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Abstract
Many believe that traditional models and traditional theories of identifying and exploiting opportunities in such
situations do not have the required efficiency since they act linearly and require nonlinear models to identify and
exploit these opportunities. Henceforth, adapting compatible and innovative strategies are necessary to meet the
changing needs of customers as well as environmental uncertainties. In this research, while studying existing
theories about technological entrepreneurship opportunities, a theoretical gap was studied. The study showed that
there are several questions that have not been addressed in existing theories and more research should be done to
answer these questions and to fill the theories gap.
Keywords: technological entrepreneurial opportunities, opportunities emergence, theories' gap
1. Introduction
In purpose of taking the advantages of the business opportunities emergence and to remain in the realm of
competition, companies are forced to remain in the creating theory that the end of the evolutionary enactment
cannot be considered from the beginning. In this regard, it can be argued that future opportunities are not related
to existing information and therefore it is necessary to create new knowledge and information. In this situation, it
is impossible to predict the probable outcome of the formation and exploitation of entrepreneurial opportunities,
as well as, the probability of occurrence of those outcomes are unpredictable. This situation is similar to the
definition of uncertainty, which was first proposed by Knight (1921). Creation theory is used to describe the
formation and exploitation of entrepreneurial opportunities in which entrepreneurs are in a state of Knightian
uncertainty or indecision (Alvarez & Barney, 2005), and there is no knowledge of the opportunity. The evidence
of this is an investigation of research and development projects and business plans failures that arise from the
mismatch of predictions with the actual events that take place in the future, and this issue is due to the
unpredictability of many of the anomalies and phenomena of society. Therefore, past processes and mechanisms
are not responsive to new phenomena due to current rapid changes.
On the other hand, in anticipation of opportunities that are in the context of Knightian uncertainty, there is no
room for prediction. According to Sarasvathy (2008), entrepreneurs, in anticipation of opportunities that are in
uncertain conditions, instead of anticipating, organize to control process according to available facilities, and by
receiving feedback from the information environment, modifying or tracking their goals. Under uncertainty,
entrepreneurs follow the decision logic that is different from traditional and logical entrepreneurial models
(Sarasvathy, 2008).
Many believe that traditional models and theories of identifying and exploiting opportunities in such situations
do not have the required efficiency for the reason that they work linearly and nonlinear models are needed to
identify and exploit these opportunities. Hence, adopting innovative and compatible strategies are necessary to
respond to the rapid changes in customer needs as well as environmental uncertainties. These days, regarding the
rapid technological changes, we have discovered and created many opportunities, among which the creating
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opportunities have formed great value, for example, eBay 1.3 billion dollars, Yahoo 3.18 billion dollars,
Facebook 33 billion dollars, WhatsApp 22 billion dollars. These statistics show the importance of emerging
opportunities through entrepreneurial actions (Alimadadi et al., 2018). In the present research, the concept and
theories of technological entrepreneurship opportunities have been investigated and the gap between existing
theories has been studied based on previous studies.
2. Technological Entrepreneurial Opportunities
Wood and McKinley (2010) present a conceptual model of the production of entrepreneurial opportunities with a
constructivist approach that assumes that the process of constructing opportunities involves various stages,
including the conceptualization of an idea, objectification of the idea and approving the idea of a new business by
an entrepreneur. All ideas will not survive in these stages. Between the stage of conceptualization and objectivity,
some ideas are abandoned intended for lacking objectivity. Also, between the stage of objectification and approval,
some of the opportunities are left out due to the insufficient support of resources (Wood and McKinley, 2010).

Figure 1. Opportunity creation process (Wood and McKinley, 2010)
In this process, opportunities arise when the entrepreneur, through the social world, has a cognitive assessment
of reality. This process starts from an early idea in the entrepreneur's mind (Wood and McKinley, 2010).
2.1 Process of Objectivity of an Opportunity
In the stage of objectivity, the entrepreneur participates in a meaningful process. In this process, the entrepreneur
tests the profitability of his initial idea by interacting with his counterparts, such as friends, family members,
coaches and other people who have close ties with the entrepreneur and those who trust the entrepreneur. This
step is due to uncertainty about the ability to profitability and the entrepreneur chooses their counterparts for
access and trust. In the meantime, not all peers share the same value, but peers who have more knowledge, their
beliefs give them more weight in objectivity. The objectivity stage transforms the idea into an objective
opportunity, which is the quality of a foreign reality, for the entrepreneur. The greater the agreement between
well-informed counterparts about the profitability of an idea, the greater likelihood of an entrepreneur's
opportunity, and thus more entrepreneurial action (Wood and McKinley, 2010).
2.2 Process of Adopting the Opportunity
At this stage, ideas that have become an objective opportunity in the stage of objectivity may lead to an
opportunity adopting level. At this point, the entrepreneur begins to participate in focused efforts to examine the
likelihood of attracting resources for investment in time. This stage involves active participation in the social
environment and bringing together a group of stakeholders that is wider than the group of counterparts in the
previous phase. The entrepreneur strives to attract stakeholders to a future approach and ultimately reaches a
common understanding of it, including an ongoing process including negotiating with potential investors, getting
in touch with potential employees, examining potential clients, and Searching for required technology. With this
exertion, the entrepreneur receives feedback from the stakeholders that will help him improve the next steps to
influence on stakeholders. If common understanding between stakeholders is developed, the objectivity of
opportunity for entrepreneurs and stakeholders will be strengthened. The constructivists believe that at the stage
of adoption, the knowledge and beliefs of the external actors are influenced by the entrepreneur and vice versa.
In general, the adoption of the opportunity is a social and cognitive process that, by bringing stakeholders into
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objectivity of opportunity, the entrepreneurial project becomes an objective opportunity for exploitation (Wood
and McKinley, 2010)
2.3 Entrepreneur in the Process of Producing Ideas
Wood and McKinley (2010) indicate the importance of social ties and fame at the stage of adapting opportunity.
By increasing social ties, access to stakeholders will be enhanced, which will facilitate the attraction of financial
resources and human resource. Entrepreneur's reputation has also led to a decline in stakeholders' uncertainty
about the successful adoption of an objective opportunity. In other words, fame leads to a positive signal to the
stakeholders about the appropriateness of adoption of an opportunity (Wood and McKinley, 2010).
3. The process of the Emergence of Technological Entrepreneurship Opportunities
3.1 Process Approach
The approach currently addressed in entrepreneurship literature is a process approach (Davidsson, 2005).
Davidsson (2005) points to the existence of several process models in entrepreneurship, which states that given
the fact that there are experimental process models inversely, it is believed that the use of these models depends
on the context. He wondered if there was the best process. Via this question, he introduces two different models
of the entrepreneurial process, the models presented by Bhave (1994) and Sarasvathy (2001), arguing that most
of the real-world processes are at the point between these two types of linear processes (Analytical and
programmed) and emerging (creative and repetitive), and the superiority of one model to another depends on the
proportion of the type of process and other key factors, i.e. the entrepreneur, the environment and the opportunity
features or idea. Therefore, targeting an entrepreneurial process in the proper field, it provides a model of
entrepreneurial components. The main point in this model is that there is no direct relationship between process
and performance, nonetheless, the relative success of a process depends on its fitness with the entrepreneur, idea
or opportunity and environment characteristics (Davidsson, 2005).

Individuals

Idea

Process

Performance

Environment

Figure 2. Entrepreneurial components (Davidsson, 2005)
Concerning the fitness between the entrepreneur and the idea and environment, literature points to the fact that
entrepreneurs are looking for ideas that can use their own unique interests and skills in them, which is a central
issue in resource-centered theory. This fitness is in accordance with the Impact Model (Sarasvathy, 2008), which
begins with entrepreneurial resources. Also, the bricolage theory (Baker & Nelson, 2005) emphasizes the use of
available resources by an entrepreneur. For example, this fitness refers to the difference between experienced and
novice entrepreneurs in choosing ideas. Experienced entrepreneurs are able to choose between intuitive,
innovative and analytical decision-making methods in accordance with the degree of uncertainty associated with
the idea, while novice entrepreneurs are not able to differentiate between different situations and thus similar
methods are used for different situations with varying degrees of uncertainty. The ability of experienced
entrepreneurs to adopt the decision-making method to the position enables them to choose any type of idea,
while it is suggested to novice entrepreneurs to choose ideas that there is less uncertainty and analytical methods
are suitable for this type of entrepreneurs (Davidsson, 2005).
3.2 Source-driven Theory
Penrose (1959) describes how the company's resources influence its growth, in which insufficient resources limit
growth. Barney (1991) presented the principles of source-centered theory and developed it. He provided an
accurate definition of resources and a complete set of features that transform a resource into a potential source of
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competitive advantage (value, scarcity, non-immutability, and non-interchangeability).
Alvarez and Busenitz (2001) described the use of resource-centric approach in entrepreneurship and examined
the relationship between source-centered theory and entrepreneurship. They referred to heterogeneity as a
common feature between two source-centered and entrepreneurial theories. But in source-centered theory, the
focus is on resource heterogeneity, while entrepreneurship theory focuses on heterogeneity in the belief that there
is resource value that enables entrepreneurs to transform homogeneous resources into heterogeneous outputs and
have a better choice than others. The main question in the application of resource -centered theory in
entrepreneurship is that of the source of heterogeneous sources of entrepreneurship. In this regard, Baker and
Nelson (2005) use the concept of Bricolage (Lvi-Strauss, 1966) and according to Penrose's (1959) That
companies may offer heterogeneous value based on seemingly homogeneous resources, a process model
provides a process for the behavior of entrepreneurs in combining resources and adopting their own resource
environment in Penrose's environment (Baker & Nelson, 2005).
Wernerfelt (2011) has considered a process in which a company can home resources. He argued that current
resources create asymmetry in competition for new sources. He argued that current resources create asymmetry
in competition for new source (Wernerfelt, 2011). This argument is consistent with the first type of path
dependence, which was proposed by Alvarez and Barney (2007) and referred explicitly to the theory of action
since in the theory of action, entrepreneurs responded to the questions "Who am I? What I know and who I know.
"And finally, the answer to the question" What can I do? "(Sarasvathy, 2008).
3.3 Theory of Uncertainty
Uncertainty is one of the fundamental concepts in most entrepreneurial theories (McMullan and Sheffield, 2006);
in the creation Theory, for the decision to invest in an opportunity, the important consequences of this decision is
not certain and the probability of these results when making a specific decision is unclear thus the entrepreneur
faces a lack of trust (Knight, 1921) (Alvarez and Barney, 2007).
Many theories have conceptualized the role of uncertainty in entrepreneurial action to explain why an
entrepreneur opted an opportunity. On this basis, two main trends emerged in the conception of uncertainty i n
entrepreneurship literature.
1. The first stream focuses on perceived uncertainty and seeks to differentiate between entrepre neurs and
non-entrepreneurs based on differences in their knowledge. Therefore, uncertainty is considered as an obstacle to
entrepreneurial action. In this context, there are some entrepreneurial entrepreneurs who know what to do and
the distinction between entrepreneurs and non-entrepreneurs is that entrepreneurs know what they should do, that
is, less understanding of uncertainty.
2. The second flow tends to endure uncertainty and sees the distinction between entrepreneurs and
non-entrepreneurs in the difference between their motivation, their attitude and their willingness to take risks.
Therefore, unwillingness to tolerate uncertainty is an obstacle to entrepreneurial action. In other words,
entrepreneurship is not seen as the result of less understanding of uncertainty, but rather as a result of the desire
to tolerate the uncertainty that everyone faces (Bauer et al., 2017).
Milliken (1987) distinguishes between three types of uncertainty faced by decision makers (McKelvie et al.,
2011):
1. Situational uncertainty refers to situations in which actors do not have the ability to predict changes in the
environment and understand the environment unpredictable. The question an actor faces in this uncertainty is,
what is happening in the environment? Dynamics in an entrepreneurial environment leads to uncertainty of
certainty that uncertainty in customer demand or technology is classic examples of it (McKelvie et al., 2011).
2. The effect of uncertainty, which is defined as the inability to predict the effect of future approval on the
organization or the prediction of the effect of environmental changes on the organization. The question of an
actor in this situation is what is the events influences on me in the environment?
3- The uncertainty of answer is defined as the lack of knowledge about response options or inability to predict
the results of choosing a response. An important question in this uncertainty is what to do in this regard relating
to external events?
Sarasvathy (2008), similar to Milliken (1987), identifies three types of uncertainty which entrepreneurs face:
1. The uncertainty of a statement in which its results and distribution are not known.
2. Objectives ambiguity where priorities are not clear. Even the entrepreneur himself does not know exactly what
he wants.
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3. Isotropic uncertainty in which it is unclear what elements should be considered and ignored in the
environment? For example, which elements of customer’s feedback should be considered and what should be
ignored. He knows the question of potential customers in the same way that we intend to determine the foods
that are not consumed by examining the contents of a waste bin (Sarasvathy, 2008)
3.4 Institutional Theory
North (1990) defines institutions as human constraints that construct social, economic, and political interactions.
From the perspective of North, institutions are designed by humans to establish order exchanges and reduce
uncertainty. These constraints determine the cost of production and exchange, as a result of business star t-ups,
and the profitability and feasibility of economic activity (Veciana & Urbano, 2008). Scott (1995) defines
institutions in three categories of law (laws, regulations, and rules), normative (defines legitimate means for
pursuing values), and cognition (refers to implied beliefs) (Scott, 1995), which provides incentives to direct or
inhibit social behavior, such as entrepreneurial activity in an economy. The legal entities include government
regulations and industrial agreements and standards that guide entrepreneurs' behavior by means of rules such as
rules of play, supervision, and coercion. Normative institutions guide the behavior of entrepreneurs by defining
what is right or expected in different business and social situations. These institutions include values (what is
rightly considered) and norms (how things must be done according to values) that create rules for obedience.
Cognitive institutions are rules and mental definitions that define the range of correct behaviors and beliefs
(Stenholm et al., 2013).
There are three streams in the application of the theory of entrepreneurship (Bruton et al., 2010):
1. The first stream explores the impact of institutional conditions on entrepreneurship, in which the developed
institutional environment fosters entrepreneurship and improves the inadequacy of the institutional environment
of entrepreneurship. The lack of formal institutions or the lack of unofficial institutions to replace them, due to
increased transaction costs, is a hindrance to entrepreneurship. Also, the existence of complicated and excessive
regulations, which requires entrepreneurs to spend considerable time and money to meet the requirements, has
the same result. Therefore, institutional environment is also effective not only on entreprene urial entry rates but
also on the path to entrepreneurial actions (Bruton et al., 2010).
2. The second one is related to the relationship between legitimacy and entrepreneurship and addresses how
entrepreneurs are seeking acceptability for their businesses. In other words, entrepreneurs have to take the
desired behaviors of a given system in a social system because otherwise they will be sanctioned by deviating
from accepted norms (Bruton et al., 2010).
3. The third stream deals with institutional entrepreneurship. Entrepreneurs work in areas that have not yet
developed. Accordingly, DiMaggio (1988) argued that entrepreneurs may, alone or with the participation of
others, build new institutions that help develop their field of activity or organization. So entrepreneurs may
improve the environment as an entrepreneurial entity and create structures that help their business (Bruton et al.,
2010). The concept of institutional entrepreneurship answers the question of how new institutions are developing
and changing. Therefore, institutional entrepreneurship involves the activities of actors who have an interest in
consolidation some institutions or those who use resources to create new institutions or change them ( DiMaggio,
1988; Bruton et al., 2010).
4. Theoretical Gaps
Under what conditions will the opportunity be created for discovery, or for the discovery opportunity of
creation?
A creation opportunity may turn into an opportunity for discovery, and vice versa. The conditions in which these
transformations can take place requires extensive study. Of course, given that the discovery opportunities rooted
in critical realism and creativity opportunities are rooted in evolutionary realism, the attempt to develop a single
theory of both opportunities is like mixing water and oil, maybe They will be combined for a time, but will be
re-detached again(Alvarez & Barney, 2010).
How can organizational and psychological processes be used to combine decision-making processes in terms
of risk and uncertainty?
The study of the formation of opportunity is a reminder that opportunities have a complex nature and have
aspects of risk and uncertainty. For example, an entrepreneur may know enough about the likelihood of being
able to fund the bank but not enough informed about how customers can respond to new product technology. The
first aspect is the risk and the second one is uncertainty. In this case, the entrepreneur may be involved in both
the process of creating and discovering the opportunity, but the probability that a single aspect of this process of
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forming opportunity involves both the mode of creation and the discovery of opportunity is low. However,
entrepreneurs and others involved in the processes of creation and discovery simultaneously face an
unmanageable challenge: how to apply two different decision-making approaches at the same time. Opportunity
discovery includes a set of skills, such as data collection and analysis using risk-based decision-making tools.
The creation of opportunity involves a different set of skills, such as intuitive, deductive, and repetitive decisions.
Is a single decision maker, which can be involved in both the decision-making process simultaneously, a person
or a company? For both the individual and the company, the combination of these skills involves a new type of
two-sided power that cannot be simultaneously investigated and exploited (Tushman & O'Reilly, 1996), but can
simultaneously detect and create Slowly The psychological and organizational processes that make this type of
dysfunctional are to be described (Alvarez et al., 2013).
How the relationship between the micro level processes adopts the mood and the macro level process The
theory of evolution (change, selection, maintenance)
Weick (1979) observes that adoption at the individual level can lead to evolutionary processes at the organization
level. Likewise, Ruef et al., (2003) observed that evolution at the organizational level includes a kind of adoption
process at the individual level, as described by Weick (1979). The relationship between the process of adopting
the creation and the evolutionary theory of entrepreneurship needs to be further developed. Although it seems
that understanding the process of creating the opportunity may eventually approve the relationship between
micro-level processes and macro-level processes of change, selection and maintenance of organizations (Alvarez
& Barney, 2010).
Appearing Companies created to exploit the opportunities of creating the first companies in a crowd. These
organizations do not have existing stock companies for imitation, and therefore a challenge for the organization
here is to establish it in a new form (McKelvey, 1982). Therefore, the perception of the emergence of a company
that seeks to create and exploit a creation opportunity may differ from the perception of the emergence of a
company to exploit a creative opportunity (Alvarez & Barney, 2010).
Application of creation Theory in Company Theory (Exchange Cost Theories and Defective Contract Theory)
Although the level of analysis in the process of creating the opportunity is usually considered by the individual,
business processes can, in fact, be considered at the level of the group, company or organization (Alvarez &
Barney, 2007). The study of the formation and exploitation of opportunities on the one hand and the theory of the
company, on the other hand, are inter-related (Alvarez and Barney, 2005). Indeed, one way to form and exploit
opportunities is to use a company, the hierarchical administration of the economy of exchange cost (Williamson,
1985) and the incomplete contract theory (Hart and Moore, 1988). These theories assume that the decision is
about how to handle an exchange under risk conditions rather than uncertainty (Alvarez & Barney, 2008). The
exchange cost theory assumes that at the time of creating the company, the exchange parties can estimate the
relative value of the investment to complete an exchange. Also, in the incomplete contract theory, it is assumed
that one can estimate who has the most revenue from the exchange. Uncertainties do not exist (Alvarez and
Barney, 2007). Therefore, the process of creating and exploiting opportunities is a significant challenge for the
application of economic theory. Under the conditions of uncertainty, economic actors cannot understand, even in
the probable way, how the opportunity arises, and as a result of the conditions of exploitation, and who will
exchange the most benefits in exchange. In conditions of uncertainty, resources and capabilities must also be
combined to form and exploit the opportunities of the people. When decision variables are considered by the
economy of transaction costs and incomplete contract theory, it is unclear at the time of the decision how
decisions about hierarchical management and the allocation of residual rights should be made?
In company behavioral theories, focusing on the origin, modification, and transfer of current organizational
methods and focusing on organizational processes may be useful resources for theorizing for connecting the
creation of the opportunity and the corporate theory. In other words, the emphasis is on how events and
experiences turn into decision-making processes and routines decisions may be the best flow of research to
understand the relationship between the opportunities and the companies that are used to exploit them. Alvarez
and Barney (2005) refer to some of the possible tools that can be used to create and exploit creative opportunities.
In general, when researchers begin to examine corporate theory questions in terms of decision-making in a state
of uncertainty, research in the area of the process of creating opportunity creates a greater understanding of the
conditions under which the various forms of exchange management, such as markets, Hierarchies and
intermediate forms of administration are selected (Alvarez et al., 2013).
Investigating the relationship between the creation of opportunity and organizational forms
Traditionally, theories of the corporation have focused on the conditions under which those economic actors
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choose the hierarchical forms of management, that is, companies select the business to manage economic
exchanges (Williamson, 1985). Companies have different entities. Research in organizational forms began with
Burns and Stalker (1961). One of the factors that may affect organizational form is the formation and
exploitation of opportunities whose impact is less understood. Factors affecting organizational forms include
cases such as the corporate environment, the establishment team (Beckman, 2006), attempts to gain competitive
advantage (Barney, 1991; 1986), institutional pressures (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983) and social movements
(Swaminathan and Wade, 2001). But the effect of forming and exploiting the opportunity is less understood. For
example, companies created to exploit created opportunities may not be able to adapt to the forms of
organization that prevailed in a pre-existing industry. Under conditions of creation, the organizers may choose
their organizational form based on their personal experiences (Stinchcombe, 1965), or potentially select the
forms of the industry in the field of new creation. Companies focus on learning and e xperimentation in this
context, and choose the corporate commitment forms (Burton, 2001), family-centered (Ouchi, 1980) and Organic
(Burns & Stalker, 1961). The connection between opportunity and other forms of organization requires more
attention. These questions require more experimental and theoretical analysis (Alvarez et al., 2013).
How does the process of creating opportunity lead to a competitive advantage?
It seems that creation processes to be the source of corporate advantage over discovery processes. Although this
is a question that has not been asked yet and has not been answered. Because the information on the discovery
process of information about creation processes is more accessible, it is likely that these advantages are
temporary because the next actors imitate the successful actions of the previous entrepreneurs. In general, those
exploiting discovery opportunities may have a sustainable competitive advantage, provided that their actions are
protected by natural or accepted barriers). However, the processes of creation are dependent on the path and in
which the creation of paths occurs, and if the opportunity is successfully formed and exploited, it can lead to
unintended ambiguous advantages that result from learning experience through a unique action of an
entrepreneur. This may make it harder for people to create opportunities for imitation (Barney, 1991). Since the
processes of production have a significant output variance, the formation of creating opportunities has no basis to
be used by entrepreneurs (Alvarez et al., 2013).
For the reasons given above, the difference between the formation and exploitation of discovery opportunities
and creative opportunities may be a great experimental ground for testing some of the claims of a
source-centered theory. Indeed, Opportunity Research may be one of the keys and unconfirmed assumptions of
the source-driven theory. In particular, this theory assumes that resources and capabilities are distributed in a
non-uniform way between actors, but does not explain how this heterogeneity comes from. Research in the
process of opportunity refers to at least two sources of non-homogeneity:
(1) In a field of discovery, heterogeneity in resources and capabilities after the discovery and exploitation of
opportunity may be due to previous differences in the consciousness of external shocks to the market or industry;
(2) In a context of creation, heterogeneity in resources and capabilities after the creation and exploitation of
opportunities is due to an evolving vagrancy process that is unpredictable and dependent on the path through
which the same actors are different. To the extent that exploratory opportunity can explain the source of
differences in resources and capabilities, it may be able to complete strategic management research (Alvarez et
al., 2015).
Unanswered Questions (Alvarez & Barney, 2007)
Concerning the formation and exploitation of opportunities, there are questions that are more consistent with the
creation theory, but have not been answered or asked at all (Alvarez & Barney, 2007):
- How does entrepreneurial action create opportunities?
- Is the difference between entrepreneurs and non-entrepreneurs the cause or effect of entrepreneurial action?
- How do entrepreneurs use gradual, duplicate and inductive processes for decision-making?
Future research in entrepreneurship should carefully consider the information requirements that entrepreneurs act
in (Alvarez & Barney, 2007).
The usage of creation Theory to answer an unanswered question in source-centered theory
One of the important questions in resource-based theory is that from where the sources of heterogeneity that lead
to competitive advantage come from (Barney, 2001), which has not yet been answered (Alvarez & Barney, 2007).
The creation Theory provides an answer to this question. Under the conditions of uncertainty, the adoption
process over time has led to an exacerbation of very small differences at the beginning of the process of creating
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the opportunity. Therefore, the approval process can lead to heterogeneity in the resources and capabilities of
valuable, scarce and costly imitation resources, thereby creating a sustainable competitive advantage. Because
this process is different for individuals, teams, corporations, and organizations. The link between source-centered
theory and creation theory refers to the role of path dependence (Arthur, 1989). The path dependence in the
theory of creativity is of two types. The first type of path dependence refers to the fact that the opportunities
determined by the entrepreneur relate to knowledge and information that has already existed in a previously
established pathway and affects the actions of the entrepreneur. In the second type of path dependence, the
entrepreneurial action is not only influenced by an existing path, but it can also create that route. The
second-order dependence of the second-generation theory is related to researchers, who consider the initial
condition as an initial design that determines the original shape of a company and its following development
(Nelson and Winter, 1982). Creation theory points to the fact that the preliminary conditions o f the company may
be the result of the actions that entrepreneurs have taken to create the opportunity (Alvarez & Barney, 2007).
Changing in actors for the creation of opportunity
The process of creating the opportunity changes the actors involved in the process (Alvarez and Barney, 2010),
but there is still no empirical research to test this conjecture.
5. Discussion and Conclusion
Technology entrepreneurship classifies the entrepreneurial opportunities of the technology-driven by identifying,
determining, or creating and exploiting those opportunities. It also involves managing small businesses owned
by engineers and scientists, introducing applications for a specific technology, starting new technology-centric
businesses, introducing new applications, or manipulating opportunities that all rely on scientific and technical
knowledge Besides working with others to create technology or technology change.
Technology-based micro-enterprise through research and development, technology creation, technological
opportunities, technology transfer, and technology management lead to the creation of technology-based
companies and technological innovation in existing organizations. According to statistics provided by the GEM
Center, the Innovation Entrepreneurship Indicator, which represents the emerging and new entrepreneurial
entrepreneurship TEA, 12.3% of new enterprises occur in the adult population (18-64 years old). The
"Understanding the Entrepreneurial Opportunity" indicator, which indicates an individual's perceived
opportunities for the environment around him in the next 6 months, is 36.9 percent in 2016, which is ranked 40th
among 67 countries (Global Entrepreneurship Center Report, 2016).
One of the typical methods of companies to decide future trends is R & D activities. Among the most important
factors in the failure of research and development plans are mistakes in initial estimates, uncertainty in estimates
and performance, external factors changes, and, eventually, the complexity and extent of the project scope. The
notion of creating is an opportunity to outline the actions that entrepreneurs take to shape and exploit
opportunities (Sarasvathy et al., 2003).
Mentality opportunities deliver opportunities where none of the parties have a clear and distinct supply and
demand, then one or both of them must be created and several economic patents must be made in the way of
marketing, franchising, etc., so that opportunity can be created. This perception of opportunity deals with the
creation of new markets (Sarasvathy, 2003).
Based on the research carried out by various thinkers, the process of the emergence of opportunity is not fully
understood and requires further research. The aspects of the creation Theory are described by a group of writers
(Ruef et al., 2003; Alvarez and Barney, 2007; Baker and Nelson, 2005; Sarasvathy, 2003; Sarasvathy, 2001).
Nevertheless, creation theory still needs to be elaborated as a coherent theory in literature. Faced with everyday
problems, it is easy to understand processes and events that lead to the emergence of opportunities It is
comprehensible to understand the processes through being with them and living with them, but in technological
matters, since this is not possible for us, we can rely on the information of individuals and organizations that
have encountered these issues, and create technological entrepreneurship opportunities in addition to use
measuring and identify research variables, questionnaires and standard questions developed and industrialized by
other researchers (Nelson, 2005; Sarasvathy, 2001; Weick, 1979).
Therefore, in the present study, the gap between theories was discussed and it turns out to be clear that in some
cases there are questions that need to be addressed to develop theories.
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