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The number of entrepreneurship education (EE) programs that aim to foster opportunity iden
tification (OI) as a key entrepreneurial capability has grown considerably in the past few decades.
However, these EE programs mostly lack a robust theoretical framework that could help edu
cators and researchers select teaching approaches in line with their philosophical perspectives.
This study proposes a theory-driven framework for fostering OI by bridging entrepreneurship and
education fields, considering the ontological and epistemological assumptions that exist in both
fields. The proposed framework includes different philosophical perspectives on entrepreneurial
opportunities and strategies for identifying opportunities coupled with the most relevant learning
theories and teaching approaches for fostering OI. Based on this framework, behaviorism and
cognitivism are the most consistent learning theories with the opportunity discovery perspective’s
philosophical assumptions, and social constructivist learning theory is more appropriate for
developing EE programs based on the opportunity creation perspective. This framework suggests
that for developing an efficacious EE program to improve individuals’ OI performance, different
perspectives on the emergence of opportunities and learning should be combined and integrated
into a consistent, constructively aligned EE program. The paper concludes with implications for
the theory and practice in the entrepreneurship education field.

1. Introduction
Over the past few decades, entrepreneurship has substantially become an essential economic, social, and often-researched subject
worldwide (Ratten & Jones, 2021). Entrepreneurship is no longer only viewed as a key element for the business environments and
those involved (European Commission, 2008). As also mentioned in the OECD report on entrepreneurship in education (Lackéus,
2015) and the European entrepreneurship competence framework or “EntreComp” (Bacigalupo, Kampylis, Punie, & Van den Brande,
2016), the development of entrepreneurial competencies and mindsets is now embedded in policy to foster the entrepreneurial ca
pacity of all citizens (Sánchez, 2013).
The viewpoint that teaching entrepreneurship can be beneficial for all citizens has contributed to a significant increase in the
number and status of Entrepreneurship Education (EE) programs in universities worldwide (Kuratko, 2005; Yi & Duval-Couetil, 2021)
to develop individuals’ entrepreneurial competencies (Oosterbeek et al., 2010; Pittaway & Cope, 2007). Several scholars presented
different lists of competencies that should be taught in EE programs (e.g., Fiet, 2001; Man et al., 2002; Okolie et al., 2021). In this
regard, given the importance of identifying potential opportunities in the early stage of the entrepreneurial process (Lans et al., 2018),
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many scholars asserted that Opportunity Identification (OI) is one of the key entrepreneurial capabilities of any successful entre
preneur or entrepreneurial citizen (e.g., Ardichvili, Cardozo, & Ray, 2003; Baggen et al., 2015), and thus, it should be a central topic in
EE programs (Lumpkin et al., 2004). OI is defined as an individual’s ability to identify ideas and transfer them to potential products,
processes, or services that have value for customers, end-users, or society (Baggen et al., 2015; Lumpkin & Lichtenstein, 2005).
With the emergence of Shane and Venkataraman’s (2000) individual-opportunity nexus theory in the entrepreneurship literature,
increasing attention has been paid to the role of individuals in the OI process (Dimov, 2003, pp. 410–420). Based on this theory, for
entrepreneurial activity to occur, there should be a recursive interaction between the context (i.e., source of opportunities) and in
dividuals (Sarason et al., 2006). Moreover, Shane and Venkataraman’s theory caused a shift in static models that view entrepreneurial
behaviors resulting only from particular inherent traits (Fortunato & Alter, 2011). For instance, OI capability is not assumed anymore
as a natural gift that only some individuals possess (Muñoz et al., 2011), but rather it is argued that OI is a cognitive ability (Baron,
2004; Baron & Ensley, 2006) that can be developed through teaching (Saks & Gaglio, 2002). This argument considerably increased the
number of EE programs aimed at exploring and fostering OI capability (Filser et al., 2020). However, the rapid increase in EE programs
has been accompanied by increasing concern regarding the programs’ fragmented nature (Thrane et al., 2016) due to a lack of a clear
theoretical basis (Byrne et al., 2014; Wu & Gu, 2017). According to scholars, EE programs use different paradigms with disparate
ontological views on the nature of entrepreneurship (Béchard & Grégoire, 2005b; Blenker et al., 2011), different conceptions of
entrepreneurial learning and pedagogy (O. Hägg & Peltonen, 2011), and various teaching approaches that even mismatch the adopted
ontological perspective (Paloniemi & Belt, 2015). In this regard, several scholars have argued that the EE field needs a robust con
ceptual framework that is transparent and strongly connected with its philosophical nature (Blenker et al., 2011; B.; Jones & Iredale,
2010; Pittaway & Cope, 2007).
Responding to this call, scholars so far have proposed several conceptual frameworks based on translating and reconceptualizing
knowledge within entrepreneurship to the EE field (e.g., O’Connor, 2013; Thrane et al., 2016). However, Fayolle (2013) asserted that
robust conceptual foundations of the EE field should be drawn from the integration of knowledge in both entrepreneurship and ed
ucation fields, as EE is at the crossroads of these two fields. More importantly, while EE is a fast-growing but relatively young, un
derdeveloped field, educational science has a long history that EE can leverage to improve and underpin its teaching approaches (Bell,
2021). As such, some scholars believe that since both education and entrepreneurship fields share similar philosophical perspectives (i.
e., paradigms), these perspectives have the value for bridging entrepreneurship and education fields by translating relevant aspects of
the learning theories into optimal teaching approaches in the EE field (Bell & Bell, 2020; Hannon, 2006; Kyrö, 2015). This endeavor of
bridging the entrepreneurship and education fields may offer improved guidelines for EE educators through the contrasting landscapes
of teaching approaches (Ramsgaard, 2018), resulting in stronger, conceptually sound, and theory-based EE programs.
In this regard, the primary purpose of this conceptual work is to examine the educational implications of the two main philo
sophical perspectives in the entrepreneurship field concerning entrepreneurial opportunities (i.e., opportunity discovery and crea
tion). This would be done by exploring the relationship between these two perspectives and learning theories in the education field
based on their shared philosophical roots. The result would be a conceptual framework that would inform future EE educators and
researchers about the most relevant learning theories and teaching approaches for fostering OI based on each philosophical
perspective. More importantly, many scholars have elaborated on the discovery perspective in relation to OI and education, but less
attention has been paid to the creation perspective in this regard (Nab et al., 2013). This is problematic, given the increasing attention
for so-called wide EE programs in which individuals learn in authentic, entrepreneurial, and educational environments that challenge
them to think creatively, experiment, and tolerate uncertainties in creating value for others (Baggen, Lans, & Gulikers, 2021). In such
wide EE programs, it is crucial to create value in interaction with the real world and with others. Thus, the thought behind wide EE
programs closely relates to the creation perspective towards OI – also, from this perspective, opportunities occur in the process of social
interaction. Therefore, next to elaborating on the discovery perspective in relation to learning theories in EE context, what makes this
study unique, is that it also explores conceptual linkages between the creation perspective as a philosophical, conceptual ground for
wide EE programs.
The remainder of this paper proceeds as follows. First, in line with the previous conceptual studies (e.g., Ghura et al., 2017; Otache,
2019; Politis, 2005), an extensive review of the available literature is conducted on different philosophical perspectives of entre
preneurial opportunities. Based on the literature review, the conceptual framework is then presented with some discussion and
conclusion of how future EE educators and researchers might use it to develop programs to foster OI. Finally, the paper ends with
several implications for theory and practice.
2. Literature review
This section describes each perspective based on their ontological and epistemological assumptions and elaborates on how these
perspectives can be positioned in relation to one another. In addition, we propose proper teaching approaches to foster OI based on the
most relevent learning theory associated with each philosophical perspective, together with reporting several empirical findings to
support our claims.
2.1. Opportunity discovery perspective
Scholars believe that an opportunity exists when competitive imperfections exist in product or factor markets (Venkataraman,
1997) that generate the potential of economic wealth (Eckhardt & Ciuchta, 2008). From the discovery perspective, these competitive
imperfections are assumed to arise exogenously from technological changes, political changes, social changes, or other attributes of the
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context in which a market exists that individuals could discover (Shane, 2003; Shane & Venkataraman, 2000). The emphasis on
exogenous forces suggests that the discovery perspective is based on the realist ontology (Chiles et al., 2010; Miller, 2007), meaning
that opportunities exist as objective phenomena independent of individuals (Alvarez & Barney, 2007; Berglund, 2007).
While ontology raises questions about the nature of reality in the world (Denzin & Lincoln, 2005), within a philosophical
perspective, epistemology determines how humans make meaningful sense of the world (Levers, 2013). In the discovery perspective,
individuals either make choices based on rational decision-making (i.e., positivist epistemology) or use their subjective interpretations
of past experience and knowledge to discover the opportunities (i.e., post-positivist epistemology) (Chiles et al., 2010). Based on these
two epistemologies, entrepreneurship scholars distinguished three approaches for discovering opportunities, i.e., active search,
fortuitous discovery, and passive search (Chandler et al., 2003; DeTienne & Chandler, 2004).
2.1.1. Active search strategy for discovering opportunities
The active search strategy proponents put forward the idea that entrepreneurs can discover profitable opportunities through
purposeful, deliberate, and conscious searching (Chandler et al., 2003). The search can be stimulated either because of a short failure in
a perfectly competitive market (i.e., neoclassical economics view) or heterogeneous distribution of specific information and resources (i.
e., information economics view) (Chandler et al., 2003; Fiet, 2002; Sarasvathy et al., 2005). Although both views assume that objective
opportunities exist in the markets, they have different assumptions about how individuals can actively interact with the sources of
opportunities to discover them.
2.1.1.1. Neoclassical economics view. The neoclassical economics view is in line with the conception of markets as an “allocative
process” (Sarasvathy et al., 2005), wherein the role of entrepreneurs is to match known products with existing demand (Miller, 2007).
The neoclassical theory is developed around the assumption of perfect information (Gowdy & Olsen, 1994), which means all in
dividuals in the market have complete information before launching a business (Fiet et al., 2013). This viewpoint has root in the
positivist epistemology (Chiles et al., 2010; Suddaby et al., 2015), assuming that it is possible for each and every individual in the
market to clearly perceive and define an objective they want to accomplish (DeTienne & Chandler, 2004) and systematically search for
profitable opportunities within a market that meet that objective through deductive reasoning, causal explanation, statistical infer
ence, and risk calculation (Chandler et al., 2011; Sarasvathy, 2001).
Relevant learning theory. Behaviorism is the most consistent learning theory with the neoclassical view of the active search
strategy. Behaviorism finds roots in realist ontology and positivist epistemology (Schuh & Barab, 2008). The focus of teaching ap
proaches associated with the behaviorism perspective is on the external observation of individuals’ behavior in response to external
stimuli and the lawful and causal relations between them (Boghossian, 2006; Chiesa, 1992; Ertmer & Newby, 2013). In behaviorism,
educators use teaching approaches that involve mechanical processes and systematic steps (Löbler, 2006). In such behaviorist ap
proaches, the main assumption is that individuals only need objectivist knowledge acquired through a didactic approach to do their job
efficiently (Bell, 2021).
Implications for EE. Scholars argue that the behaviorist teaching approaches are more suitable for career and technical education
programs, which require a certain standard of performance (Byrne & Toutain, 2012; Löbler, 2006) and for teaching “about” entre
preneurship (Bell, 2021). Behaviorist approaches are also in line with Bechard and Gregoire’s (2005a) supply model of EE, wherein
teachers are conceived as lecturers and presenters of information, such as the steps that learners should take to achieve a specific goal,
and learners are more or less passive recipients of that information. The imprint of behaviorist thinking on EE can also be seen in some
studies aimed to support OI. Given the importance of risk calculation in the neoclassical view of opportunity discovery, Nab et al.
(2014) reported that teaching individuals how to estimate opportunity risks is an essential strategy of expert teachers for teaching
business OI. Besides, scholars employed other behaviorist approaches for fostering OI, not necessarily based on the neoclassical active
search viewpoint but in line with its positivist epistemology. For instance, Promsiri et al. (2018) reported that providing information
about technological changes in the market (as sources of opportunities) by the teacher served as external stimuli that positively
affected both the number and the content of the generated ideas. In some studies, educators passively taught individuals theoretical
knowledge about entrepreneurship and the OI process (e.g., Muñoz et al., 2020; Nab et al., 2013), how to generate ideas (e.g., Nab
et al., 2013), and how to write a business plan (e.g., Musteen et al., 2018). According to Honig and Karlsson (2004), developing a
business plan “… is a rational activity that assists the owners of new firms (entrepreneurs) to earn larger profits through efficiency
gains and/or increased sales” (p. 35). Thus, scholars refer to writing business plans as an example of a causation approach in EE
programs (Chandler et al., 2011; Fisher, 2012). In some studies, educators also asked individuals to write business plans to support the
OI process (e.g., Kickul et al., 2010; Lindberg, Bohman, & Hultén, 2017; Nab et al., 2013).
In conclusion, to support individuals’ OI capability through behaviorist teaching approaches, educators should transfer two types
of knowledge necessary for identifying potential opportunities: (1) declarative knowledge, such as knowing the theories and principles
behind entrepreneurial OI, and (2) procedural knowledge, such as knowing the steps to generate business ideas, write a business plan,
and/or calculating the risks. Learners, on the other hand, should memorize the presented knowledge through repetitive drilling on
simple to complex learning tasks and by receiving educators’ informative feedback (i.e., reinforcement) based on their observable
behavior (Anderson & Dron, 2011; Guey et al., 2010). An example of observable behavior could be writing a business plan for a
potential opportunity. In this regard, as noted by Ertmer and Newby (2013), the educator should provide individuals with explicit
information on how to execute the proper observable response (e.g., by specifying the steps for writing a business plan and its essential
elements) and the conditions under which that response should be made (e.g., by letting them know when to write a business plan in
the OI process).”
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2.1.1.2. Information economics view. In contrast to the neoclassical view, Stigler’s (1961) information economics view abandoned the
implicit assumption of perfect information and introduced the concept of imperfect information into economics (Lin, 2005). Based on
this viewpoint, information is asymmetrically distributed in the market (Hayek, 1945), and thus acquiring information involves a
costly search process (Sarasvathy et al., 2005). In this situation, an optimal search for discovering a profitable opportunity is the one
with the minimum expected search costs (Fiet, 2002). Some scholars argued that individuals could conduct an optimal search if they
systematically search for signals in a domain where they are knowledgeable (Fiet, 2002; Fiet et al., 2004; Fiet & Patel, 2008). Based on
this viewpoint, prior knowledge and the subjective interpretations of past experience are essential for an active search for discovering
profitable opportunities (see Baron, 2006). Thus, the information economics view of active search embraces some form of subjectivism
and a post-positivist epistemology toward discovering opportunities, allowing for the individual’s perceptions and experiences to have
a more prominent role in the OI process.
Relevant learning theory. The learning theory that is in line with the post-positivist epistemology has roots in cognitivism
(Engeström & Sannino, 2012; Jacobs & Farrell, 2001), wherein the mind is viewed as an information-processing system (Schuh &
Barab, 2008). According to cognitivism, teachers should make knowledge meaningful by helping learners organize and relate new
information to existing knowledge in their memory (Ertmer & Newby, 2013), highlighting the importance of cognitive frameworks
such as knowledge structures (i.e., mental schema) (Cooper, 1993). Cognitivism emphasizes providing individuals with authentic
learning experiences wherein they could face new knowledge that is not in their existing knowledge structures or conflicts with them
(i.e., disequilibrium state) (Powell & Kalina, 2009). From the cognitivist perspective, learning happens when learners can solve this
disequilibrium state by assimilating the new knowledge and accommodating it in their existing knowledge (Piaget, 1972). Cognitivist
learning environments promote individual learning opportunities, as in behaviorism (Powell & Kalina, 2009); however, learners’
active involvement in knowledge acquisition and integration is crucial (Yilmaz, 2011). Feedback is also essential, but teachers use it
only to guide learners toward more accurate mental connections (Ertmer & Newby, 2013).
Implications for EE. The teaching approaches based on cognitivism align well with Béchard and Grégoire’s (2005a) demand model
of EE, which is often associated with educational activities emphasizing individuals’ active exploration and experimentation. The EE
research within this psychological school of thought mainly concerns the role of prior knowledge in enabling and/or limiting the
development of new expertise (Béchard & Grégoire, 2005b). Several scholars proposed that OI can be associated with particular
knowledge structures (e.g., Baron, 2004; Gaglio & Katz, 2001; Muñoz et al., 2011) that can be developed over time by gaining
experience in a particular domain (Baron, 2006). In this regard, some empirical studies showed that teaching approaches that improve
individuals’ OI-related knowledge structure could significantly enhance their ability to discover profitable opportunities when actively
searching for them. For instance, the findings of different studies indicated that training individuals to select information channels
based on their prior knowledge and to update their consideration sets by processing the information could enable them to discover
more wealth-generating ideas when searching systematically for business opportunities (e.g., Fiet, 2002; Fiet et al., 2007; Fiet & Patel,
2008). Fiet (2002) defined consideration sets as a particular group of information channels based on one’s specific prior knowledge.
Cohen et al. (2020) also developed a teaching method called IDEATE based on Kolb’s (1984) experiential learning theory to search for
opportunities actively. The experiential learning theory systematically takes individuals through four stages: concrete experience,
reflective observation, abstract conceptualization, and active experimentation, and has roots in cognitive psychology (Healey &
Jenkins, 2000; Hedin, 2010). According to Cohen et al. (2020), the IDEATE method helped individuals go beyond their existing
knowledge and capabilities and discover more innovative business ideas through a systematic search strategy than individuals in the
passive search group.
In conclusion, the proponent of the active search strategy highlighted the importance of individuals’ prior knowledge and expe
riences in discovering profitable opportunities. Thus, cognitive teaching approaches that plan the instruction based on individuals’
prior knowledge and experiences would be the most appropriate approaches to improve individuals’ OI capability when actively
searching for opportunities in a market. In such cognitivist entrepreneurship classrooms, educators should act as facilitators that
encourage individuals to systematically search for potential opportunities in a market while providing them with learning opportu
nities that enable them to explore their current knowledge. According to Dimov (2003), exploring knowledge structures would help
individuals find and fill their knowledge gaps about the market, enabling them to perceive existing opportunities better.
2.1.2. Fortuitous discovery of opportunities
Fortuitous discovery is characterized by low systematization, intentionality, and unrestricted searching (Kaish & Gilad, 1991;
Kirzner, 1973). Although the proponents of this strategy believe that opportunities are objectives and available to all (Chandler et al.,
2003), they argue that it is impossible to initiate an optimal systematic search due to the heterogeneous distribution of information
among individuals (Baumol, 1993; Casson, 1995) and because the search domain is unbounded (Kirzner, 1997), leaving alertness as
the only alternative for discovering opportunities (Kaish & Gilad, 1991; Kirzner, 1997). Therefore, alertness plays a significant role in
this perspective (Kirzner, 1973), even helping to differentiate entrepreneurs from non-entrepreneurs (Alvarez & Barney, 2007).
Kirzner (1973, 1979) characterized individuals who were more alert to have an “antenna” that permits them to recognize market gaps
with limited clues.
Later, Kirzner (2005) explained further the role of alertness in opportunity discovery by distinguishing between
information-knowledge and action-knowledge. He asserted that two individuals might acquire the same information from outside, but
only one might realize it and turn that information into action through his/her alertness. In other words, alertness enables individuals
to perceive and process the acquired information subjectively to better spot profitable opportunities (Arentz, Sautet, & Storr, 2013).
This viewpoint is also in line with the post-positivism epistemology (Chiles et al., 2010) that is critical of individuals’ ability to know
reality with certainty because of flawed human intellectual mechanisms (Sarason et al., 2006; Trochim, 2000). To explain this
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inability, Kirzner spoke of “the deep fog of ignorance that surrounds each and every decision made in the market” (Kirzner, 1989, p.
11). Therefore, to discover opportunities that move markets toward equilibrium, individuals must push back this metaphorical fog and
reduce collective ignorance (Miller, 2007).
Implications for EE. Scholars believe that it is not possible to propose teaching approaches based on this perspective for fostering OI
(DeTienne & Chandler, 2004; Fiet, 2002; Fiet et al., 2013) because this perspective views opportunity discovery as a “luck-based”
approach (Demsetz, 1983) that relies on alertness as some individuals’ unique characteristic which enables them to consistently
scanning their environment to discover opportunities (Kaish & Gilad, 1991). However, in some previous empirical studies, scholars
implemented some strategies to support individuals in the alertness group, such as asking them to collect real samples of
alertness-based discoveries (e.g., Fiet & Patel, 2008) or to read some articles on the importance of alertness for OI (e.g., Fiet et al.,
2007).
2.1.3. Passive search strategy for discovering opportunities
The passive search strategy shared the same ideas of the fortuitous discovery view of opportunity discovery, assuming that in
dividuals do not actively search for discovering opportunities (DeTienne & Chandler, 2004). The passive search is also based on this
assumption that individuals’ alertness plays an essential role in discovering opportunities that objectively exist in the market (Chandler
et al., 2003). However, in contrast with the fortuitous discovery viewpoint that considers alertness as an immutable characteristic that
only some individuals possess, the proponent of passive search strategies believed it is possible to heighten individuals’ sensitivity to
their surroundings when passively searching for potential opportunities in a market (DeTienne & Chandler, 2004).
Relevant learning theory. The passive search strategy is developed based on the Kirznerian economics theory, with a post-positivist
epistemology. Thus, the learning theory in line with this search strategy is also cognitivism (Vaghely & Julien, 2010). The proponents
of passive search strategy believe that entrepreneurial alertness rests, at least partly, on different cognitive capacities such as prior
knowledge and experiences (Ardichvili et al., 2003; Shane, 2003), creativity (Ardichvili et al., 2003), and general mental ability
(Gielnik et al., 2012). Thus, teaching approaches that improve these cognitive capacities could heighten their alertness toward specific
information in the environment, enabling them to spot more potential opportunities by processing the acquired information.
Implications for EE. Previous scholars employed several cognitivist teaching approaches to support individuals’ passive search for
opportunities. For instance, Arentz et al. (2013) reported that helping individuals acquire related knowledge of ways to serve markets
and customer problems through role-playing could help them discover more business ideas. According to scholars, well-established
knowledge structures would enable individuals to process information subconsciously (Vaghely & Julien, 2010) and be more alert
for perceiving meaningful patterns in diverse events or trends (Baron, 2006). Similarly, Shepherd and DeTienne (2005) showed that
enriching individuals’ specific knowledge about the market could help them identify more business opportunities. In the same vein,
some scholars referred to users’ perspective-taking as an effective educational intervention that could develop individuals’ market
knowledge and heighten their alertness toward discovering opportunities users need (e.g., Khalid & Sekiguchi, 2018; Prandelli et al.,
2016).
DeTienne and Chandler (2004), based on their passive search view to opportunity discovery, posited that it is possible to increase
the likelihood of discovering opportunities by helping individuals operate at a “consciously heightened state of sensitivity to the
environment” (p. 244), wherein creativity plays a significant role (Ardichvili et al., 2003). Based on this argument, a vast body of
empirical studies included different techniques such as brainstorming (DeTienne & Chandler, 2004; Lindberg, Bohman, & Hultén,
2017), brainwriting (DeTienne & Chandler, 2004), nominal group technique, and mind mapping (Carrier, 2008), creative
problem-solving exercises (Muñoz et al., 2011, 2020), SCAMPER1 and slice and dice techniques (Nab et al., 2013) in EE programs to
support individuals’ creative thinking reporting that these techniques had positive effects on individuals’ capability to identify op
portunities. Saks and Gaglio (2002) also reported that even asking practicing entrepreneurs to have a structured walking exercise in
which they had to report on what they see or hear people saying could heighten their sensitivity to the environment, helping them
discover more opportunities in a passive approach.
In conclusion, both passive search strategy and the information economics view to active search strategy demand cognitivist
teaching approaches in order to develop individuals’ OI capability. However, in the passive search strategy, educators do not
encourage individuals to initiate a systematic search within a market. They would only employ cognitivist approaches that could
heighten their sensitivity to the environment. The typical examples for such approaches could be improving individuals’ related
knowledge structure through authentic experiences such as job fairs (e.g., DeTienne & Chandler, 2004), role-playing (e.g., Arentz
et al., 2013), and/or perspective-taking (e.g., Prandelli et al., 2016) and enhancing their creativity (e.g., DeTienne & Chandler, 2004).
Moreover, entrepreneurship educators who want to develop EE programs to facilitate the OI capability based on cognitivism should
account for individuals’ cognitive (e.g., prior-knowledge, creativity) and psychological (e.g., motivation, attitude) differences that
play a role in the OI process.
2.2. Opportunity creation perspective
The creation perspective can be traced to studies in the radical subjectivist Austrian economics view (e.g., Lachmann, 1986;
Shackle, 1979) that extended the notion of subjectivism from alertness to include “imagination” about the future (Berglund, 2007). The
1
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creation perspective minimizes the role of the environment (DeTienne & Chandler, 2004) and views opportunities as being created
endogenously as a result of individuals’ efforts and actions (Baker & Nelson, 2005; Klein, 2008). In this perspective, opportunities do not
exist objectively before the individuals’ initiative (Miller, 2007), and they are assumed to be subjective phenomena (Klein, 2008; Wood
& McKinley, 2010). Thus, the creation perspective has a relativist ontology (Chiles et al., 2010). Relativism believes that reality is a
finite subjective experience (Denzin & Lincoln, 2005), and nothing exists outside of human thought (Levers, 2013). The epistemo
logical assumption in line with the creation perspective’s relativist ontology is constructivism (Chiles et al., 2010; Refai et al., 2015).
The constructivist epistemology proposes that truth and reality are intertwined with social context (Allen, 1994), putting forward the
idea that there are multiple realities that are socially constructed by groups of individuals (Willig, 2008).
The importance of social context is also acknowledged in the creation perspective when scholars refer to opportunities as socially
negotiated and created constructs (Berglund, 2007; Wood & McKinley, 2010). According to Sarasvathy and Dew (2005), entrepre
neurs’ tasks are not limited only to discovering latent opportunities in the market but also to creating business opportunities through a
social process. From the creation perspective, it is impossible to collect information ex-ante about some opportunities because they
have not been created yet (Alvarez & Barney, 2007). This lack of information makes it impossible for individuals to evaluate and
analyze the risks associated with opportunities (Maine et al., 2015), causing high uncertainty regarding their outcome (Alvarez &
Barney, 2007). In this situation, scholars asserted that sharing and discussing the ideas with the trusted networks (such as family,
friends, and mentors) play an essential role in objectifying and developing further the subjectively generated ideas (R. J. Jones &
Barnir, 2019; Wood & McKinley, 2010).
The notion of uncertainty in the OI process clearly connects to Sarasvathy’s (2001) effectuation theory. The effectuation theory
describes the decision-making processes of entrepreneurs who have to deal with high levels of uncertainty. In uncertain situations, it is
very hard to predict the future (i.e., causal thinking); therefore, entrepreneurs tend to control the future by using means at their im
mediate disposal (i.e., effectual thinking). Entrepreneurs aim to create value and achieve imagined ends – which can change over time,
depending on what happens along the entrepreneurial journey – via continuous interactions with a committed network of stake
holders. In her work, Sarasvathy (2001) contrasts effectual thinking with causal thinking. The latter relies on prediction and rational
analysis to reach predefined outcomes (Linton & Klinton, 2019; Maine et al., 2015) – which is more similar to the discovery
perspective, in which opportunities are searched for systematically as if they can be ‘found’ and the OI process can be organized or
planned in some way.
Relevant learning theory. Social constructivism is the most consistent learning theory with the creation perspective (Alvarez &
Barney, 2010) due to its relativist ontology and constructivist epistemological view to the OI process. Vygotsky (1986) described social
constructivism based on the idea that knowledge cannot be isolated from social and cultural contexts. Based on this school of thought,
learning is a process of constructing meaning through social interactions (Bell & Bell, 2020). In social constructivism, learners play an
active role in constructing their knowledge when interacting with other persons in their Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD) (Powell
& Kalina, 2009), while teachers act mainly as a facilitator and coach during the learning process (Bell, 2021; Boghossian, 2006). The
ZPD is defined as the difference between what a learner can do independently and what can be achieved by interaction with a more
competent person, such as his/her teacher or more experienced persons (Adams, 2006).
Implications for EE. Social constructivist teaching approaches are in line with Béchard and Grégoire’s (2005a) competence model of
EE that highlights the importance of individuals’ active participation in the co-construction of their knowledge through communi
cation and discussion. The social constructivist approaches also comply with the teaching “through” entrepreneurship as an effective EE
approach to support opportunity creation (Linton & Klinton, 2019). Teaching “through” entrepreneurship is a typically experiential
approach where individuals engage in an actual entrepreneurial activity to improve their entrepreneurial competencies and mindsets
(Gibb, 2002; Kyrö, 2005). According to Lackéus (2015), teaching “through” entrepreneurship can be relevant to all individuals at all
education levels, making it a suitable teaching approach in line with wide EE’s promises.
Scholars employed several social constructivist approaches for fostering individuals’ capability to identify opportunities mainly by
facilitating self-directed learning (e.g., Lindberg, Bohman, Hulten, et al., 2017), team working (e.g., Hytti et al., 2010; Kim et al.,
2018), and co-participation in a community of practice (e.g., Kubberød & Pettersen, 2018; Musteen et al., 2018). These
experiential-based social constructivism approaches mostly exposed individuals to different ideas and knowledge through the learning
process, which could later help them to come up with more potential ideas by combining the acquired new knowledge (Lindgren &
Packendorff, 2009) and “joining together at points of mutual understanding” (Refai et al., 2015, p. 331). Also, some scholars referred to
design thinking as important teaching “through” approach that can help individuals improve their OI capability based on the creation
perspective (Linton & Klinton, 2019; Sarooghi et al., 2019). Design thinking is grounded in a non-linear and human-centered practice
(Mansoori & Lackéus, 2019) that favors a creative focus on a collaborative and iterative learning process (Nielsen & Stovang, 2015).
Promsiri et al. (2018) reported that asking individuals to follow the design thinking process could help them create more viable
business ideas.
Moreover, since the enactment process plays an essential role in the creation of business opportunities, some scholars posited that
the teaching approaches that help individuals to form opportunities through an enactment process such as effectuation could be
efficacious in fostering OI based on creation perspective (Alvarez & Barney, 2010; Zhu et al., 2020). Sarasvathy’s notion of effectuation
clearly implies elements of social constructivism (Nab et al., 2014) and embraces the idea of opportunity creation (Berglund, 2007;
Cohen et al., 2020). In this regard, Zhu et al. (2020) showed that individuals trained by the means-oriented approach of effectuation
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could generate more business ideas of higher quality than individuals who only practiced thinking creatively through various exer
cises. Based on Sarasvathy’s (2001) “bird-in-hand” principle2 of effectuation, Zhu et al. (2020) asked individuals in the effectuation
group to define their resources by asking themselves means-oriented questions such as, “who am I?”, “what do I know?”, and “who do I
know?”. Afterward, Zhu and his colleagues asked them to integrate their resources and form business opportunities by communicating
and discussing their ideas with potential customers. Interestingly, Zhu et al.’s (2020) study illustrated that generating ideas based on
own resources results in more ideas that have a higher chance to be acted upon – which makes sense, as the ideas align with the
personal background and interest of the participants.
In conclusion, entrepreneurship educators who adopt a social constructivist teaching approach to improve OI capability should
provide individuals with opportunities to actively interact with other persons, such as the educator, peers, and/or expert entrepre
neurs, while involved in actual entrepreneurial activity as in teaching “through” entrepreneurship. The authenticity of learning ex
periences would enable individuals to transfer their learning from one context (e.g., market) to another (Ertmer & Newby, 2013).
During the learning process, educators, as more knowledgeable persons, should play the role of facilitators who provide timely support
based on individuals’ needs (Powell & Kalina, 2009). However, the provided support should be decreased gradually to let individuals
learn independently (Amineh & Asl, 2015) and to encourage their self-directed learning (Lindberg, Bohman, & Hultén, 2017). Team
working and collaboration are essential in social constructivist learning environments as they allow individuals to perform learning
tasks that they would be unable to complete individually (Gillies, 2016), helping them progress within their ZPD (Tudge, 1992).
Through peer collaboration, individuals could learn from each other and promote a shared understanding of the market they want to
create an opportunity for (e.g., Musteen et al., 2018). Expert entrepreneurs and business advisors could also support individuals during
the OI process by giving them feedback on their identified business ideas from a practical perspective and/or helping them develop
product prototypes (e.g., Heinonen et al., 2011; Lindberg, Bohman, & Hultén, 2017).
3. Discussion and conclusions
Despite the wide-reaching conversations about the role of pedagogy in EE, there is still little consensus on what teaching ap
proaches are most appropriate for specific learning goals within EE programs (Barnard, Pittz, & Vanevenhoven, 2019; Pittaway, 2009;
Sirelkhatim et al., 2015). In this regard, scholars argued that philosophical perspectives play an essential role in determining the
teaching approaches that EE educators choose for developing particular entrepreneurial knowledge and competencies (G. Hägg &
Kurczewska, 2020; Hannon, 2005). EE educators face two philosophical perspectives about opportunities for developing OI, i.e.,
opportunity discovery and creation. Also, there are different strategies (i.e., active search, fortuitous discovery, and passive search)
within the discovery perspective, and each embraces different ontological and epistemological assumptions, again having conse
quences for the role of the individual in OI. This paper has linked these two philosophical perspectives with the most relevent learning
theories in the education field based on their ontological and epistemological assumptions, providing EE educators and researchers a
theory-driven conceptual framework that shows what learning theory better underpins and supports each perspective (see Fig. 1). This
aligns with the notion of constructive alignment, as introduced by Biggs (1996) and further developed for the entrepreneurship field by
Fayolle and Gailly (2008) in their teaching model framework, wherein they stressed the importance of aligning the ontological level
with the educational level. That is exactly where the proposed framework can play a key role, as it bridges the fields of entrepre
neurship and education. The framework is also supported by empirical studies showing how entrepreneurship educators could employ
teaching approaches associated with each learning theory in practice to support and facilitate the OI process.
Fig. 1 shows the development of philosophical perspectives in entrepreneurship and education fields over time. Although entre
preneurship and education are different fields of research, it is interesting to note that in both fields, comparable developments are
observable – from a strong focus on the object and the content (as in “Neoclassical economics view of active search’ and ‘behaviorism’)
towards a strong emphasis on the person (as in ‘opportunity creation’ and ‘social constructivism’). Over time, the complex interplay
between the individual and his/her environment has been acknowledged more strongly in both entrepreneurship and education fields.
As such, the process in which opportunities are identified – shaped, refined, and acted upon in the co-creation process – increasingly
becomes the main point of attention, instead of the opportunity itself as a (static) outcome of the OI process.
When looking at the separate layers of the framework, the teaching approaches based on the behaviorist learning theory are the
most compatible approaches that comply with the neoclassical view of active search with realist ontology and positivist epistemology.
In this perspective, EE educators typically try to improve individuals’ knowledge about how to calculate the risk of a discovered
opportunity to make a rational decision about exploiting that opportunity. Bechard and Gregoire’s (2005a) supply model of EE that
emphasizes the transmission of knowledge (e.g., lecturing “about” entrepreneurial process and theories) and application of procedures
(e.g., developing business plans) are also in line with the neoclassical view of the active search strategy.
Both the information economics view to active search strategy and the passive search strategy share the same learning theory (i.e.,
cognitivism) aligned with their philosophical assumptions; however, they view the OI process differently. The proponents of infor
mation economics view to active search strategy believe that individuals should systematically search for objective opportunities and
update their knowledge by processing the received information (Fiet, 2002; Fiet & Patel, 2008). In this view, the cognitivist teaching
approaches that enable individuals’ active exploration and experimentation play an essential role in improving their OI performance
and outcomes (Cohen et al., 2020). These approaches align with Bechard and Gregoire’s (2005a) demand model of EE and Kolb’s
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Based on this principle, effectual entrepreneurs create value by looking at the resources that are available to them at the moment.
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Fig. 1. The proposed conceptual framework for bridging the entrepreneurship and education field.

(1984) experiential learning theory. However, based on the passive search strategy, individuals passively discover business oppor
tunities through unintentional and unrestricted searching wherein their alertness plays a substantial role. In contrast with the
fortuitous discovery strategy that views alertness as a unique individual characteristic, the passive search proponents argue that
alertness is a cognitive ability that can be heightened through teaching approaches that develop some related cognitive capacities and
processes such as creativity (Ardichvili et al., 2003; DeTienne & Chandler, 2004), knowledge structure, and information processing
skills (Arentz et al., 2013; Baron, 2006). However, the proponents of the information economics view to active search criticized the
creativity improvement approaches in the passive search strategy, arguing that these approaches rely on individuals’ existing
knowledge structure (Cohen et al., 2020), and thus they are more suitable for those with high domain expertise and industry expe
rience (Gielnik et al., 2014).
Finally, social constructivist teaching approaches that emphasize individuals’ meaning-making through communication and dis
cussion are the most consistent approaches with the opportunity creation perspective’s relativist ontology and constructivist episte
mology. In this perspective, opportunities are assumed to be socially negotiated and created constructs, especially for dynamic contexts
that involve higher uncertainty (see Hmieleski et al., 2015). Here, an interesting connection is observable with Sarasvathy’s (2001)
effectuation theory, in which dealing with uncertainty is key. Whereas the discovery approach resembles causation in the effectuation
theory, the creation view resembles effectuation. In opportunity discovery, opportunities are identified in existing markets with lower
levels of risks and higher expected returns (Maine et al., 2015; Miller, 2007; Sarasvathy, 2001) – which requires a planned-and fur
ture-based approach, as discovery implies that it is possible to predict the future and find certain opportunities. Nevertheless, in
opportunity creation, complexity and uncertainty are key elements of the OI process – requiring a resource-based approach wherein
different goals (i.e., opportunities) can emerge, be acted upon, and created over time, which is at the core of effectual thinking. In this
regard, scholars referred to design thinking and effectuation as two teaching approaches based on the creation perspective that could
help individuals better deal with uncertainty they faced through the opportunity creation process.
Last but not least, our proposed conceptual framework suggests that the philosophical perspectives, views on opportunities, and
learning theories do not exclude one another but can exist next to each other. Similarly, Dutta and Crossan (2005) argued that even
though objective and subjective views on opportunities seem to conflict, they can co-exist and complement one another. Whereas the
objective view mostly focuses on the cognitive side of OI, the subjective view accounts for the social situatedness of opportunities.
Vogel (2017) showed in his model that opportunities can have different triggers – explainable from both the objective and subjective
perspectives. In the same vein, many scholars argued that in a real entrepreneurial process, both active and passive search strategies
(Baron, 2006), discovery and creation perspectives (Alvarez & Barney, 2010; Short et al., 2010), or causation and creation approaches
(Chandler et al., 2011; Maine et al., 2015) play a role in identifying opportunities, suggesting that entrepreneurship research should
move toward a middle ground position (Karimi et al., 2016). This also applies to the teaching approaches that educators employ to
support entrepreneurial learning. Scholars posited that the behaviorist teaching approaches within a EE program could provide in
dividuals with theoretical information and procedural knowledge about the topic at hand (Bell, 2021), forming a solid ground for
higher-order social constructivist approaches (Bell & Bell, 2020). This view also aligns with Béchard and Grégoire’s (2005a) hybrid
teaching models for EE.
4. Implications for theory and practice
This conceptual paper can contribute to the literature by addressing calls to connect educational theory and EE practice (Fayolle
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et al., 2016; Harrison & Leitch, 2005), to provide entrepreneurship educators and researchers with a conceptual framework by
integrating the knowledge within both the entrepreneurship and education field (Fayolle, 2013), and to conceptualize how educa
tional philosophies can be integrated into EE to support entrepreneurial learning (Bell & Bell, 2020). In line with previous scholars (e.
g., Byrne & Toutain, 2012; Cope, 2005), we believe that applying learning lenses to entrepreneurship would further enlighten our
understanding of entrepreneurial processes, which is essential for designing and developing EE programs. In addition, the proposed
framework provides future educators and teachers new insights into how OI can be developed in education contexts based on different
philosophical perspectives and relevant learning theories.
In general, the central message of the proposed framework for future educators and researchers is that for developing an efficacious
EE program to support individuals’ OI performance and outcome, both views should be combined in the program where different
perspectives on the emergence of opportunities and different perspectives on learning come together. This view is also evident in some
of the previous studies that aimed to support individuals’ OI performances wherein they incorporated different teaching approaches
based on different learning theories, from the passive teaching of theoretical knowledge on OI to facilitating self-directed learning
through experiential learning, social interactions, and continuous self-reflection (e.g., Lindberg, Bohman, & Hultén, 2017; Lindberg,
Bohman, Hulten, et al., 2017; Nab et al., 2013).
Here there are several opportunities for future studies as well. For example, according to Cohen et al. (2020), a possible avenue for
future research would be comparing the effectiveness of active versus passive search strategies in developing individuals’ ability to
identify business opportunities. In addition, as suggested by previous scholars (Hansen et al., 2016), another study could compare
teaching approaches based on the discovery perspective with approaches based on the creation perspective. Moreover, since some
scholars believe that individuals benefit from multiple perspectives during the OI process (Chetty et al., 2018), another possible
research direction could be exploring the combination of both perspectives in an EE program to foster OI.
As mentioned earlier, the amount of complexity and uncertainty in the OI process is high when approached from a creation, social
constructivist perspective – requiring matching, effectual processes (Sarasvathy, 2001). With the changing approach towards OI in
educational programs, a changing approach to research in the EE field also seems desirable. Whereas in positivist epistemology, it is
believed that we can explore social sciences similar to how scientists study physical phenomena through quantitative research methods
(Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004), the constructivist epistemology highlights the importance of the qualitative methods to provide
in-depth insights and understanding of the context–phenomena relationship (Moser & Korstjens, 2017). As a result, similar to our
argument for the importance of hybrid teaching models in the EE field, future scholars should also move toward a middle ground
position by considering both quantitative and qualitative methods (i.e., mixed-method) in conducting their studies in the field. The
mixed-method studies could offer the possibility of capturing the complex learning processes that come into play in EE programs,
especially those that adhere to a creation view on OI, building upon the social constructivist learning theory. Moreover, as the research
on EE programs adhering to the creation view in relation to effectuation theory is limited, qualitative research designs, supported by
quantitative measures, also fit the more exploratory character of what is currently needed in the field. In addition, future studies could
extend the proposed conceptual framework by figuring out on a more detailed level how effectuation theory – as a rather young theory
in the field of entrepreneurship – could be integrated as a fruitful theory for developing teaching approaches in EE, aligned with
existing theories in the fields of entrepreneurship and education.
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