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Abstract:
The concept of international opportunity is incorporated in the two main behavioral approaches, Uppsala Model and International Entrepreneurship, that seek to explain the internationalization of small and medium firms.  At the same time, social and business networks are acknowledged as mechanisms through which the entrepreneur obtains or creates knowledge that fosters the formation of international opportunities.  The type of opportunity is influenced by the formation process: formation through opportunity discovery assumes that the opportunity is exogenous to the entrepreneur, while formation through opportunity creation assumes that it is endogenous to the entrepreneur.  Based on this distinction, the conceptual model presented here intends to clarify how different objective and experiential knowledge contexts influence decisions made by the entrepreneur engaged in the process of forming an international opportunity.  The proposed model contributes to the literature by contextualizing the decision-making process in terms of the available knowledge and relates the decision to different types of international opportunity formations.  Furthermore, it offers an explanation for differences in the decision-making process resulting from the engagement in planned or unplanned internationalization. As a result, the model proposes antecedent variables (knowledge context) and consequent variables (approach to network) in the international opportunity formation process.  


Knowledge Context, Opportunity Formation and Networks in International Entrepreneurship: Towards a Conceptual Model

INTRODUCTION
The current literature is still not sufficiently concerned with understanding the decision-making context within which the first internationalization occurs (Andersson, 2011).  This is so because theoretical models focused on the internationalization process and its antecedents have given scant attention to the decision to internationalize per se (Chandra et al., 2009). Also, most empirical research focus on understanding internationalization processes after the opportunity has been recognized (Ellis, 2011). As a result, the processes of opportunities formation and the consequences of these processes have received less attention (Alvarez et al., 2013). In addition, existing theories present the mechanisms used to reduce the uncertainty typical of an international business environment (e.g. business networks) (Johanson & Vahlne, 2003), but do not inform how the decision-maker operates in conditions of uncertainty (Kalinic et al., 2014).  In this way, it becomes evident that there is a lack of theoretical studies about the process of international opportunity formation under uncertainty and how this process can influence further opportunity development.
The research into internationalization of firms has shifted from the analysis of the experiential knowledge of the manager and his incremental learning about international markets (Johanson & Vahlne, 1977) to the analysis of the development of opportunities in relationship networks (Johanson & Vahlne, 2006); in addition to that, most recent researchs have highlighted the concept of international opportunity (Mainela et al., 2014).  Research focused on opportunities offers a great potential for further development as the understanding of the opportunity formation illuminates the entrepreneur's learning process, the firm's network, and the internationalization patterns (Jones et al., 2011).
At the same time, firms vary in how they plan their internationalization; whereas there are firms whose internationalization processes are planned and part of a pre-defined strategy (Mort & Weerawardena, 2006), there are other firms that have experienced unplanned internationalization and created emergent strategies (Kalinic et al., 2014; Spence & Crick, 2006). In the case of small firms, both types of strategies take into consideration a network approach for their internationalization, as networks are crucial for small firms to obtain physical, human, financial and organizational resources (Coviello & Cox, 2006) and thus allow them to overcome their liability of newness (Sasi & Arenius, 2008).  However, as both planned and unplanned internationalization can reasonably be expected to occur, the study of the internationalization decision process must be addressed from several viewpoints, taking into consideration the use of network relationships within a context that is contingent on a wide variety of environmental factors (Crick & Crick, 2014; Kalinic et al., 2014; Spence & Crick, 2006).  
The objective of this article is to propose a Conceptual Model that defines and relates the knowledge contexts (antecedents) and the network approaches (outcomes) of the decision-making process through which the international entrepreneur can form and develop international opportunities.  The model contributes to the literature by contextualizing the decision-making process on internationalization in terms of the types of knowledge available to the decider, thus seeking to bridge a theoretical gap related to knowledge contexts and networks in the International Entrepreneurship extant literature.  Besides this main theme, the model contributes to the investigation of international opportunities by relating internationalization planning (or its absence) to different types of international opportunity formation.
The article is divided as follows: in addition to this introduction, the review of the extant literature presents the concepts associated with the types of knowledge and the context of decision-making for opportunity formation on internationalization.  The review also includes the difference between opportunity discovery and creation within the information context.  The next section presents and develops a conceptual model, and the last section clarifies the contribution of the model to the literature, together with suggestions for future research.
LITERATURE REVIEW
The concept of international opportunity is incorporated in the two major behavioral approaches that seek to explain the internationalization of small firms, that is, the Uppsala Model (Johanson & Vahlne, 1977, 2009) and the International Entrepreneurship approach (Oviatt & McDougall, 1994, 2005).  
As of the latter, the very definition of International Entrepreneurship has opportunity as its central foundation, since it is defined as the "discovery, enactment, evaluation, and exploitation of opportunities - across national borders - to create future goods and services." (Oviatt & McDougall, 2005, p. 540); which is, in turn, derived from a definition of entrepreneurship that is also very much based on the concept of opportunity (Shane & Venkataraman, 2000). Furthermore, when applying the concept of opportunity to the internationalization field, it can be said that international opportunity refers to the “possibility of engaging in exchanges with new foreign partners" (Ellis, 2011).  In this case, such exchanges may take place with consumers, distributors, licensees, suppliers, vendors or partners in joint ventures (Kontinen & Ojala, 2011).  
At the same time, networks can be considered as mechanisms through which the entrepreneur obtains or generates knowledge that leads to the identification of international opportunities (Johanson & Vahlne, 2006; Oviatt & McDougall, 2005).  The recognition of international opportunities is a process that is triggered by a variety of factors, such as the entrepreneur's learning process, networks or even the impact of the institutional context (Jones et al., 2011).  Information may be obtained through relationship ties (Sharma & Blomstermo, 2003) present in either social or business networks (Kontinen & Ojala, 2011; Masango & Marinova, 2014; Vasilchenko & Morrish, 2011). This information may be related, among other things, to knowledge about foreign markets (Bell et al., 2003).  For example, market knowledge obtained through network relationships may enhance the firm's capabilities for exploring a opportunity, as it allows customer preferences and problems to be acknowledged (Tolstoy & Agndal, 2010).
The various types of interpersonal relationships may be typified in terms of their strength, which can be defined as the “combination of the amount of time, the emotional intensity, the intimacy (mutual confiding), and the reciprocal services which characterize the tie” (Granovetter, 1973, p. 1361).  Relationships based on weak ties have short life spans and less frequent contacts (Aldrich, 1999), and  this type of tie is important as sources of new information, insofar as they serve as a bridge between networks with different types of ideas and information (Granovetter, 1973).  In contrast, strong ties involve more emotional investment, trust and reliability; and since they require more investments and maintenance, strong ties are less numerous and last longer than weak ties (Oviatt & McDougall, 2005).  Finally, the network of relationships can also foster the development of new knowledge, as the network affects the necessary conditions for the mechanisms of combination and exchange that foment the generation of new knowledge (Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998).  
Moreover, networks have other important functions for small businesses' internationalization processes, such as the selection of mode of entry and of foreign market (Coviello & Munro, 1997), overcoming the liability of newness (Sasi & Arenius, 2008) and the use of third party's physical, human, financial, and organizational resources (Coviello & Cox, 2006). Also, networks allow more commitment to international markets and help reduce the uncertainty associated with entering not well known markets (Johanson & Vahlne, 2009).  Accordingly, it may be said that networks are crucial for internationalization, as they help entrepreneurs to identify international opportunities, establish their credibility and forge alliances and other cooperative strategies (Johanson & Vahlne, 2006; Oviatt & McDougall, 2005).
Knowledge and Network in the Decision-Making Context
Knowledge is thus crucial for recognizing international opportunities (Johanson & Vahlne, 2009). International market knowledge, which may also be called prior [international] knowledge (Chandra et al., 2009), consists of objective knowledge and experiential knowledge (Figueira-de-Lemos et al., 2011).  The accumulation of knowledge could be seen not as a sequential process, but rather as an interplay among the two types of knowledge, and whereas objective knowledge is explicit and transferable, experiential knowledge is acquired through daily practices (Figueira-de-Lemos et al., 2011). Objective knowledge is acquired through standard data collection methods such as reports and market surveys (Eriksson et al., 1997).  In contrast, experiential knowledge requires implicit interaction between the entrepreneur and his counterparts in the relationships (Figueira-de-Lemos et al., 2011).  The concepts of knowledge and information are often used interchangeably (Huber, 1991).  However, knowledge may be considered as an elaboration of information, as the term "information" refers to "data that give meaning by reducing ambiguity, equivocality, or uncertainty", and the term "knowledge" refers to "more complex products of learning such as interpretations of information, beliefs about cause-effect relationships" (Huber, 1991, p. 89).  
Although objective knowledge and experiential knowledge are frequently combined, their relative values may vary in different situations (Figueira-de-Lemos et al., 2011).  Inasmuch as objective knowledge is explicit and transferable, it is particularly useful during planning processes as the firm can forecast activities and predict further investments, if the information contained in the objective knowledge is sufficiently consistent over time (Figueira-de-Lemos et al., 2011).  In contrast, experiential knowledge is tacit and useful when dealing with the actual reality;  experiential knowledge is constructed when past experience allows the emergence of action and reaction patterns that are retained (Figueira-de-Lemos et al., 2011).  Some types of international experiential knowledge could be alliances, acquisitions and especially foreign market entry (Johanson & Vahlne, 2009). 
The creation of new knowledge may also cause the emergence of new opportunities, because the development of opportunity is an interactive process of gradual recognition (learning) and exploitation (commitment) of opportunities (Johanson & Vahlne, 2006).  Besides, knowledge may be viewed as a resource, and as such, it can be created by either new manners of combining previously connected elements, or by new radical or incremental combinations based on elements previously unconnected (Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998).  
The network as conveyor of knowledge is associated with its role of reducing uncertainty in the decision-making process (Johanson & Vahlne, 2009).  This is because internationalization may often be understood as a gradual process in which the decision-making is based on the acquisition of market knowledge in order to reduce the uncertainty related to international commitment (Johanson & Vahlne, 1977).  The network is also viewed as a mechanism for minimizing risk, as the tasks of conducting market surveys, frequent visits or even setting up an office in the host country and other types of data collection may be assigned to network partners (Mort & Weerawardena, 2006).  On the other hand, more knowledge does not necessarily always imply less uncertainty (Liesch et al., 2011).  The worldview of the manager may influence the way in which he handles the internationalization process, and he may also be used to performing his activities in a few already well defined manners, and both his worldview and his customary activities could curtail his ability to recognize international opportunities (Sarasvathy, 2008).  
The reduction of uncertainty is appropriate and necessary in the internationalization process, because the manager's decision-making is constrained by his limited rationality and the conditions of uncertainty under which he operates (Johanson & Vahlne, 2009). The manager makes decisions that are merely satisfactory rather than optimal, because his decisions are made under limited rationality in a context of uncertainty without complete information, aiming fundamentally at problem solving (Cyert & March, 1992).  Specifically in the internationalization process, this means that the manager does not assess all possible foreign market alternatives, but rather selects the most significant countries; a type of decision that could be characterized as based on incomplete information (Aharoni, 1966). The maximization of the decision outcomes is limited, among other elements, by the social system surrounding the manager, which includes the company itself and its environment, as well as the uncertainty context within which the decision is made (Aharoni, 1966).  This emphasis on uncertainty and on the social system enabled the foundation of a behavioral approach to international business that stresses the role of the decision-maker and his social networks (Aharoni et al., 2011).  
[bookmark: _GoBack]Types of Opportunity Formation
There is an intense debate in the entrepreneurship literature over whether the opportunity exists regardless of the entrepreneur (Gaglio & Winter, 2009); a debate which is also present in the literature on International Entrepreneurship (Mainela et al., 2014). Considering the opportunity to be independent of the entrepreneur indicates an objective view of the nature of the opportunity (Shane, 2000; Shane & Venkataraman, 2000), whereas considering the opportunity as dependent on the actions and perceptions of the entrepreneur implies a view where the entrepreneur constructs the opportunity through the interaction with other agents (Sarasvathy, 2008). The latter view is considered to be poorly developed in the international entrepreneurship research (Mainela et al., 2014), even though both approaches are equally valid as representations of reality; the main point is to assess which one would be the most useful for the entrepreneur within a specific context of uncertainty (Sarasvathy et al., 2010).  
In the opportunity discovery approach, it is understood that the opportunity exists as a real and objective phenomenon, unrelated to the actions of the entrepreneur and waiting to be discovered (Alvarez & Barney, 2007).  Consequently, the opportunity is exogenous to the entrepreneur and materializes because of market imperfections and shocks triggered by new information (Eckhardt & Shane, 2003; Kirzner, 1997).  For the opportunity creation approach, the opportunity is seen as being developed through an incremental and iterative learning process grounded on the interaction among the entrepreneur, other players and the surrounding environment (Alvarez & Barney, 2007).  Therefore, created opportunities are a social construction which does not exist independently of the entrepreneur (Berger & Luckmann, 1991).  As shown, these two theories present different ontological conceptions, one arising from the positivist/realistic stance predominant in the United States, and the other derived from a social constructionist position that is more common in Europe (Venkataraman et al., 2012). Therefore, it is possible to distinguish these two approaches by three ontological criteria, related to the nature of the opportunity, the nature of the entrepreneur and the context within which the decision is made (Alvarez & Barney, 2007, 2010; Alvarez et al., 2013).
Regarding the nature of the entrepreneur, in the opportunity discovery approach the opportunity is objective, then it exists for everyone (Alvarez & Barney, 2007). Hence, the entrepreneur can perceive an opportunity where non-entrepreneurs cannot;  this is the reason why he is essentially different from the others, mainly in his alertness (Kirzner, 1997) and in his possession of prior knowledge (Shane, 2000).  Cognitive differences, professional experience, locus of control and other factors lead to an asymmetry of information concerning specific opportunities (Shane, 2000), and these differences are what can be called alertness (Alvarez & Barney, 2010), which describes a receptive attitude to opportunities that were available but till then ignored (Kirzner, 1997). In this fashion, alertness is a key distinction between entrepreneurs and non-entrepreneurs (Alvarez et al., 2013; Ardichvili et al., 2003).  In contrast, the opportunity creation approach has nothing to say regarding the fact that ex-ante differences between entrepreneurs and non-entrepreneurs are necessary and sufficient for the existence of the opportunity formation process (Alvarez & Barney, 2010).  Nevertheless, it is acknowledged that some ex-ante differences, even minor ones such as differences in location, may prompt some people but not others to form opportunities (Alvarez & Barney, 2010).  Luck may also play a significant role in this highly path-dependent process (Barney, 1986).
Regarding the nature of the opportunity, it is posited within the opportunity discovery approach that the opportunity is an objective phenomenon (Shane & Venkataraman, 2000), meaning that the opportunity exists regardless of human perceptions (Alvarez & Barney, 2007). Opportunity arises out of exogenous factors related to changes in the business environment, such as changing consumer preferences or technological, political, regulatory, social and demographic shifts (Shane, 2000).  Thus, "like mountains, opportunities exist as real and objective phenomena, independent of the actions and perceptions of the entrepreneur" (Alvarez & Barney, 2007, p. 13).  According to the opportunity creation theory, in contrast, created opportunities are seen as social constructs that have no existence without the actions and perceptions of the entrepreneur (Alvarez & Barney, 2007; Berger & Luckmann, 1991; Fletcher, 2004; Wood & McKinley, 2010).  Entrepreneurs act on the basis of their initial beliefs about opportunities, available resources and also their skills to create such opportunities (Alvarez & Barney, 2010; Baker & Nelson, 2005; Sarasvathy, 2008).  When the entrepreneur takes steps to develop these socially constructed opportunities, he interacts within a market enviroment that tests the veracity of his perceptions (Alvarez & Barney, 2007).  This means that opportunities are created by endogenous factors such as actions, reactions and enactments by the entrepreneur through interactions with other agents and the market in general (Fletcher, 2006; Sarasvathy, 2001; Weick, 1995).  Furthermore, the formation of this type of opportunity depends on the imagination of the entrepreneur (Littlechild, 1986) and his creativity (Sarasvathy et al., 2010).  
Finally, regarding the decision-making context, in the opportunity discovery approach it is considered that the entrepreneur generally has specific prior knowledge or previous experience in a specific market in order to be able to discover an opportunity (Shane, 2000). That is, he has some type of already existing knowledge, and even the collection of new information depends on this prior knowledge to be useful (Shane, 2000).  Thus, knowledge already exists in a discovery opportunity setting and may be obtained before taking a decision (Alvarez & Barney, 2010), since knowledge about these opportunities exists objectively in social and physical artifacts such as technology, routines, procedures, processes and data (Alvarez et al., 2013). Because of that, the entrepreneur can engage in a systematic search for information using a range of data collection and analysis techniques; this decision-making context could be therefore characterized by estimated risks (Alvarez & Barney, 2007).  
For decision-making contexts related to the discovery of an opportunity, the manner of identifying the opportunity seems to be strongly influenced by the availability of information, which is a condition that could define whether the discovery will be active or passive (Gaglio & Winter, 2009).  These two discovery modes were empirically discriminated in the literature on internationalization (Chandra et al., 2009; Nordman & Melén, 2008; Ojala, 2009). Regardless of environmental circumstances and level of turbulence, if the information is easily accessible, a deliberate search is more probable;  on the other hand, if the information is perceived as being hard to obtain or inaccessible, a deliberate search is less likely to occur (Stewart et al., 2008).  This finding is an illustration of the principle of “cognitive miserliness” and indicates that both the deliberate search and the accidental discovery are important processes for identifying opportunities, and the use of one or the other may be associated with the availability of information (Gaglio & Winter, 2009).  
For active discoveries, opportunities are identified through a systematic and rational search, similar to a strategic planning process (Drucker, 1998).  For passive discoveries, opportunities are unknown as long as they remain undiscovered, and it is not possible to search deliberately for something whose existence is not recognized yet (Kirzner, 1997).  Nevertheless, such passive discoveries do not occur by obtaining merely by chance new information, since the discovery requires finding compatibilities between the available means (resources, skills and new technologies), and new ends (international markets) through problem-solving processes (Chandra et al., 2009).  
In the opportunity creation approach, it is considered that the knowledge needed to form and develop an international opportunity does not exist before the creation process has begun, since knowledge is socially constructed in the process by the participants (Berger & Luckmann, 1991; Fletcher, 2004; Wood & McKinley, 2010).  Besides, the outcomes of the decision cannot be estimated because they does not exist yet, and not because they are hard to collect or analyze (Alvarez & Barney, 2007).  In other words, it is not possible to measure the height of a mountain that does not exist yet (Alvarez & Barney, 2007).  This is why managers use other mechanisms for making decisions, since under conditions of great uncertainty and complexity, more exhaustive decision-making processes are impossible, and thus heuristics and biases may prove effective guides for decision-making (Busenitz & Barney, 1997).  Managers can start decision-making processes that are inductive, iterative (Alvarez & Barney, 2007) and emerging (Sarasvathy, 2001), and which are acknowledged as opportunity creation mechanisms (Venkataraman et al., 2012).  Examples of these processes are effectuation (Sarasvathy, 2001), bricolage (Baker & Nelson, 2005) and improvisation (Vera & Crossan, 2005).  Since there is complete uncertainty related to an unknowable future, this decision-making context is one of Knightian uncertainty (Alvarez & Barney, 2010; Knight, 1964; Sarasvathy et al., 2014).]
In brief, there are two diverging approaches to the nature of opportunities.  As shown in Figure 1, in the discovery approach, opportunities are considered objective and exogenous to the entrepreneur (Shane & Venkataraman, 2000);  and the entrepreneur is in a state of alertness (Kirzner, 1997) that allows him to identify an opportunity that is open to all but is perceived only by him (Shane, 2000).  Due to the fact that all information is available, it can be obtained and once it is at hand, the risk associated with the decision outcomes can be estimated (Alvarez & Barney, 2010).  However, if the information is expensive or hard to obtain, a deliberate search (or active discovery) may be less common, and the opportunity is discovered accidentally or passively, that is, in a non-deliberate fashion (Stewart et al., 2008).  In the moment of making a decision, it is possible to realize that the future is unknown and is also not calculable;  however, with subsequent foreign commitment, uncertainty could be reduced (Figueira-de-Lemos et al., 2011) and become quantifiable; so, the context can be transformed into one of estimated risk (Sarasvathy, 2008).  Finally, in the opportunity creation approach, the opportunity is understood as being endogenous to the entrepreneur and is constructed as he interacts with partners in his network, creating new knowledge during the process (Alvarez & Barney, 2010).  As the opportunity becomes known only as it is created, it is not possible to estimate the outcomes of making a decision (Alvarez & Barney, 2010).  
DESCRIPTION OF THE CONCEPTUAL MODEL 
A conceptual development process may begin with the identification of the basic concepts that provide the parameters for the phenomenon under investigation (Jones & Coviello, 2005).  These concepts may then be applied to an integrated conceptualization within which the main constructs are embedded; the antecedent and consequent variables will be based on these constructs and then incorporated in the models that will be available for empirical validation (Jones & Coviello, 2005). 
The opportunity discovery and creation approaches are both teleological theories and because of that they seek to to explain the same dependent variable: actions undertaken by entrepreneurs to form and develop opportunities (Alvarez & Barney, 2010).  The independent variables would be each types of strategies associated with its respective type of opportunity and the dependent variable would be the entrepreneurial action of approaching networks to form opportunities (Alvarez & Barney, 2010).  
In order to make a decision to internationalize, the entrepreneur needs some market knowledge (Chandra et al., 2009; Ellis, 2011), that comprises objective knowledge and experiential knowledge (Figueira-de-Lemos et al., 2011).  In order to ensure a better understanding of the relationship between knowledge and opportunity formation, several empirical studies have investigated the relations between objective knowledge and experiential knowledge and the recognition of international opportunities (Chandra et al., 2009; Nordman & Melén, 2008; Piantoni et al., 2012) or the creation of international opportunities (Harms & Schiele, 2012; Kalinic et al., 2014).  For example, in a qualitative study of Swedish born-globals in the biotechnology sector, Nordman and Melén (2008) found that high levels of international experiential knowledge lead to an active behavior in the discovery of opportunities;  whereas low levels of international experiential knowledge lead to a reactive behavior in the discovery of opportunities.  It is possible to drawn a matrix that associates the different levels of both objective and experiential knowledge with the different processes of active discovery, passive discovery and creation of opportunities, as shown in Figure 2.
An opportunity that is actively discovered is recognized and developed by an entrepreneur who tends to have a relatively high level of objective knowledge of the international market at the time of the decision (Harms & Schiele, 2012; Nordman & Melén, 2008; Zahra et al., 2005).  However, it could be that the entrepreneur does not have a significant level of international experiential knowledge, because the context within which all the information is available to all the agents really demands only a high level of objective knowledge for the decision-making (Alvarez & Barney, 2007).  Then, experiential knowledge is not so relevant in this specific context, as it is limited to the person who “experiences” a certain situation and it is thus a type of knowledge that is extremely hard to convey (Penrose, 2009).
An opportunity that is passively discovered is recognized and developed by an entrepreneur who tends to have low levels of objective knowledge of the international market and low levels of international experiential knowledge at the time the decision is made (Chandra et al., 2009; Nordman & Melén, 2008; Piantoni et al., 2012).  This view is compatible with an context of gradual entering the international market through a decision-making process based on the reduction of uncertainty, which assumes that the manage has a low level of international experiential (and objective) knowledge (Johanson & Vahlne, 1977).  
Finally, an opportunity raised through a process of creation is formed by an entrepreneur who tends to have a low level of objective knowledge of the international market and a high level of international experiential knowledge (Fletcher, 2004) in the creation of new products and services (Kalinic et al., 2014).  The high level of experiential knowledge is due to the fact that the opportunity is created within a relationship between parties who generate new knowledge (Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998), based on which the opportunity will be further developed (Johanson & Vahlne, 2006).
These three types of opportunity formation process also imply different types of international strategies.  The active discovery of international opportunities, occurring within a context of high levels of objective knowledge, will be the outcome of a strategy that is thorough, well-defined, and probably with few changes in the process; consequently, the internationalization will have been planned (Alvarez & Barney, 2007).  For passive discovery of international opportunities, which take place within a context of uncertainty due to a lack of knowledge of international markets, there will be no clearly defined strategy and consequently the internationalization will happen in an unplanned manner (Chandra et al., 2009; Ellis, 2000).  Finally, the creation of opportunities in a context of low level of objective knowledge and high level of experiential knowledge implies an emerging and incomplete international strategy that is open to change (Sarasvathy et al., 2014).  Within this context, opportunities will be created incrementally through existing relationships, which will result in an internationalization strategy that is not necessarily planned (Sharma & Blomstermo, 2003) since it will be based mainly on the experiential knowledge of the entrepreneur (Schweizer et al., 2010).  Therefore, the decision-making process may follow either an effectual or causal logic (Sarasvathy, 2001), depending on both the level of uncertainty on the foreign market and the propensity to use or not the principle of affordable loss or calculation of return on investment (Kalinic et al., 2014).  
Regarding the outcomes of the internationalization decision-making process, each type of opportunity process tends to imply different types of network approach for entering the international markets.  Active discovery may result in an opportunity development through already existing business networks (Nordman & Melén, 2008; Zahra et al., 2005) with the use of weak ties for obtaining information, credibility and new resources (Di Gregorio et al., 2008; Ellis, 2011; Sharma & Blomstermo, 2003).  There is also a trend towards the deliberate development of entirely new business networks in order to enter international markets (Ghauri et al., 2003; Ojala, 2009).  
Passive discoveries of opportunities tend to occur during an unplanned internationalization process (Spence & Crick, 2006), during which relationship ties are initially formed through random encounters (Harris & Wheeler, 2005) or at the initiative of third parties (Ellis, 2000), on what can be defined as passive networking through social networks (Ojala, 2009). The accidental encounters may take place within social networks that are already available for obtaining information and other new resources (Chandra et al., 2009; Ellis, 2011; Nordman & Melén, 2008), Furthermore, with more commitment to these relationships, these social networks may turn into business networks (Vasilchenko & Morrish, 2011).  
In order to create an opportunity, already existing business networks are approached (Johanson & Vahlne, 2006; Kalinic et al., 2014; Mainela & Puhakka, 2009).  This kind of opportunity will probably be formed with the generation of new knowledge within a long lasting relationship based on trust, that is, a strong tie (Johanson & Vahlne, 2006, 2009), and one of the opportunity creation mechanisms may be effectuation (Sarasvathy, 2001; Sarasvathy et al., 2014).  Within this context, it is possible that new relationships may be built in established business networks, as new partners are included in the opportunity creation process (Sarasvathy, 2001).  
In brief, each type of opportunity may be related to strategies that are either planned or unplanned (Alvarez & Barney, 2007; Chandra et al., 2009; Nordman & Melén, 2008) and also be related to different network approaches in order to develop the opportunities in social or business networks, as shown in Figure 3.
CONCLUSIONS
The purpose of this paper was to develop a model toward integrating international decision making and international opportunity. The aim of the model is to describe the impact that different knowledge contexts can have on the decision-making of a entrepreneur in the very moment on which he decides to engage in the process of forming a international opportunity.
Moreover, the model proposes that different types of opportunity formation would result in distinct network approaches to the development of these opportunities.  Thus, different levels of objective knowledge and experiential knowledge and their interplay could result in distinct types of opportunity formation, that is, active discovery, passive discovery, and creation of opportunities.  Each of these opportunity formation types tend to have as different outcomes the diverse network approaches of social or business networks necessary to the development of opportunities.
The model contributes to the literature on internationalization by relating different types of opportunity formation to distinct contexts of the objective knowledge and experiential knowledge available at the time of making the decision to internationalize.  Furthermore, the model proposes some antecedent variables related to the different types of planned and unplanned internationalization; and finally, the model incorporates social and business network approaches and international opportunity formation into a single integrated model. 
The model requires empirical validation, but its conceptualization allows the formulation of several hypotheses or propositions associating decision-making contexts with the discovery and creation of opportunities; and thus the model contributes to strenghten the theoretical framework of internationalization decision-making and its related antecendent and consequent variables.  
In general theoretical terms, the ontological distinction presented between the discovery of exogenous opportunities and the creation of endogenous opportunities may apparently be resolved (Dutta & Crossan, 2005) with the theory of structuration (Giddens, 1984).  However, the integration could not be possible if the ontological assumptions underpinning the two theories are considered to be mutually exclusive (Alvarez & Barney, 2010).  This impossibility may hint at the future development of the investigation on opportunities, insofar as multiple interpretations of this phenomenon is possible and available for the researchers (Alvarez & Barney, 2010).  
Regarding further researches, it is possible to expand the theoretical and empirical horizons of the study on opportunities taking into consideration that there are different types of opportunities, and studies should focus on understanding this variety and exploring the conditions under which they are applicable (Gaglio & Winter, 2009).  On the other hand, a more concentrated effort on the study of international opportunities in internationalization research would enlarge the range of elements to be taken into consideration, thus encouraging researchers not to focus only on a single firm, but rather to consider multiple firms, players and resources, in addition to processes, track records, networks and contexts (Chandra et al., 2012). 
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FIGURES

	
	Discovery
	Creation

	Nature and origin of the opportunity
	Objective opportunity that is independent of the entrepreneur
Shaped by exogenous shocks in markets and industries
	Enacted opportunities with no independent existence of the entrepreneur
Formed endogenously by entrepreneurs through processes of action and reaction with markets

	 Ex-ante differences between entrepreneurs and non-entrepreneurs
	Significant differences based on alertness that allows entrepreneurs to perceive objective opportunities
	Ex-ante-differences may or may not exist: ex-post differences may be the effect of the opportunity creation process

	Information and decision-making setting 
	Risky: outcomes and probabilities can be known
Knowledge: information is useful and exists objectively in social and physical artifacts such as technologies, routines, procedures and processes
Decision-making is grounded on data collection and risk-based tools;  opportunity cost is important
	Uncertain: unknown outcomes and probabilities
Knowledge: information still not generated;  opportunity creators form new context-specific knowledge where none previously existed 
Decision-making is incremental and experimental;  use of biases and heuristics;  affordable losses are important


Figure 1: Comparison of Opportunity Discovery and Opportunity Creation 
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Figure 2: Knowledge Context and International Opportunities Formation




	Opportunity Formation Type
	Decision-Making
	Internationalization Strategy
	Network Approach

	Active discovery
	- Structured data collection
- Formal evaluation tools
	- Planned
- Defined
- Complete
- Fairly unchangeable
	- Weak ties in current business networks to obtain information, credibility and new resources
- Development of new business networks for entering international markets

	Passive discovery
	Opportunistic use of casual encounters (serendipity)
	- Unplanned
- Non-existent or
emergent
	- Current social networks to obtain information, credibility and new resources
- Social networks may turn into business networks

	Creation
	Incremental, inductive and iterative processes
	- Unplanned
- Emergent
- Incomplete
- Changeable

	- Strong ties in current business networks for creating new products and services
- Development of new networks for entering international markets


Figure 3: Opportunity Formation, Decision-Making and Network Approach
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