful tool in aiding entrepreneurs (Fischer and Reuber, 2011; Park et al.,
2017) but more often, it is seen as a marketing tool. Traditional social networks are people we
know but social media facilitates the ability to reach people who have knowledge and resources
required. Social media encourages more frequent interactions. Park et al. (2017) found how the
use of social media aided in building relationships and helped identify opportunities while
Fischer and Reuber (2011) found that social interaction is key in effectuation processes and
postulate that interacting via a particular channel, specifically, Twitter can trigger effectual
cognitions.

Generally, an entrepreneur with knowledge obtained from education and experience is more
likely to identify opportunities better than those who do not have these (Park et al., 2017)and
by extension, more likely to evaluate opportunities better. Social media gives rise to a new type

of interaction, and provides the opportunity to interact with potential stakeholders and triggers
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other outcomes with significances for their businesses. Social media provides the opportunity
to create new combinations of information, and individuals who actively interact online have
access to more information. The proper transformation of said information as required helps
in decision making (Park et al., 2017). The results indicate that speaking with potential
investors, speaking with friends and family and social media were all rated 60% by 50% of the
respondents, indicating the influence on their initial business model. On the influence on the
current business model, 50% rated the influence of social media at 70%. Interacting on social
media helped entrepreneurs shape the existing knowledge that they had by the addition of new
information such as making sure that the standards required in the industry that their business

was in were met, such simple standards as the addition of photographs to websites.

According to Hitchen et al. ( 2017), there is a need for entrepreneurs to be able to discover key
resources quickly and this process of opportunity identification can be hastened by the use of
social media. Knowledge from various sectors and technologies generates exceptionally rich
opportunities. One tool for inflow and outflow of knowledge is social media and it is important
to engage users in the process. The results show that 50% of the respondents rated the influence
of social media on their initial business model at 60%. These findings add to the literature on
social capital and social networks by specifying that social capital can be obtained from social
networks built through online social interaction. Skills and resources that are not possessed by
the entrepreneur can be obtained from social capital and could influence their evaluation of
identified opportunities. These resources include human capital (providing competencies or
skills currently not possessed by the entrepreneur), physical assets, financial resources and
exposure to a large amount of information (De Carolis, Litzky and Eddleston, 2009; Semrau
and Werner, 2014; Sullivan and Ford, 2014; Bucktowar, Kocak and Padachi, 2015; Song,

2015). Due to interactions between entrepreneurs, their networks and the environment,
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entrepreneurs and stakeholders co-create and access resources which may trigger a cognitive
reassessment of means (Fischer and Reuber, 2011).

Social networks provide access to other resources aside information. They provide access to
skills that an entrepreneur does not have, leading to an entrepreneur evaluating an opportunity
differently (R. A. Baron and Markman 2003). Some entrepreneurs use online social interaction
in their daily activities to obtain raw materials, communicate with staff and recruit needed
human resources. They use it to build a brand for themselves in order to gain competitive
advantage. Human capital is one of the resources (Barney 1991) and this result shows that
entrepreneurs are able to obtain human capital through online social interaction. Bashir et al.
(2017), in their study, indicated that social media might be effective for small firms because
they do not have the luxury of access to existing customers who would be able to aid in the
evaluation of new products. The results indicate that online social interaction does impact
opportunity evaluation either directly or indirectly by mediating the evaluation process by
making resource available to the entrepreneur. The present results indicate that aside from
financial resources, entrepreneurs had access to human capital and vital information from
online social interaction. Other resources that entrepreneurs found via online social interaction
were raw materials needed for the production of the goods, although some entrepreneurs found
resources that were not of the quality that they needed it to be. These findings expand the
literature on resource availability.

This research also contributes to the resource-based view theory. The Resource-based view of
the firm assumes that firms that possess resources that are heterogeneous and not perfectly
mobile across firms in an industry are able to identify sources of sustained competitive
advantage (Barney 1991). Barney (1991) classified the resources into three groups i.e. physical
capital, human capital resources, and organizational capital resources. These resources of the

firm are seen as heterogeneous and immobile across firms in an industry, having an effect on
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the firm’s strategic progress, although not all resources are strategically relevant at a particular
point in time. According to Peteraf (1993), external opportunities need to be matched to a firm’s
internal resources in order to have sustained competitive advantage. These resources required
by the firm for sustained competitive advantage can be obtained from the online network.
Social networks created via social media can be seen as a larger and complex network. The
addition of the graph theory to the tools of our understanding of networks further allowed our
understanding about how entrepreneurs can manipulate much larger and complex networks.
This study contributes to the social capital theory which is embedded in social networks,
concluding that access to resources is available on social media. Resources are embedded in
online networks. This work delves deeper than Fischer’s as they used only a qualitative method
and looked only at Twitter. This study looked at all social media and employed a mixed-method
approach hence giving much richer results. Although some of the entrepreneurs did not resort
to online social interaction in building their initial business model, they would do so when they
are innovating the current model.

In interactionist theory, the motivational is the extent to which an individual is willing to
interact with others and interactional is what someone consciously does to have an impact on
another’s behaviour. The results indicate a high use of social media via WhatsApp and
Facebook. These are highly interactive platforms and scored the highest. Online social
interaction, as already indicated, had a positive effect both directly and indirectly on
opportunity evaluation. The empirical results show that entrepreneurs were motivated to use
social media as shown by the number of social media platforms that each of them used and
were subsequently affected by it in their decision making, as shown by the results of the
influence on the entrepreneurs’ both initial and current business models. From the results, it
can be seen that after feedback has been received from online social interactions, there were

changes made to the opportunity to a substantial extent. Online social interaction affected the
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business model decisions both before and after. This is confirmed by both the direct and indirect
impact of online social interaction on opportunity evaluation. It must, however, be noted that
some entrepreneurs did not use social media to obtain required resources for their business or
in building their business models because they did not trust the source, just like as established
in Park et al. (2017) or did not think that they could obtain what they needed from there.

From their study on how effectuation processes are affected when entrepreneurs use Twitter ,
Fischer and Reuber (2011) reported that social interaction is significant in effectuation
processes. They suggest that Twitter-based interactions can trigger effectual cognitions but
high levels led to the churning out of irrelevant information. Effectuation and causation show
us the path entrepreneurs chart when they are planning to launch new ventures. Effectuation is
more likely to occur in uncertain environments while causation processes would most probably
be used in predictable environments (Fischer and Reuber, 2011). Causation processes are
effect-dependent, meaning that the entrepreneur’s choice of effect is subject to the knowledge
he has of the possible means available (S. Sarasvathy 2001). The knowledge of possible means
can be obtained via online social interaction. On the other hand, effectuation processes are actor
dependent, meaning that the choice of means depends on the entrepreneur’s knowledge of
possible means (S. Sarasvathy 2001). This knowledge can also be obtained via social media.
Uncertainty would require more information to enable decision-making and hence it was
expected that online social interaction would be higher for effectuation. This was confirmed by
the empirical results, though it was not statistically significant. This is in line with the study of
Fischer and Reuber (2011). The study revealed that it does not matter whether an entrepreneur
uses causation or effectuation, the amount of online social interaction is not affected by it.

It must, however, be noted that most entrepreneurs use both processes with effectuation usually
dominating early business development. In other words, there is early effectual dominance (I.

Reymen et al. 2017). To other researchers, effectuation is used more (Brends et al., 2014). The
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study also adds to the findings of Fischer and Reuber (2011) and Park et al., (2017) by offering
more detailed insight into the use of social media/online social interaction.

The importance of opportunity evaluation and effectuation was also emphasized by Guo (2019)
indicating that opportunity shaping is a significant mediator through which effectuation
influences innovation in high-tech new business.

Conger et al. ( 2017) indicate that interaction with the environment outside the entrepreneur’s
domain could influence opportunity evaluation. Our results show that for most entrepreneurs,
feedback obtained via online social interaction affected opportunity evaluation. Social actors
are engaged in shaping opportunities (Dimov 2007) and now through the medium of
technology, these social actors can be found online. Braun et al. ( 2017) also emphasise the
fact that creative outcomes go beyond the individual and that networking is a vital activity in
nascent entrepreneurship to achieve this. Davidsson (2015) points out that entrepreneurial
actions are not the deed of a single individual. Our results indicate that indeed, there are many
actors involved in the entrepreneurial process and most actors made a significant contribution,
with actors from social media being the highest. These findings agree with the observation of
Fischer and Reuber (2011) that online social interaction stimulates outcomes with

consequences for their business.

5.7.1 Conclusion
This chapter provided the results of the survey and the in-depth interviews, the analysis and

answers to each of the research questions of the study. There were 383 participants for the
survey and 16 interviewed for the qualitative. All participants for the survey were young
entrepreneurs who were from various sectors including Agri-business, Digital Technology,
Health, Education and Services. The results revealed that the use of social media did not depend
on causation or effectuation and that social media has both a significant direct and indirect

impact on entrepreneurial opportunity evaluation.
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CHAPTER SIX

6 CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS
6.1 Introduction

The aim of the research was to contribute to the literature on opportunity evaluation,
specifically to evaluate the effect of online social interaction on the process. In other words,
the aim of the study was to determine if social media has an impact on the decision-making
process of an entrepreneur in relation to evaluating a potential opportunity. Religious beliefs
(Dave, 2008), Emotions (Foo, 2011), Gender (Gupta, Banu Goktan and Gunay, 2013) and Role
identity (Mathias and Williams, 2017) have all been studied and been known to have an impact
or influence opportunity evaluation. To the best of the researcher’s knowledge, however, there

is no model to measure the quantum of the effects on opportunity evaluation.

6.2 Summary of Findings on Research Objectives

6.2.1 Summary of Findings on Research Objective 1: To develop and validate scales for
social interaction and opportunity evaluation

In order to measure the effect of online social interaction via social media on the process of
opportunity evaluation, there was a need for a scale to measure this effect. Using a deductive
approach, the scale was developed. This involved literature reviews, assessment of similar
existing scales, seeking expert opinion and sample testing. This process was the same approach
recommended by (Slavec and Drnovsek, 2012; Boateng et al., 2018). The statistical methods
used were Correlation estimation and item response theory model (Discrimination index) and
extraction of factors and dimensionality test (Exploratory Factor analysis). For the test of
reliability, the estimation of Cronbach’s Alpha statistic was used. The variables identified and

used correlated well with one another, making the scale a reliable measurement instrument.
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6.2.2 Summary of Findings on Research Objective 2: To estimate the effect of online social
interaction on entrepreneurs’ opportunity evaluation

The results show that 50% of the respondents rated the influence of social media on their initial
business model as 60%. The results also indicate that speaking with potential investors,
speaking with friends and family and social media were all rated 60% by 50% of the
respondents, indicating the influence on their initial business model. On the influence on the
current business model, 50% of the respondents rated the influence of social media at 70%.
Interacting on social media helped entrepreneurs shape the existing knowledge that they had
by the addition of new information, such as making sure that the standards required in the
industry that their business was in were met. However, Corral de Zubielqui, Fryges, and Jones,
(2019) indicate that although social media is a source of knowledge (a resource) it does not
replace traditional methods of knowledge sourcing.

The study also found that online social interaction affected the business model decisions, both
before and after. This agrees with Fischer and Reuber (2011) who said that online social

interaction stimulates outcomes with consequences for their business.

6.2.3 Summary of Findings on Research Objective 3: To examine if the effect of online
social interaction depends on effectuation and causation

Effectuation and causation show us the path entrepreneurs chart when planning to launch new
ventures. Effectuation processes are more possibly seen in uncertain environments while
causation processes are more likely to be used in environments with predictable outcomes
(Fischer and Reuber, 2011). Uncertainty would require more information to enable decision-
making and hence it was expected that online social interaction would be higher for
effectuation. This was confirmed by the empirical results though was not statistically

significant.
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6.2.4 Summary of Findings on Research Objective 4: To examine the mechanism by which
online social interaction affect an entrepreneur’s opportunity evaluation using
resource availability as a mediator

Mediation Analysis, using structural equation models (SEM), was used to assess the effect of

Social interaction on Opportunity Evaluation using resource availability as a mediator. The

results indicated that there was a significant mediation effect. Evaluating an opportunity can

be challenging, especially for young entrepreneurs who do not have access to resources
required to pursue that opportunity. Social networks and social capital and their role have

featured prominently in entrepreneurial literature (Baron and Kenny, 1986; Lin, 1999, 2001;

Hite and Hesterly, 2001; Davidsson and Honig, 2003; Crick and Spence, 2005; Hite, 2005;

Burt, 2007; Vasilchenko and Morrish, 2011). There is growing evidence globally of an increase

in online social interactions (Poushter 2016; Song 2015) and Social media has been seen as a

useful tool in aiding entrepreneurs (Fischer and Reuber, 2011; Park et al., 2017) but it is often

seen as a marketing tool. According to Hitchen et al. (2017), there is a need for entrepreneurs
to be able to discover key resources quickly, and in so doing their opportunity identification
can be hastened by the use of social media. A crossing of ideas and knowledge from various
sectors and technologies generates exceptionally rich opportunities, like for an instance the
crossing between food and pharmaceuticals (Hitchen et al., 2017). One tool for inflow and
outflow of knowledge is social media and our results have proved that social media does
provide access to required resources. Entrepreneurs who were interviewed indicated that they
have built a network as a result of social media and obtained a variety of resources through that
medium. This result is corroborated by the findings of Dobusch and Kapeller, (2018) who
indicate that in this era of new digital technologies, organizations are relying all the time more
and more on contributions from people outside the organization, who are either isolated and

dispersed or are in communities, to innovate.
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6.2.5 Summary of Findings on Research Objective 5: To understand the nature of
feedback and the pattern of resultant changes to a potential opportunity as a result
of online social interaction

Entrepreneurs who were interviewed indicated that they had built networks as a result of social
media and accrued a variety of resources. What was even more interesting to find out was the
fact that social media was seen as a tool itself in aiding the entrepreneurial journey, not only in
terms of advertising but also, for instance, as a data collection tool. The existence of social
media was a necessary resource for aiding business model developments. In summary, social
media is a resource (an example of that is how it aids in brand building), a source for resources
(e.g. human capital) and a tool that helps in innovating existing business models.

The results and findings of objectives 2, 4 and 5 add to the social capital and social networks
literature by specifying that social capital can be obtained from social networks built through
online social interaction. Braun et al., (2018) also emphasise the fact that creative outcomes go
beyond the individual and that networking is a vital activity through which nascent
entrepreneurship achieves this.

In spite of the essential role social media plays in the acquisition of resources, it must be stated
that not all entrepreneurs use social media to obtain required resources for their business or for
building their business models. These entrepreneurs do not use social media for their ventures
because they do not trust the source just like as established in Park, Sung andd Im, (2017). At

other times, they simply do not think that they can obtain what they need from there.

6.3 Contribution to Knowledge

From the review of literature, it has been established that factors such as uncertainty
(McKelvie, Haynie and Gustavsson, 2011), idiosyncratic dispositions (Valliere 2013),
emotions (Foo, 2011) prior knowledge (Haynie et al., 2009) values (Shepherd, Patzelt and
Baron, 2013) and role identity (Mathias and Williams, 2017) influence the opportunity
evaluation process. However, what has not been studied is how online social interaction can
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affect opportunity evaluation or all these factors or if one factor impacts the process more than
the other. For instance, online social interaction via social media can reduce uncertainty
through the access of a large amount of information, impact how emotions are formed or
affected, indicate how gender responds differently in the use of social media or offer insights
on how the use of social media affects values and the creation of prior knowledge. Will an
individual adjust mental images to fit others that they interact with on social media? For a better
understanding into these possibilities, a model would need to be available to measure the
impact of these factors which, to the best of the researcher’s knowledge, was not available.
Previous literature has not yet provided a model to measure the impact of online social
interaction on opportunity evaluation. In other words, no previous measure has been proposed
for opportunity evaluation and online social interaction although evidence from the literature
indicates its importance. The major contribution that this study has made is the development
of a model that measures the effect of online social interaction on opportunity evaluation. This
model can be used as a guide for researchers to test the effect of other factors on the construct
of opportunity evaluation. The validated scale that was used to develop the model is in

Appendix 1.

6.4 Recommendations
6.4.1 Implications for Practice

This study has made an important contribution to knowledge by showing the positive effect
that an everyday-life tool like social media has on the entrepreneurial process of opportunity
evaluation. It points to the fact that resources can be obtained via online social interaction and
helps entrepreneurs to build networks. It also shows that social media is more than just an
advertising tool, indicating that social media can be a place where networks can be formed and
entrepreneurs provided with access to human resources they would otherwise not have had.

Consequently, this could lead to opportunities being evaluated differently.
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According to Hitchen et al. ( 2017), there is a need for entrepreneurs to be able to locate key
resources swiftly and opportunity identification can be accelerated by the use of social media.
Spanning ideas and knowledge of diverse sectors and technologies produces tremendously
fertile spaces for innovations, such as combining food and pharmaceuticals. Social media
makes such interactions and networking possible.

Based on the above conclusions, trainers of entrepreneurs should consider training young
entrepreneurs to use online social interaction as a strategic tool to obtain resources as start-ups
have strong resource constraints. Entrepreneurs should be encouraged to build social networks
through online social interaction which can help enrich innovations especially for countries in

sub-Saharan Africa.

6.4.2 Implications for Theory
This study adds a newfound addition to the resource-based view theory. In the resource-based

view theory, in considering whether a potential opportunity should be pursued or not, firms
would evaluate the resources that they have available to be able to profitably exploit the
potential opportunity. This study has shown that the relationship between online social
interaction and opportunity evaluation is mediated by resource availability, meaning that
resources needed by a firm or a venture can be obtained via social media. In other words, the
resources required by a firm for sustained competitive advantage can be obtained from online
network.

This research also contributes to the social network theory by showing how networks can be
built without necessarily having physical contact or through the experience of serendipity,
which has been shown from the earlier literature review to aid international entrepreneurship.
Scheaf et al., (2019) developed a scale that measures the construct of opportunity evaluation.
They found that gain estimation, loss estimation, and perceived feasibility measure opportunity

attractiveness. This was to serve as a foundation to kindle research to improve the
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understanding of the entrepreneurs' opportunity evaluation judgments which are complex. To
help in understanding this complexity, the scale developed in this study can be combined with
that of Scheaf et al., (2019) to have a holistic outcome that measures not only the opportunity

attractiveness but also the quantum of the impact of factors that affect the evaluation process.

6.4.3 Recommendations for Future Research

It is recommended that to confirm the findings, future studies are conducted in other countries
to confirm the positive effect of online social interaction on the opportunity evaluation process.
It is also recommended that future research understands other factors that may facilitate the
opportunity evaluation process and to what extent they do, may lead to a better understanding
of targeting entrepreneurial training. These can be done using the scale that has been developed
in this study. When interventions are targeted at the intermediate process it is more effective
and this accounts for the use of the mediation analysis approach in this study. Using this
approach for future studies would help target interventions, taking into consideration that
mediation mechanism for more impact.

It is recommended that longitudinal studies are conducted to track the nature of the change to

an identified opportunity.

6.5 Limitations of the Study

The study was a cross-sectional study where data collection was in one geographical location.
With Ghana being a developing economy, findings of the study could only be generalised to
cover other developing countries since these economies have similar economic and political
settings. Another limitation is that participants in this study would have interactions that are
offline which cannot be controlled as to how much these offline relationships would influence
the opportunity evaluation process. The researcher, therefore, controlled for this in the model.
Since this is a cross-sectional study, tracking or mapping the changes to the opportunity

overtime was not possible. A longitudinal study would have been more appropriate to
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determine how dramatically a particular opportunity changes due to feedback received as a
result of online social interaction or whether the changes follow a particular pattern. Although
the study found that Facebook was the most popular social media tool used for interaction, it
was not able to measure the individual impacts that each of the social media applications had
on opportunity evaluation.

The study provided a way to measure the process and the outcome but not a measure for the

construct of opportunity evaluation.

6.6 Conclusion

This research aimed to measure the quantum of the effect of online social interaction via social
media on entrepreneurial opportunity evaluation. In doing this, the research followed
recommended best practices to develop and validate a new scale that measures the effect of
online social interaction on entrepreneurial opportunity evaluation and found that online social
interaction via social media has both a significant direct and indirect effect on entrepreneurial
opportunity evaluation. The scale that has been developed in this study can be used as a
foundation to measure the quantum of the impact of other factors that may affect the

opportunity evaluation process of entrepreneurs.
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8 APPENDIX

Instructions, scale anchors, and items for opportunity evaluation and online social
interaction

Instructions: Ask participants to think about any current business opportunity they are
considering or have pursued in the recent past or could consider venturing into. With that in

mind, participants should answer the following questions

Opportunity Evaluation Scale
Factor 1- Factors Affecting the process of Opportunity Evaluation

B7- Please complete the table below indicating in each session what influenced the decision
of

A. Your initial business model B. Current business model

A. Influence on initial Business Model |Percent Time

Speaking with potential customers Enter a number 1-100
Speaking with friends and family Enter a number 1-100
Social media Enter a number 1-100
Desk Research Enter a number 1-100

B. Influence on the current business

model Percent Time

Customer feedback Enter a number 1-100
Investor feedback Enter a number 1-100
Friends and Family feedback Enter a number 1-100
Social Media Enter a number 1-100
Desk Research Enter a number 1-100
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Factor 2 — The effect of Opportunity Evaluation

B3 - The product/service that we now provide is substantially different than we first
imagined.

Scale Anchor : 1 = Not different 2=Slightly different 3=Different 4=Very Different
5= Extremely Different

B4 - How many times did you make a major change to your business model?

Scale Anchor: 3times [ ] Lessthan 3times[ ] More than 3 times|[ ]

B5 — How many times did you make a minor adjustment (pricing change, product design

change, etc)?

Scale Anchor : 3times [ ] Lessthan 3times[ ]  More than 3times|[ ]

B6 - How would you describe your idea refinement?

Gradual [ ] Incremental [ ] Decrease over time [ ] Dramatic[ ]

C11- How many times did you make a major change to your business model after receiving

feedback from customers or potential investors?

3times [ ] Less than 3 times [ ] More than 3 times [ ]

C12 - How many times did you make a minor adjustment (pricing change, product design

change, etc) as a result of feedback from potential customers or investors?”

3times [ ] Lessthan 3times[ ] Morethan 3times|[ ]
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Online Social Interaction Scale

Scale Anchor: 1= Not at all 2=Rarely 3=Sometimes 4=Always 5= Almost Always

1.

9.

Scanning the environment using social media for new opportunities really excites me.

I exchange information with and learn from others online

I exchange ideas with others online to analyze and solve problems

I have successfully acquired professional information needed for the new business (e.g.
research and development information for new products of services) from online social

interaction.

I have been capable of acquiring marketing information for the new business (e.g.

market trends, competition, and sources of supplies) from online social interaction.

I get most of our valuable information on customer needs and trends from online social

interaction.

Because | interact online we are able to obtain a tremendous amount of technical know-

how online

I rely heavily on online market information to make decisions

I use online market information to solve specific problems.

10. My online contacts are very important for my work
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The existing entrepreneurial measuring instruments from which the questions are taken or
adapted can be found in Coviello, N. & Yli-Renko (2016), are as follows:

The Effectiveness in Acquiring New Information i.e. the entrepreneur’s ability to gain
access to pertinent information (Baron & Tang 2009). This is a three-item measure with
a seven-point scale. It has a Cronbach alpha value of 0.81 and SD is equal to 1.24
(Coviello, N. & Yli-Renko, 2016).

The Passion For Inventing i.e. the entrepreneur’s passion for undertaking activities
involving looking new market opportunities and creating new products and/or services.
(Cardon et al. 2012). It has a 5 point Likert scale and a Cronbach’s alpha was 0.85
which indicates internal consistency. Its item to total correlations were above 0.65. The
mean score for ‘intense positive feeling — inventing’ was 4.08 (SD= 0.69) (Coviello, N.
& Yli-Renko, 2016)

Causation i.e. an entrepreneurial approach to uncertainty where an entrepreneur already
has a desired outcome that he wishes to achieve and focuses on choosing between
various options to achieve that outcome (Chandler et al. 2011). Measurements here are
done on a five point Likert scale. The standard deviation for *Causation” was 3.32 (SD
= 0.85) (Coviello, N. & Yli-Renko, 2016).

Effectuation i.e. an entrepreneurial approach to uncertainty where an entrepreneur has
to choose a desired outcome that can results from a using a variety of means (Chandler
et al. 2011). It is a multi-dimensional construct and all items are measured on a five
point Likert scale. The mean scores for each dimension was ‘experimentation’ = 2.55
(0.94), “flexibility’ = 3.98 (0.64), ‘affordable loss’ = 3.48 (1.11), ‘pre-commitments’ =
3.04 (0.88) (Coviello, N. & Yli-Renko, 2016).

Acknowledge The Unexpected Vs. Overcome The Unexpected is one element that
differentiates effectuation from causation (Brettel et al. 2012) with a six item scale that
and a six-point, forced-choice Likert scale contrasting effectual and causal perspectives.
The mean score was 3.13 (Coviello, N. & Yli-Renko, 2016).

Effectuation vs. Causation: Means-Driven vs. Goal-Driven is also an element that
differentiates effectuation and causation (Brettel et al. 2012). It employs a six-point,
forced-choice Likert scale differentiating between effectual and causal views and has a
mean score of 3.13 (Coviello, N. & Yli-Renko, 2016)

Interaction with Foreign Market Players i.e. measures the level of interaction of a firm
with its stakeholders such as customers and suppliers (Schwens & Kabst 2011). This is
a three-item measure with a five-point Likert scales. Its scale had a Cronbach alpha of
0.662 (Coviello, N. & Yli-Renko, 2016).

Managerial Network: Strength of Instrumental Ties. i.e. the ties that are formed during
work and assist in the transfer of necessary resources including financial resources
(Manev and Stevenson, 2001). The Strength of Instrumental Ties is the total mutual
amount of time, the strength of emotions and intimacy that characterize a relationship.
It consists of two items with a five point liker scale and has a Cronbach scale of 0.73
(Coviello, N. & Yli-Renko, 2016).

Social Interaction refers to the rate and structure of social interactions between firms
Social capital is a multidimensional construct - firms’ structural dimension of social
capital which is the social interactions between buyers and suppliers, cognitive
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dimension of social capital which is the shared values between buyers and suppliers,
and relational dimension of social capital which is the degree of identification based
trust (Wang et al. 2013). The measure uses two items with a seven point Likert scale.
The mean score was 3.99 and standard deviation of 1.88 (Coviello, N. & Yli-Renko
2016)

Social Interaction refers to the degree of social relationships between the firm and the
customer (Yli-Renko et al. 2001)

Knowledge Acquisition i.e. knowledge acquired through learning (Yli-Renko et al.
2001). This is a four item measure with a seven point Likert scale. The mean score in
this was 3.39 and a standard deviation of 1.46 (Coviello, N. & Yli-Renko, 2016).

Market Information Use i.e. the extent to which a firm uses market information during
decision making and evaluating outcomes as well as the extent to which information is
shared for implementation of decisions (Parry & Song 2010). This is a five item
measure with a seven point Likert scale. Cronbach alpha was 0.85 and a mean score of
4.50 (Coviello, N. & Yli-Renko, 2016)

New Process Creativity i.e. the extent which a firm uses information to develop new
products (Rindfleisch & Moorman 2001). This has a seven point item measure and a
seven point semantic differential scale. The mean was 4.81 with a standard deviation
of 1.38 (Coviello, N. & Yli-Renko, 2016).

Process Information Acquisition. i.e. the amount of information obtained from others
involved in a new product development relating to processes and procedures.
(Rindfleisch & Moorman 2001). A seven point Likert scale is employed to answer the
questions on this five item measure. The mean score of this measure was 2.98 and
standard deviation was 1.41 (Coviello, N. & Yli-Renko, 2016).

Product Information Acquisition i.e. .e. the amount of information obtained from others
involved in a new product development relating to the features of the product
(Rindfleisch & Moorman 2001). It’s a five item measure using seven point Likert
scales. The mean was 3.45 and the standard deviation was 1.44 (Coviello, N. & Yli-
Renko, 2016).

Team Information Exchange i.e. the exchange of information among team members
(Gong et al. 2013). This consists of two items and questions are answered using a seven
point Likert scale. Its Cronbach’s alpha was 0.90, the mean score was 5.05 with a
standard deviation of 0.67 (Coviello, N. & Yli-Renko, 2016).

Network Capabilities i.e. the capability of being able to develop relationships and gain
access to resources from these relationships (Walter et al. 2006). This is a 19-item
formative measure with four components, namely coordination activities, relational
skills, partner specific knowledge and internal communication all measured on a seven
point scale. Cronbach’s alpha for each of the four components were as follows: 0.87 for
coordination activities, 0.90 for relational skills, 0.86 for partner specific knowledge
and 0.85 for internal communication (Coviello, N. & Yli-Renko, 2016)

The measure for resource availability was adapted from Hughes et al. (2015),
specifically slack resource availability, and slightly modified to suit our purpose.
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