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Abstract

Entrepreneurship is regarded as a vital factorringing about growth, but the problem for policy-
makers is to decide how entrepreneurship is toab#ithted. Different steps in the entrepreneurial
process have been identified and discussed bus istill difficult to understand how the
entrepreneurial process works. Starting in entregureship, defined as discovery, exploitation, and
creation of opportunities through entrepreneurietion, we strive at identifying the important
elements and processes that can explain how anrtapfg evolves, develops and grows through
cooperation in order to become a legitimate ventWe propose a general model of opportunity
recognition, creation and exploitation processescémperative initiatives. For this purpose we use
theories on entrepreneurship and social movemeatimtegrated framework. A qualitative case
study of a collaborative networking initiative inrriskoldsvik, Sweden is used to illustrate how the
initiating actors, and later on the extended grotipctors, acted to define and create their fidld o
action, how they mobilized resources and how thelf legitimacy.

Keywords:Entrepreneurship, networking, opportunity recagnit opportunity creation, opportunity
exploitation, social movement.

Introduction

The development of entrepreneurship is often desdras one of the single most important factotsiimging
about growth, and with it prosperity and developtndine problem for policy-makers is in deciding how
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entrepreneurship is to be facilitated. Differergpst in the entrepreneurial process have been fideinby
Shane and Venkataraman (2000) and Alvarez and B42807), but it is still difficult to understandtv the
process itself works, what the influencing factams and how these interact.

In this paper we focus on entrepreneurship defimedhe discovery, evaluation and exploitation afife
goods and services, focusing on the influence dividuals and opportunities (Eckhardt and Shane3200
Shane and Venkataraman 2000; Alvarez and Barney)2@6 the creation and exploitation of opportesiti
through action (Alvarez and Barney 2007). Entrepueship is a process that occurs over time (Shaak, e
2003, pp. 270; Low and MacMillan 1988) with an egiic character (Shane and Venkataraman 2000). The
first (Shane and Venkataraman 2000) and secondf@tvand Barney 2007) definitions of entrepreneprrsh
allow the opportunity exploitation process to bealded as an example of a discovery or a cre@tiooess.
However, the implications of these theories for ¢éffectiveness of entrepreneurial action differvgkez and
Barney 2007, pp. 11). Opportunities may be of aradycing or innovative character and can occur
simultaneously or alternately in a venture - whieltls for the process and activities in the veniyiprocess

to be focused (Segerlind 2009, pp. 35-36).

Opportunities may be recognized through informagorridors or by means of cognitive properties (&ha
and Venkataraman 2000) or be created in a progesstoepreneurs who act, receive a response aetl rea
according to elements in their environment (Alvasem Barney 2007). While opportunity recognition is
believed to be the first step in an entreprenepratess, opportunity exploitation is thought totlhe second
step which may start in the nature of the oppotyuand individual differences (Shane and Venkataram
2000. pp. 222-224) or simply in the decision of some to act (Alvarez and Barney 2007). The point of
departure is, in other words, that opportunities, gdxample in the form of “structural holes” (Bur®92)
become visible and can be developed through hunmanogde, action and interaction. Access to specific
information is important to the development of ogpoities. Such information often becomes available
through interaction with peripheral actors who héiféerent knowledge and other networks availabl¢éhem
(Granovetter 1973). Opportunity exploitation nedesss the presence of an opportunity that is eleskand
deemed to generate value, as well as the presémmtons who are willing to act (Shane and Venlatan
2000, pp. 222-224). Opportunities can also be dgesl through entrepreneurs acting in interactiotih wi
those around them (Alvarez and Barney 2007). Titsraction then legitimizes the opportunity at saene
time as it is being developed.

Dialogue and interaction can be differentiated hie entrepreneurial process: development from idea t
concept is unclear, as are the factors that infeehow resources, individuals and knowledge can be
mobilised to finally share and legitimize a stratedousiness venture. The organically emerging
entrepreneurial network can start in a networkaed include interaction between actors from theape and
public sectors. Model building that also inclugeecessual factors is required to understand tusgss.
Theories on social movement can assist in clagfyime entrepreneurial process, viewed from a gfiate
development perspective, as it has such a focumbkek and Chen (2008) have developed a model en th
process of an aspiring field encompassing difféation, resource mobilization and legitimacy builglithat
shows what factors interact for example when a aeademic field is established (Hambrick and Ched820
The theory is action-oriented and presupposesactigity between the factors mentioned. Our contidn to
model building on entrepreneurial processes isntegrate theory on opportunity recognition (Shand a
Venkataraman 2000) as a prerequisite to entreprsimgy with theory on opportunity creation (Alcarazd
Barney 2007) who discuss action linked to idea igment with theories on social movement (Hambrick
and Chen 2008). As a result, factors that greatiyiénce the entrepreneurial process can be ideht#nd
further light can be shed on how these interact.

Our study object is a collaborative initiative inrmSkoldsvik in the northern Sweden which arose in
connection with the reorganization of the largeshpany in the town. A number of key actors wantekieep
skills and jobs in the town and initiated a netwodilaboration that led to the establishment obempany
whose primary purpose was to facilitate developraad entrepreneurship. Seeing an idea through from
conception to realisation in this context posesagomentrepreneurial challenge of a kind that iglyastudied

but often sought by politicians and administrapl@nners responsible for regional support measures.

Aim and research issues
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Our aim is to explore and discuss how a group tracan cooperate to reach a common goal — thifdeia
local process of recognition, creation and explimitaof opportunities. We use a case study andsacuhow
the initiating actors, and later on the extendaxligrof actors, acted to define and create thdul H& action,
how they mobilized resources and how they builitiegcy. Our intention is to outline a general moake
opportunity recognition, creation and exploitatigmocesses for cooperative initiatives. For thisppse we
propose that theories on entrepreneurship andlsonoieement are used and integrated.

Our question is: What are the important elementspiocesses that can explain how an idea may deesid
grow through cooperation to a legitimate venture?otder to answer the question, we initially define
entrepreneurial action and networking. Thereafteg describe theories on opportunity recognition,
opportunity creation, opportunity exploitation aswtial movement and how these theories may beratt
theoretically in a model. Theory on opportunityaguition is initially combined with theory on opponity
creation, and the integrated theory is thereaftertiined with theory on social movement. This isofekd by

a presentation of method for data collection aralysis, a case description integrated with a dsionsof the
theoretical approach and the final conclusions.

Theoretical framework

Entrepreneurial action and collective entrepreneurid action

As a point of departure we assume that an entrepre attitude is needed if opportunities are & b
recognized and exploited (Johannisson and Monst@@8). Furthermore, we assume that a context of
business as well as sociatglated networks of entrepreneurial individualsvide a beneficial framework for
processes aiming at organizing resources (Johamiged Monstedt 1998). Every firm exists within a
complex business network of interactions betweetoracexchanging information, expertise, goods and
services, payment and loans etc., defined as lassinetworks that in particular are representedhay t
markets-as-networks framework, e.g. as describedlimnbull et al. (1996). In this theoretical realm,
relationships are regarded as governed by bothoewscrrational and social factors (Henders, 1992)isT
framework stresses the importance of cooperatilaioaships for resource sharing, resource devesopm
information access and innovation. The term “nekivay” refers to interaction in network contexts (&at

al., 2003). Social networks constitute an infragtice for trust between members and are thus atdey
legitimacy building. They furthermore facilitateettmergence of collective entrepreneurial actiowelsas
influencing strategy and performance of new orgational forms (Swaminathan and Wade 2000).

The entrepreneurial process implies selectionsaelt step in the process. Decisions to take thegs still
depend on the individuals’ access to resources et ag their willingness and motivation to make
entrepreneurial decisions (Shane et al., 2003,2@p-71, 258). Entrepreneurial action is definedaag
activity entrepreneurs might take to form and ewplopportunities (Shane et al 2003; Shane and
Venkataraman 2000; Alvarez and Barney 2007). Itrgpweas a collective process spurred by the presanc
personal networks providing an infrastructure andred beliefs that justify further action. A colige and
network identity may be created through interactprecesses by which members construct a common
identity. Collective action may emerge (a) wherr¢his focus on a problem that demands rectificatind
identification of responsible agents, (b) as a Itesuframing and planning, and (c) during acqudsit of
motives and reasons for collective action (Swarhiaatand Wade 2000, pp. 15 and 21).

Apart from providing an infrastructure that pron®#ntrepreneurial networking and action, the preserf
personal networks encourages accomplishment amdtafthe possibility of gaining institutional suppo
through access to potential decision-makers (Swatmam and Wade 2000). Personal networks denote
networks of individuals related at a personal lev@d often precede business exchange relationahifisey
provide a receptive context for the initiation aeublution of economic exchange (Larson and St&93L

The more trustful the relationship, the more seresiinformation may be revealed; the more credible
source appears, the higher risk may be acceptedoperative ventures. Local partners are, throweghgmal
networks, likely to receive redundant and overlagpinformation about individuals that can faciktat
judgments of trustworthiness and opportunities (®h2003).
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We now move on to explore opportunity recognitioreation and exploitation further. Firstly, we itign
vital elements as well as process-related chaistibsr from theories of opportunity recognition and
opportunity creation and integrate them, and selgomd combine the integrated theory with the theony
social movement.

Opportunity recognition, opportunity creation and opportunity exploitation

Entrepreneurial opportunities may be defined asasidns in which new goods, services, raw materials
markets and organizing methods can be introducedigh the formation of new means, ends or means-end
relationships (Eckhardt and Shane 2003, pp. 33y Bre regarded as discovered (Shane et al 200BeS
and Venkataraman 2000; Kirtzner 1997; Alvarez aadnBy 2007) or created (Alvarez and Bareney 2007;
Baker and Nelson 2005). Both theories acknowletigedpportunities exist due to competitive impetitats

in a market, but they differ in their analysis log torigin of these imperfections (Alvarez and Bara@07).

In discovery theory opportunities are consideredbéoobjective phenomena not known to all partieallat
times (Shane and Venkataraman 2000). The competitiperfections that facilitate opportunity recdgmi
“arise exogenously from changes (shocks) in teduyl political and regulatory changes and socia an
demographic changes that may disrupt equilibriumairmarket or industry”. In this perspective, the
entrepreneurs bring the “agency to opportunity”éxploiting the chances through a systematic scgnain
the environment to discover opportunities (Alvaagxl Barney 2007, pp. 13; Shane et al 2003). Oppitytu
recognition occurs when someone discovers that afsesources are not put to their best use (Skaaé¢
2003). In order to make such a discovery Kirtzrd€¥9{7) emphasizes the need for an attitude of fadeg’
among individuals and thus receptiveness to availbbt hitherto overlooked opportunities (Kirtzr397,
pp. 72). Possession of prior information facilisatgportunity recognition, implying that individustocks of
information will create mental schemas and thusaméwork enabling identification of new informatitivat
combined with prior complementary information migkiigger opportunity recognition (Shane and
Venkataraman 2000; Alvarez and Bareney 2007). Anitivg property is furthermore needed to value
opportunities, thus implying that people need t@ble to identify new means-ends relationships geed by

a given change and to be capable of seeing opjitdesiin situations where others tend to see ristgne
and Venkataraman 2000 pp. 222).

Opportunity creation theory, on the other handuees opportunities to be created, endogenoushhéy t
actions, reactions and enactments of entrepremegtsring ways to produce new goods or serviceshiln
perspective entrepreneurs are the source of thertypyities, and they do not search; they act atetact with
an environment that tests the veracity of theirceptions. Entrepreneurs are not initially regarced
significantly different from those who do not creapportunities as small variations in the envirentrmay
lead them to form and exploit an opportunity. Hoeg\Alvarez and Barney argue that these entrepreneu
over time, may be positively reinforced in certamgnitive attributes like systematic overconfideraoel
willingness to generalize from small samples asdesd by Shane and Venkataraman (2000). The “Seéds
opportunities to produce new products etc. areneaessarily believed to lie in existing industmearkets
(Alvarez and Barney 2007). Actions that start tiheaton process may be deliberate, intelligent \aane
random, and the opportunities cannot be understotiti they exist which they do after being enactad.
entrepreneurs act upon their initial beliefs abapportunities and observe market responses, tkéafb are
transformed reflecting the acquisition and creatbiknowledge and information. They develop newdis|
about opportunities that build on what they learrséquences of iterative actions, evaluation aadti@ns
(Alvarez and Barney 2007). Opportunity creationotigesuggests conditions facilitate the birth of ngws
are a ulitmate result of actions taken by the @némeeurs to form and exploit opportunities (Alvasem
Barney 2007).

Segerlind (2009) argues that exploitation of anoimtive opportunity will involve creation of new
knowledge, but also discovery. In line with him argue that a cognition of new knowledge as an dppity
requires that opportunities have to be discovefgthle and Venkataraman 2000) but also that they are
irrelevant unless someone takes advantage of tBlang et al. 2003) or chooses to act (Alvarez arddy
2007). The decision to act is a subjective (Shamk\éenkataraman 2000) and iterative process (Alvarel
Barney 2007) that only a subset of the populatsoahble to initiate (Kirzner, 1973), as people vargely in

their ability and motivation to seize opportuniti€Shane et al. 2003) and are influenced by differen
environment-related elements (Alvarez and Barnd720People who exploit opportunities, howeverdtem
frame information more positively and optimistigadls they often perceive their chances of successuzh
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higher than they really are. They have a greatdreffiecacy and more internal locus of control, as
exploitation requires individuals that act in tloegticism of others (Shane and Venkataraman 2000).

The role of human agency is thus central as oppitytexploitation depends on willingness to act andhe
decisions people make at the many steps along te after discovery and positive evaluation of
opportunities. Such decisions do relate to resouarobilization and design of mechanisms of explmtat
(Shane et al. 2003). The entrepreneurial decismopportunity exploitation is influenced by expeictas of
increased value (Shane and Venkataraman 2000harektent of this value is vital (Shane et al 20@8}he
value of the opportunity will be weighted againisé tcosts of generating that value. Access to filahnc
backing, strong social ties to resource providerd differences in perceptions are elements ideatito
influence the decision of opportunity exploitati@hane and Venkataraman 2000).

In summary, a set of actors representing diffepemspectives may supply information of a kind tinaalert
individuals may facilitate the discovery of newoasce combinations or the discovery of resourcesused
to their full potential. Such information may besthtarting point for entrepreneurial action — gitleait there
is alertness, relevant cognitive property and mgiess to act among the potential initiators. Actidll then
spur feedback which the initiators have to recogniz order to be able to evaluate and react. Thia i
reciprocal and conceptualizing process between rtyputy recognition, opportunity creation and
differentiation, during which the first step is ¢éaktowards opportunity exploitation given that dpportunity
in question is expected to generate value. Acoesedources and relationships to financial backesy
influence the decision to explore an opportunitpwedver, the exploitation or effectuation processti
somewhat vague when it comes to explaining how leeagt to mobilize support, knowledge, resourcas an
legitimacy for innovative and novel ventures.

Social movement theory

Collective, entrepreneurial opportunity recognitioreation and exploitation might be regarded asiehts in

a social movement towards an entrepreneurial ventdambrick and Chen (2008) argue that theories on
social movement might be used to explain initisgieéan array of aggrieved groups.

In the following Hambrick and Chen’s (2008) modeldescribed and linked to opportunity recognition,
creation and exploitation.

Legitimacy
building

Likelihood

and speed
|:> of acceptance

The

aspiring
community :>

Differentiation

I

Mobilization

Figure 1: From an Aspiring Community to an Academic Fielh: Admittance-Seeking Social Movement (Hambrick
and Chen, 2008, pp. 36).

Hambrick and Chen (2008) studied the developmemh@facademic field of strategic management. We wil
apply this model to collective entrepreneurial @ctiThe aspiring community is the movement thaksee
admittance from other and related actors as theytaifulfil a need identified but yet not approagh&he
next step is the process of differentiation, mahiiion and legitimacy building which finally maysrét in
higher likelihood and speed of acceptance.
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Hambrick and Chen (2008) argue tldifferentiation implies the action of early proponents advocatimaf t
certain important phenomena (opportunities) areleqaately addressed by or fall outside the scope of
existing fields. This kind of action is due to tistinctive character of the phenomena and thafiaie not to
threaten other actors in the community. Linking glement of differentiation to our integrated theon
opportunity recognition and creation we find th#fedentiation implies action through dialogue barly
proponents. Their actions generate feedback, whitiates evaluation and discovery of new waysdband
adaptations to the environment given that it iscpeed as valuable. During this process, portraynd
conceptualizing the opportunity it will grow in iragance and be affirmed as worthy, thus legitimiZEe
actors that are active in a differentiation procass likely to be “alert” and willing to act withbinaving
complete information. They may furthermore haveeascto specific and valuable information from prior
networking that may spur the differentiation prag;dategrating political structures and social asfructure
(Hambrick and Chen 2008). Collective action framersd identities might be generated through a
differentiation process that facilitates a boundetof common interests (Swaminathan and Wade 2000)

Differentiation is thus an interactive process vaéntain prerequisites that include the first steppportunity
exploitation. The step is taken as initiators discover howetact according to a prior evaluation emanating
from feedback on an opportunity. Opportunity exigbon starts in the decisions regarding resource
mobilization and legitimacy building. Individualbat seem to be more likely to make such decisidten o
base these on access to financial backing. Su@ssenay emanate from social ties to resource pFos/ior
knowledge on how to act to attain support of that k

Opportunity exploitation may furthermore be linkiedmobilization as that is what happens when the initiator
or initiators further into the differentiation press decide to react by approaching actors in thizomment
accessing vital resources.

Mobilization is the second element argued by Haokbaind Chen (2008) that determines the pace arssic
of social movement. It is described as “the prodassvhich a group secures collective control oves t
resources needed for collective action” (p. 36).bMmpation comprises three different parts: poétic
structures, shared interests and social infrastrectPolitical structureemerge as a response to unfulfilled
conditions in public agendas. These gain momenturingl political and social instability and may inde
static components such as tradition and institstiaa well as dynamic elements such as geopolitical
economic conditions (Hambrick and Chen 2008). Inopportunity- exploitationperspective this may be a
matter of mobilizing political structures and accés public resources, information and support. Niion

of resources and individuals may occur as a reguipportunity recognition, creation and differetion if
the exploitation fulfils an internal or externalndend, provides profit, growth or contributes to edge
development.

The second part of mobilization_- shared interestaplies that the collective, in order to launahsocial
movement, needs to have a bounded set of commerests that will help define the group identity and
solidify its membership and efforts. The shareer@sts need, however, to be limited in number dearly
articulated if progress is to be obtained.

Social infrastructurés about the collective’s ability to mobilize farcommon objective, which depends on
the existence of social ties between the early eates as well as on access to fora for dialoguesanil
interaction. A substantial link is found betweer #irength of relations among key actors and tla@ad of
success. Collective action will emerge more vigslpuvhen key actors are socially interconnected als
through a pre-existing social organization that meguce costs of organizing (Hambrick and Chen 2008
the interconnected actors complement each othiéereitiation as well as mobilization and thus exgaltion

of an opportunity will be spurred as they represgffierent perspectives and interests that togetiegr form

a far more attractive concept.

By linking opportunity exploitation, in terms of ing a result of an iterative process of opportunity
recognition, creation and differentiation, to matztion, we take the exploitation process furthertiae
opportunities now are portrayed, tested, internaliyl externally communicated in a way that may spur
support for political reasons. The presence ofeshamterests among the initiating actors is a \stadcess
factor when it comes to mobilization, as is whettlterse are socially interconnected. When resouwoes
mobilized opportunity exploitation is furthered, iasthe differentiation of the opportunity that agavill be
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communicated in order to mobilize further resourc@aaminathan and Wade (2000) argue that social
movements will grow and decline as resource lefiattuate.

Legitimacy building is identified by Hambrick and Chen (2008) as thedtkessential element to admittance-
seeking social movements, as the aim of these mentsnis to be accepted and able to work alongsiuer o
initiatives. The initiating actors will have to denstrate legitimacy in order to attract and mobilpotential
members, allies and resource providers. They neegpear qualified to spearhead the cause (Hambndk
Chen 2008). Shane and Venkataraman (2000) argueatbass to financial backing and social relatitins
resource providers may further resource mobilizatio

Hambrick and Chen (2008) divide legitimacy buildingo two major forms: persuasion and emulation.
Persuasioris about the importance of a field (initiative,ncept) to gain status by showing, through sound
arguments and evidence, unique contributions towledge and society. Emulatioils about adopting
conventions from other fields in order to be aceddHambrick and Chen 2008). Legitimacy is furtheren
achieved through the processes of differentiatimhr@source mobilization (Swaminathan and Wade 2600
which the community, or the opportunity in our casecomes and appears distinct and interesting.

Summing up, we find that there is reason to belila® opportunity exploitation and mobilization wileed
legitimacy in order to attract financial backingirfhermore, financial backing at an early stagé legitimate
further backing from other financiers. Resourcell e mobilized according to the collective’s atyilito
present a differentiated, convincing and attractieacept that is feasible as it resembles a conbeptis
known to work.

Opportunity
Exploitation

Legitimacy
/ building
Opportunity
_ Recognition Entrepreneurial

Entrepre_neurlal Jcreation venturing

networking Differentiation Opportunity

\ Exploitation/

Mobilization

Figure 2: An integrated model of entrepreneurial venturiagdd on Hambrick and Chen’s (2008) theory on social
movement, complemented with theory on opportunigalvery according to Shane and Venkataraman (2800)
opportunity creation theory according to Alvared &arney (2007).

In the following table elements from Shane and \&akaman’s (2000) opportunity recognition apprceeh
integrated with Alvarez and Barneys (2007) conceptmrding opportunity creation that in turn iskéd to
Hambrick and Chen’s (2008) differentiation conceft.revised concept of opportunity exploitation is
integrated into Hambrick and Chen’s (2008) mobil@a and legitimacy building elements of social
movement.

Table 1: Overview of selected concepts, theories and how dhe integrated

Theories/concepts




Abstract preview

Differentiation
Opportunity recognition (discovery), alertnessppinformation, cognitive frames, self efficacy (8%
opportunity creation, action, interaction (A&B) disvery (S; E&H), evaluation (A&B), discovery (S&V
), reaction (A&B).
Conceptualisation /differentiation (H&C, S&V) of apportunity perceived as complementary to existing
opportunities (H&C) that grow in importance duriaction, evaluation and reaction internal (A&B) and
external with outside influential parties (H&C).

Mobilization
Opportunity exploitation — willingness to act, disery of how to act (S&V), reaction to feedback e.g
decisions on resource mobilization (A&B), accesBrtancial backing, social ties to resource proxsde
(S&V).
Mobilization — political structures, shared intégeand social infrastructure (H&C)

Legitimacy building
Mobilization — promote legitimacy building (S&V; S&).
Emulation of conventions from adjacent fields (cgpis) (H&C).
Persuasion — showing unique contribution to sodid8C).
Leaders convey their goals to be legitimate andatestnate that they qualify to spearhead the cause
(H&C). Leaders convey their position and sociatasfructure (S&V).

Method

The present paper is based on a qualitative cadyg sf the Processum Biorefinery initiative. Theoicke of
case was dictated by our research team’s assignmikich is to pursue continuos evalutation on tiasvork
initiative. Data were collected using observatiomsierviews, reports and written sources such as
information/marketing material, project applicasoend project decisions. 16 persons who have begreat
significance to the development of the Processuorefinery initiative were interviewed. The interig
were taped and transcribed. A few additional inexre will be made.

The respondents were chosen in consultation wigh@GEO. The selection was governed by the role the
various actors have played during the coming irgimdp of the Processum Biorefinery initiative. Theyme
from the founder groups, from the present Board,pblitical level in the municipality and from thevel of
officials, as well as from individual firms formingart of the Processum group and Umed Universing T
interviews were conducted in groups or individuallyhose of the respondents who were particularly
significant to and involved in the development obdessum were interviewed separately, as it wagejid
that these interviews needed greater time. The GEOChairman of the Board, process managers and th
municipal commissioner belonged to this group. ©tkepondents were interviewed in a group as skwéra
them were active during certain periods of the tgpment of Processum. The purpose of the group
interviews was to create the necessary conditiona flialogue between the respondents that botlulstied
memory and clarified the course of events. Durhmginterviews one of the authors asked questiorile wie
other was responsible for recording and taking s1oféhe interviews were then transcribed. Interviews
conducted with the CEO in connection with the raglofollow-up of work on growth (RTP — Regional
Growth and Development Program) in 2004 and 208&kso included as material for this study.

Observations were periodically made over the pe2ia@b-2008 at various meetings.

The material that emerged during the interviews #mwdugh observations is presented and analysed in
accordance with the factors stated in Figure 2Tatie 1.

Case presentation, preliminary findings and discussn



Abstract preview

The question to be answered in this paper is ifefleenents and process of entrepreneurship idehtifie
Shane and Venkataraman (2008) and Alvarez and Bai2@07) can be integrated with and linked to
Hambrick and Chen’s (2008) theory on social moverireonrder to explain how an idea may grow through
cooperation to a legitimate venture.

In the following section this question is discussieugh preliminary findings linked to the conceptthe
theoretical model (Figure 2, pp. 8). The case itlypaeproduced chronologically but also iteratwels it
follows the process in the model of Hambrick an@iC(2008).

Processum Biorefinery initiaitive

A large company — MoDo located in northern Swedemrerganised its operations by focusing on its core
business and selling off the other parts of italdwsiness. The reorganization process cause@cgoamong
former staff members who believed it would leadks job opportunities and a drain of resources fR&D.
Some of the previous staff members - now in pasitias senior and strategic managers, representbi p
and private organisations - came together and fdranstakeholder association in 2001 in order toudis
opportunities for coordination and synergies despiie new company boundaries. Their wish was to
strengthen the region’s business sector and daweloppotential. Over a period of one year a diatoguok
place that resulted in a common target scenarsouree mobilization that in turn involved furthet@s from
public sector. The association articulated ideasogperation, and in order to handle the explaitatf these

a limited liability company was formed by fourtelewal actors. A CEO was recruited and a board refotiors
appointed. However, the company is not traditiogmakrms of having goods or services for sale. itla was
rather to facilitate opportunity recognition, cieatand exploitation among local actors and the veds to act

as a catalyst for local and industry-related dguelent and growth. In doing so, resource mobilizafiar
potential projects, research and ventures becateg management task.

The company — Processum - was intended to opesate science park. It was formalized in 2002 and
mobilization of resources started at once — a @m®tkeat emanated from a dialogue among the staleisol
and led to the recognition of a new opportunitytipgoation in a domestic and prestigious R&D cotitpn

for long-term-financing (8 years). Exploitation this specific opportunity then became the overaglgoal.
Implementation, however, demanded further publid private resources and legitimacy in terms of elos
cooperation with the local university. Collaboratiaith the university legitimized the initiative dnspired
other universities to cooperate. In 2008 the nurolbaissociated organisations had increased antbthpany
won the R&D competition with its biorefinery vision

The firm operates in a region that can be likereedn industrial district (Becattini 1991), as itsha long
history and specific expertise with respect to psses and products based on wood raw material, agich
ethanol. Its traditions appear to have provided mmgn identity and resources to its entrepreneuin® w
therefore could activate their environment moreécigffitly (Johannisson and Mdnstedt 1998, pp. 1TGg
region is characterised by strong cohesion, atudéiof responsibility and initiative, and thergyeod access
to production resources, technical expertise amd materials for the development of biorefinery-teth
products. The companies are located in the sanze angl staff and managers meet on a regular basis i
shared lunch-room, in other business settings &mdtply.

The group of actors studied in the case are all@yaps — some more prominent than others but alvknto

be energetic. As a collective, in a search for ofpmities and ways to exploit these, they became
entrepreneurial. The business environment of thigork is not, however, equivalent to a typical kedr The
“customers” who are to be won over to the idea isbrchiefly, to date, of researchers and potefiti@ncial
backers as the ideas ae often under developmentd®és the company that has been formed consttute
typical organisation; the board consists of pagneho each represent a different company (partoer)
another external stakeholder (local authority/ursig).

Differentiation

Cooperation to resolve a potential and difficultdb industry and growth-related situation was thet f
opportunity to be recognized among the early preptsof the Processum Biorefinary initiative. Oppoity
recognition was thus driven by an interest in idgimg common arenas for interaction, continuedvgig
cooperation and concern that they all would be esdhe affected if nothing was done in time. Thessev
issues that were not being addressed by the malitgimt the time, which can be likened to the diton
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described by Hambrick and Chen (2008) in their cabere are a number of “desk projects” that no tone
date has grasped, but also an alertness as desbyiiérzner (1997) among the individuals in thiegp that
emanated from their former experience, their deewkedge of the field, their access to vital infation and
their shared interests in further development.

These individuals also possessed the cognitiveepties to value opportunities as they had been,stitid
were, in leading positions and thus familiar witlelgem-solving. Their position furthermore enhansetf-

efficacy and they were confident that they woulscdver opportunities that would make a differendeich

coincides with Shane and Venkataraman’s (2000)¥heo necessary conditions for opportunity recagnit
The fact that they were all former colleagues mehasthey shared a common history as well as fisedied
attitudes related to development issues - shargefdargued by Hambrick and Chen (2008) to be witdhe

differentiation process. The prior long-term int#i@n had generated social relationships betweesetliearly
proponents and had thus established a social infcigre constituting a basis for a potential ventyin line

with Swaminathan and Wade (2000).

A dialogue was initiated in 2000 on collaboratiordavhat this would consist of among some initiatditse
initiators chose to act without having completeomfation on what the cooperation — which they viéwas
an opportunity — would entail, which is in agreemeth the theory of Alvarez and Barney (2007) be t
process of opportunity creation. The focus inifiallas on practical functions such as sharing presnis
receptions and library services. During the cowféhe talks the ambition level rose, and a fishaept
became the establishment of a 'Teknikpark’ (tecbgplpark)1l which coincides with the theory of Alear
and Barney (2007) on opportunity creation and Hackland Chen’s (2008) theory of differentiation.

We did not realise at the outset what the compangsksin common. It was quite clear that the common
denominator was process technology and technolaggd on wood, but it took about a year to make the
strategy clear (Member of the board).

The first opportunity for cooperation was thus disered, communicated, evaluated and reacted upon. A
number of individuals acted and interacted in oraeexploit the opportunity and thus mobilize figth
resources from investments in research — whiclirim ibrought legitimacy and further resource mohtiian.

This is in line with Shane and Venkataraman’s (2@08 Swaminathan and Wade’s (2000) theories. dée i
related to existing fields but fell outside theoope due to the focus on alternative and complemngnt
techniques as in the case of Hambrick and Cher8j20still represented a potential for increasatlie that

all of them could relate to as these individuald ttee cognitive properties needed to value oppditsnas
described by Shane and Venkataraman (2000) andeXi\zand Barney (2007).

The initiators were employees in different orgatimes denoting differing perspectives. They werkéid
socially as they had worked together previously wede anchored in the same local tradition — thes, in
other words, a social infrastructure akin to thedatibed by Swaminathan and Wade (2000), whiclitited
company establishment, as well as the work on gunaézation. The group of initiators had grown idgr
the initial phase of opportunity recognition andfatientiation process. Individuals from the munaip
development department as well as the politicalattieof the municipality were involved, spurring and
supporting further action. The initiators posseséek, were used to acting on ideas and were tabeojct
an image of a potential value of sufficient magaéuwhich is in agreement with the description lraise and
Venkataraman (2000) of individuals who have thditgbio identify opportunities. Up to that time the
initiators had financed the operation with theimorgsources:

We started at a quite modest level in company fé€ssa case of creating trust and showing bensditthat
after a few years they could be raised. So it wamtier of selling to the companies and obtainirgey for
the activity (Member of the board).

The by-laws, articles of association and other fdrmles for Processum Technology Park AB were tatbp
in the days leading up to Christmas 2002. Processwperations were principally financed by the
municipality, the county administrative board angravate foundation. As the private foundation pded
resources, the project was legitimized and conggbugained access to further resources, whichnis i

! A facility that can develop and exploit businesaaepts from existing and new stakeholders
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accordance with Swaminathan and Wade’s 2000 thetwyever, with a newly established company, further
and more substantial resources needed to be nexbiliz

Mobilization

The first assignment for the CEO in exploiting tygportunity was to find further financial backings
representatives from the county and municipalityevelready associated stakeholders, informatiorutabo
funding and EU-related resources was availableyas “coaching” on how to apply for and obtain such
grants. Funding was applied for from the stakehsldbe municipality, the county, and the EuropBaion’s
structural funds through Objective 1.

The chief executive in the County administratioswged that we had money from the structural fundsd
the first three years. He helped us to reach tlgeta- with formalities on structural fund issu@éthout this
money it would have been difficult — the companyuldonot have invested from their own pockets are th
project would have collapsed (Member of the board).

Grants from the structural funds were conditiongdlivate co-financing, which was acquired fronoadl
and highly reputable foundation (the Kempe Foundéti As a result of the grant being awarded, thegmtoj
gained legitimacy, opening doors to other investiga which is in accordance with the theories afrthrick
and Chen (2008); Swaminathan and Wade (2000) orsith@ficance of legitimacy for mobilization of
resources.

We contacted the Kempe Foundation which was venggoiant for implementation, and with the strong
endorsement in the companies nor it was not difficuobtain assistance from the municipality (Mambf
the board).

The reorganization of the big company caused anfigef social instability, which according to Hardirand
Chen 2008 is a prerequisite for mobilization. Theras a lack of research, coordination and existing
knowledge and experience, as well as support fomledge-intensive operations already establishedrd
was a clear need for a platform that covered thisch caused the early proponents to act as destily
Hambrick and Chen (2008) and in the form of a stakegreement with Alvarez and Barney (2007).

Ideas then emerged on how we might create a basiarid finance, such research by using publicifughd
for this high-risk research. There was no scopmdividual companies, and it is not easy to obfaiblic
funding straight into individual firms, so we sawmeed to obtain a platform (Member of the board).

The initiators were used to tackling problems, vearkstrategically and shared the interest of bujidin
venture from which they all would benefit, in liméth Hambrick and Chen (2008).

We have experience of development activity anceiten runs entirely smoothly, so we were used toesom
things occasionally going off the rails. You managedeal with setbacks and find solutions. Whensae
thinking about solutions, we dared to think anewd aame up with ideas - this is something | think ba
difficult when you bring unknown people togetheo(fer member of the board).

One of the members of the Board was also on thedBof Vinnova3 and consequently had first-hand
information on the Vinnvaxt4 competition, what wasjuired, what support and resources were avajlable
what contacts could be made and what areas of @@veint and sectors were regarded as “hot”. In other
words, there were individuals who had special imiation that met the conditions for opportunity rgition
according to Shane and Venkataraman (2000). Anstigagion on a biocombine was conducted, and EU

2 Provides financial aid to promote scientific reshaand other activities in northern Sweden.
$VINNOVA (Swedish Government Agency for InnovatiSystems)

* VINNVAXT is a programme that takes the form of a competitiomegions. The aim is to promote sustainableugjno
by developing internationally competitive reseaacld innovation environments in specific growthd&l The winning
regions will receive funding of up to SEK 10 miltiger year for a period of 10 years. The objeaswbat the winners
will become internationally competitive in theirspective fields within this period. A prerequisite the programme is
the active participation of players from the preygtublic and research sectors and from the pallisighere.
VINNVAXT also comprises a number of support actestsuch as seminars, training/education, the exghaf
experience and the extension of knowledge/research.
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Objective 1 funds were applied for and granted iaréh 2004. There was thus basic financing up to and
including 2006. Co-financiers were the county adstiative board, the member companies and EU QObgect
1.

The Vinnvaxt competition was carried out in threages. The application procedure was extensive and
entailed development of the existing social infiadture through further actors from the universitye
business community and the general public beinglued in order to strengthen Processum's netwodk an
platform, as well as its legitimacy. By involvingw actors, the differentiation of the concept gdinew life

as their “benefit” with participation too would lbeken into account, opening up new opportunitied an
methods of implementation.

The process has included coaching from Vinnovairsgms and workshops in marketing and communication
that have caused us to reflect a great deal. Switiode journey, regardless of the profit, has sealeant a
lot to us. We have had to scrutinize and formutateselves (Employee).

All the member firms were active and were expettedontribute with their network contacts, intefoaal

contacts and contact creation for further resoumodilization. The application process for Vinnvakts

came to represent a forum for the initiative, slacieraction and mobilization in relation to thighich can be
likened to the process relating to the establisliroéstrategic management as a field describedamibfick
and Chen (2003). The municipality was also cleaisisupport.

There is genuine interest from the municipality,ickhhelps and supports indirectly a genuine wish to
collaborate, a generosity and a wish to pull togeth is very familial, but deep down there mustays be a
mentality that permits and supports this (Membehefboard).

On the other hand, a critical situation arose iG328s the operation was complex and difficult to, mnd no
clear results were obtained.

We thought that solving this would be quicker - ihtiakes longer than we thought (Employee).

It was difficult to get the group together, butaats get the member firms to commit themselvesay tid
not understand what awaited — they were so absdnpéukir day-to-day work (County administrator).

It was also difficult to obtain energy in the buess community endorsement and financing for dayaip-
operation. Closing-down therefore came to be judged with development, and the member firms were
asked to add depth to their commitment by makisgueces available, which they did. As a resulhdf, tthe
annual membership fee was increased tenfold fréened of 0.2m Swedish crowns to 2.4m Swedish crowns
In addition to this, the members had to contriblirige. This was a “critical event that created dyrsam
increased presence and commitment" (Employe).

The University of Umea reorganised its chemistrgadément in 2006. Two positions as professors \&eits
branch in Ornskdéldsvik and recruitment took planecbnsultation with Processum, which created new
conditions for the continued development work. Mafsthe targets set in 2003 had been achieved doptll

of 2006. As for example, were 8 (target of 10) camps established, 4 (target of 2) research pragesn
initiated, 15 (target of 10) jobs preserved, 92ggh of 90) ideas and suggestions evaluated, oflwhil
(target of 18) had undergone further developmentptbjects were in progress with 9 financing set-up
(status report 2006-2007).

The ties to the resource-providers (the member amieg, the county, the municipality and the private
foundation) gained strength during the first period resource application (EU Objective 1), through
interaction and differentiation of the opportunityline with Shane and Venkataraman (2000) and rktkva
and Barney (2007). This process also provided aimu@nd legitimacy for opportunity exploitation dan
resource mobilization and there was a willingnesadt among the stakeholders as described by Sitale
(2003), Hambrick and Chen 2008 and Alvarez and &af2007). Proximity to different resource provsler
was important, as it created the necessary basanfonderstanding of the needs that would haveetmet
such as relations and commitment. This proximityedigped over time under the direction of a CEO Wwhd

a "market approach, knew how the concept had tqgdmkaged and presented, but who was also an
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experienced process manager” (County administraidiy facilitated the financing work of the CEOhav
fulfilled an important role in the process relatiogthe mobilisation of resources.

Legitimacy building

The initiators of Processum and the Biorefineryhef Future were well established representativésdofstry
who therefore neither needed to prove their abildy seek further respect from those around théray had
the legitimacy required to drive the process adogrtb Hambrick and Chen (2008). There was endogsém
as well as understanding that they were acting botheir own interest and in the interest of othas they
belonged to the place and its solidarity-basedsapgbortive industrial culture.

The companies have been represented by their GE®gteat extent — as well as research directatsan
on — all very much capable of taking decisions (@aaember).

The fact that regional growth work was in progriggsed to the development of clusters and netwdukiher
raised legitimacy, as the initiative was regardedeing relevant and timely. Their purposes in otherds
were legitimate, and their ability to “spearheadismvell documented. Funding from the Kempe Fouodati
also created legitimacy in relation to other finens

He provided support in various ways with money dlgb by the fact that if he is with us it is mudsier to
approach the county administrative board. He akdpdu with the contacts with Umea University (Board
member).

The municipal commissioner was also involved fardessum by both acting as a "door opener" andedgtiv
supporting the initiative. The fact that a repreative of the Board also sat on the Board of Virmewas a
further legitimacy-raising factor. When Umea Unsigy decided to commit itself, it was a decisiorséw on

the prevailing local industrial tradition, the atyilof the companies, the potential of the initiati the response
from the municipality and county administrative liband the experience of the Board and CEO. The
university’s decision was crucial to the developtraithe Processum Biorefinery Initiative as it bbateated
access to vital development expertise and legiynthat attracted further actors and created resaect
Vinnova. The lack of broad consensus in the busimesnmunity was rectified in 2007 when Processum
entered into cooperation with the network BioFuelgin, which pressed for fossil fuel to be replabgd
biofuels and thus had links to the local ethanobpcers.

The biorefinery’s operations were based on old @noand therefore “secure” industrial technology chihi
was also considered to create unique environmgnddiiactive products — something which in itsekiym
have strengthened the legitimacy of the conceph@éwith Hambrick and Chen (2008) among poterdiadi
existing financiers. There was, in other words,Weolge and previous experience available which gedu
the sense of risk-taking. The concept then emetlyemigh differentiation and resource mobilisatianaa
result of the collaboration between actors from business sector, the public sector and the academi
community.

Conclusions

Our intention is to outline an integrated and gaherodel of opportunity recognition, creation, eifation
and social movement for cooperative, network arttepreneurial initiatives. We have furthermore edghis
model on a case — the development of the Proce&uarefinery initiative, in which a group of actors
cooperated to reach a common goal - and facileateepreneurship. The question to be answered nwce
the important elements and processes that may iexplaw an idea may develop and grow through
cooperation to a legitimate venture.

Neither the discovery theory of Shane and Venkatara(2000) nor the creation theory of Alvarez and
Barney (2007) separately demonstrate in full thecgss concerning the discovery and development of
business ideas. Our conclusion is therefore thesethiheories need to be integrated in order torcacteial
action when it comes to innovative opportunitiedu&her conclusion is that the entrepreneuriacpss will

be clarified when these integrated theories arerpurated into the theory of social movement asritesd by
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Hambrick and Chen (2008). Our arguments for thegrated and adapted model (Figure 2, pp. 9) are as
follows:

The point of departure for the integrated modedrigepreneurial networking regarded in terms ofective
entrepreneurship, which does not rule out the fadtmdicated having a corresponding impact on iicidial
entrepreneurship, as innovative business ideas oféed to undergo a process of differentiationpuese
mobilisation and legitimacy building in accordanggh Hambrick and Chen (2008). Our definition okth
collective is the same as that of Hambrick and G2€08), which means that the actors identify thelues
as part of a group, they interact and are familith each other and their activities. These contizina or
initiatives may be formal or informal (pp. 34). Theeconditions for the entrepreneurial processchefied
by assuming that the actors in the collective pessatrepreneurial capability and attitude, as rieest by
Shane and Venkataraman (2000) and that they teadt twithout complete information (Alvarez and Bayn
2007), despite often having specific informatiohd8e and Venkataraman 2000).

According to discovery theory, collective and eptemeurial actors discover opportunities on thashak
market deficiencies (Shane and Venkataraman 2@@@jological theory has demonstrated that thistake
place through peripheral network contacts (Grartevet973), and social movement theory contributes t
emphasising that it may be areas of developmentrited to be handled (Hambrick and Chen 2008). The
actors also act on the basis of changes in thedwarbund, incomplete information and thus create
opportunities (Alvarez and Barney 2007). Alvared éarney (2007) emphasise that this action causes
feedback, evaluation and interaction, which supples the description in discovery theory that thisurn
generates the preconditions for the discovery of ogportunities (Shane and Venkataraman 2009). i
thus explain the reaction that creation theory wises (Alvarez and Barney 2007). It is the recgrrin
differentiation process described by the social emoent theory (Hambrick and Chen 2008) that
conceptualises the opportunity for the collectisenll as for external actors by creating the pneldmns for
resource mobilisation and legitimacy building. Aswources and legitimacy are supplied, developnietiteo
concept is further facilitated. We therefore artheg discovery (Shane and Venkataraman 2000) aadion
(Alvarez and Barney 2007) are the elements thabexfhe character of action taken within differahon in

the social movement theory, which according to Hackband Chen (2008) is to lead to the idea being
experienced as clear, valuable for external acbargnd in demand.

The integrated model is illustrated by the caseraligere was a collective of actors from the stdod were
prepared to act without having complete informatidowever, they had in-depth knowledge of the itigus
whose R&D activity the cooperation was intendetréscue”, as they had been employed at MoDo. laroth
words, there were social relations between théatoits who also had an entrepreneurial attitude aeck
experienced, well-established decision-makers séffrconfidence. The reorganisation of MoDo’s ofiera
posed a "threat" which was felt to be so real thaly initiated joint action, which was regarded aas
opportunity. There were also a number of latenjgats (opportunities) to be found in the minds mhaves
of the actors.

When these actors act, they do soon the basigtaircénformation. The opportunity that was disc@ewas
that cooperation could be the solution. A dialogues launched during which the initiators gave fes#hio

each other on suggestions and ideas. These wdrtamdhin the next stage of dialogue within theugrcand
new opportunities crystallise for continued colleddmn, for example that the focus should be omukey

and biorefinery on the basis of known technologythili this area there was some knowledge, expeatisk
an industrial tradition of actors who were welladgdished in the business community as well as énptliblic

sector. On this basis the dialogue continued, dhda with more significant actors in the world @and. The
group grew, providing new information which was lerzéed and then led to the discovery of how codpera
would be organised.

While social movement theory demonstrates what &agppn a differentiation process (Hambrick and Chen
2008), integration with opportunity creation theararifies how and why this happens by describing t
patterns of action of entrepreneurial actors (Advarand Barney 2007). Opportunity discovery and
exploitation theory, as well as social movemenbtieemphasise that when the actors take decidgmmns
continued action, this is based on the willingn&fsactors to act, their access to financial backingd existing
social relations with funders (Shane and Venkatara2000; Hambrick and Chen 2008). Social movement
theory stresses that the actors at this stagedd¢igamselves as a collective; they share intesgisact on the
basis of these in various foras. Their knowledge emand and they complement one another in danoe
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with Hambrick and Chen (2008). Opportunity expltda signifies entrepreneurial action, and our angot

in favour of integrating theory on opportunity exjphtion (Shane and Venkataraman 2000) with social
movement theory (Hambrick and Chen 2008) is thatodpnity exploitation presupposes and covers the
mobilisation of resources. Mobilisation in turn gupposes demand for what is developed — interalty
externally. Social movement theory emphasises rtiddiilisation creates legitimacy which further deps

the concept/idea and generates new inflow of ressufHambrick and Chen 2008). By integrating themry
social movement (Hambrick and Chen 2008) with theon opportunity exploitation (Shane and
Venkataraman 2000) we emphasise that mobilisafion gxample of resources) is a consequence of the
decision on opportunity exploitation and that mighilion in itself increases the opportunity foritegacy
building as well as further conceptualisation. Thsisbecause funders for example like to assist With
conceptualisation process with the aim of fulfgjirequirements for their own benefit in assisting.

This conclusion is illustrated by the case throtighdialogue and interaction that was in progrestaéen the
initiators who were socially related, and laterhwictors in the world around over the course ofeary
leading to the establishment of a technology parkta a win in the innovation system competitioheTdea

for participation, as well as information about ggdure, opportunities for action and legitimacy fesource
mobilisation came from a Board member who was atsthe Board of Vinnova. In other words there was a
proximity to political structures, capability foct#on and taking of responsibility among severabesx Social
and geographical proximity between the initiatoagilftated differentiation, mobilisation and legithcy
building.

We further argue that the differentiation processctibed in accordance with Hambrick and Chen’®©§20
theory on social movement strengthened by theomypmortunity discovery (Shame and Venkataraman 2000
and theory on opportunity creation (Alvarez andriggr2007) creates the necessary conditions foeased
legitimacy. The reason for this is that the actioat arises as a result of opportunity recogni{®hane and
Venkataraman 2000; Alvarez and Barney 2007) créhtesecessary basis for further action througlogise

on the idea of actors internal and external togitop (Alvarez and Barney 2007), which in turn getes
interaction and adds new knowledge, expectatiorts @pportunities that increase the uniqueness of the
concepts and create clarity (Hambrick and Chen R@&cial movement theory additionally emphasibas t
access to resources generates further legitimadywath it what is required to obtain access to Hart
resources (Swaminathan and Wade 2000; HambrickCnash 2008). The same theory also emphasises that
the legitimacy of a concept increases if it resemlgthers implemented previously, if its repredams have
legitimacy and if it is judged to be valuable frandevelopment perspective — which is also an inaport
factor for continued resource mobilisation (Hamkand Chen 2008).

If we then go to the case, we see that exploitagguired action by everyone involved in collabiomatwith
actors in the world around. The first funds werenootted by the initiators themselves, and as thvese
important representatives of the business commuhity created legitimacy prior to the mobilisatioh
resources from other grant-providers such as thapgeeFoundation. When the Kempe Foundation granted
funds, this legitimised further earmarking of res@s by the municipality, county administrative ttband
structural funds. The sources were accompaniecebyraquirements for the concept but also more ame m
influencing stakeholders, which increased the il@gity and inflow of resources. Vinnvaxt was a cotitipa
that that had been held previously, which alsodased legitimacy as it was judged to be capableeify
implemented. The university’s decision to make mmitment to chemistry and development of the opanat
in Ornskoldsvik boosted legitimacy considerably duyalifying Processum as a knowledge platform in
accordance with the instructions for the Vinnvésmnpetition.

We have attempted to create an integrated modelwdan explain more clearly the entrepreneuriatgss.
Continued studies are, however, required to funeeify the observations and propositions we made.
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