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Abstract
Purpose – The purpose of this paper is to develop the international opportunity identification (IOI) scale
through psychometric evaluation in an emerging economy context.
Design/methodology/approach – Samples consist of international firms operating in the apparel industry
in Bangladesh. Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was conducted on the first wave of responses to unfold the
underlying dimensions of IOI. The second wave of data was used to confirm the validity of IOI scale through
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA).
Findings – EFA suggests a unidimensional scale, which is supported by CFA. The relationship between IOI
and financial performance is significant and confirms nomological validity. Results also confirm the validity
and reliability of the IOI scale.
Originality/value – This study indicates that IOI is a reliable and valid scale to measure the strategic
action of the international firms operating in emerging economies, and has a positive relationship with
financial performance.
Keywords Exploratory factor analysis, Confirmatory factor analysis,
International opportunity identification, International opportunity discovery, Psychometric evaluation
Paper type Research paper

Introduction
The concept of opportunity in management literature is well embedded. Opportunity is
defined as a set of beliefs, ideas, and actions to create and develop new or existing products
and services to enter new or capture existing markets (Shane, 2003). Two prominent schools
conceptualize the idea of opportunity in management research. The Kirznerian approach of
defining opportunity is objective and associated with the “discovery view” which suggests
that opportunities are available in the market for all entrepreneurs. This school highlights
the actions, traits and the ability of entrepreneurs to learn and recognize emerging
disequilibrium opportunities (Kirzner, 1997). On the contrary, the Schumpeterian
opportunity view highlights the creation of opportunity that requires creativity to
unbalance the equilibrium in the economy to objectify and exploit those opportunities (Dutta
and Crossan, 2005). Sometimes, opportunities, which are available to all entrepreneurs, are
vulnerable and risky, and, sometimes, opportunities, which are difficult to imitate, are
creative and innovative (Mainela et al., 2014).

The concept of opportunity enjoys the central attention of international entrepreneurship (IE)
research. In defining IE, Oviatt and McDougall (2005) argue that IE is the actions of
entrepreneurs that include “discovery, enactment, evaluation, and exploration of opportunities
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across national borders to create future goods and services” (p. 540). Sarasvathy (2001) theorizes
opportunity from the causation and effectuation perspectives to explain entrepreneurial
contingency. The nexus of international opportunity identification (IOI) in international business
is a continuous and ongoing debate (Åkerman, 2015). This heterogeneity arises because of the
conceptual foundation of Kirznerian and Schumpeterian view of opportunity. Mainela et al.
(2014) conceptualize international opportunity as a process of a firm that requires “situations
that both spans and integrates elements from multiple national contexts in which
entrepreneurial action and interaction transform the manifestations of economic activity”
(p. 16). On the contrary, Ellis (2011) conceptualize international opportunity as materialistic
outcomes of entrepreneurial actions of exploration and exploitation of opportunities.

The term exploration focuses on entrepreneurial alertness and a deliberate search for
activities that lead to the transformation and achievement of economic value (Muzychenko and
Liesch, 2015). Exploitation refers to the systematic search of opportunity and includes the
evaluation of the feasibility to exploit those opportunities, based on given resources and abilities
to create economic value (Wood et al., 2012). Ko and Butler (2006) merged these two concepts
and proposed opportunity perception of entrepreneurs “of a feasible and desirable future state
that is different from the current one, by providing the market with an innovative, novel
product/service/technology either in an existing or a new venture” (p. 4). Baker et al. (2005)
highlighted entrepreneurial actions of identifying opportunities from different cross-national
variations. For instance, governmental supports, commercial environments, cultural factors and
institutional supports have emphasis on opportunity identification process. Seminal work on
opportunity, such as by Nicolaou et al. (2009), operationalized opportunities as new business
startups, idea generation and materialization; Zahra et al. (2005) conceptualized idiosyncratic
development of entrepreneurial cognition to identify and exploit opportunities; Dimitratos et al.
(2012) examined opportunity-based instrument by examining international entrepreneurial
culture; Andersson and Evers (2015) developed propositions on international opportunity
recognition; and Hurmerinta et al. (2015) conceptualized international opportunity based on
potential future market. Yet, none of these seminal works combines the concepts of value,
uniqueness, quality and quantity of international opportunities.

These heterogeneities in the conceptualizations of international opportunities have led to
empirical knowledge gap on the operationalization of IOI. Empirical paucity is evident in the
validation of IOI construct in early internationalization contexts (Åkerman, 2015; Mainela
et al., 2014; Mostafiz and Goh, 2018). In fact, due to an attribution error, few researchers have
abandoned the constructs of IOI (cf. Davidsson, 2015; Foss and Klein, 2012). This research
seeks to address this research gap and tries to mitigate this heterogeneity by examining the
measurement scale of IOI through psychometric evaluation to provide evidence on IOI
operationalization. Hence, this study advances the IOI measurement scale. It is a noteworthy
contribution to the body of knowledge because IOI is a significantly important process for
both early internationalization and late internationalization firms (Mainela et al., 2014). The
adequate measurement scale of IOI will merit profound insights for academic practitioners.
Furthermore, empirical evidence from an emerging economy’s firms will provide critical
knowledge in the international business literature. According to Baker et al. (2005), IOI is
highly contextual and inescapably subjective. On the one hand, firms from developed
countries are more proactive in identifying opportunities. On the other hand, emerging
economy’s firms are more risk-averse (Coviello, 2015; Mostafiz, Islam and Sharif, 2019;
Mostafiz, Sambasivan and Goh, 2019). Undoubtedly, new venture creation or expansion of
old business requires new opportunities, both in the domestic and international market.

Theoretical background and measurement scale
The conceptualization of international opportunity has developed from three seminal
underpinnings of opportunity: opportunity creation, opportunity recognition and
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opportunity discovery. When the founders or entrepreneurs have a higher tolerance of
ambiguity and risk-taking propensity, they tend to create new opportunities, for example,
establishing a new venture. The identification of opportunity is highly dependent on the
nature of the firms. Early internationalization firms are more eager to exploit
opportunities than incremental firms. Accelerated internationalization firms behave
more aggressively in dealing with unexpected events (Hohenthal et al., 2003). These firms
follow the Kirznerian approach of discovery of opportunities in the international market;
subsequently develop it and learn by exploiting the opportunity for future international
expansion. The process of discovery and learning improves the knowledge base of the
firm for international sustainability.

Venkataraman (1997) conceptualizes opportunities as the discovery, evaluation, and
exploitation of future goods and services. The persuasion of opportunities is embedded in the
entrepreneurial characteristics (Stevenson and Jarillo, 1990). Consequently, the entrepreneurs
often practice new venture creation and enter new market to pursue new opportunities. It is a
situation “in which new goods, services, raw material, market and organizing methods can be
introduced through the formation of new means, end, or means-ends relationships” (Eckhardt
and Shane, 2003, p. 336). The belief system of entrepreneur drives them to weigh up resources
in different values when resources are orchestrated to economic value. Three elements take
place while delineating opportunity perspective: opportunity identification, development and
evaluation (Ardichvili et al., 2003). They also highlight three distinct processes of initiating
opportunities: perception, discovery and creation (Ardichvili et al., 2003). Opportunity
identification emerges in the development phase. It is a phase where a “firm continuously and
proactively process essential task to the formation of a business” (Ardichvili et al., 2003,
p. 109). Evaluation is “an overarching process of interrogation of the opportunity which seeks
to identify sub-optimally deployed resources” (Ardichvili et al., 2003, p. 113).

The central attention of international opportunity is delivered from exploitation and
exploration of opportunities. The exploration indicates the heterogeneity and quantity of
opportunities identified, also known as recognition of opportunities (Hills and Shrader, 1998).
Operationalization of opportunity recognition includes new major business opportunities and
improvement of existing parts in last five years (Hills and Shrader, 1998). The number of new
venture ideas and opportunities are operationalized as indicated by Singh et al. (1999).
Ardichvili et al. (2003) suggested that opportunities are not fully identified but can be
developed subsequently, which requires creativity and innovation. IOI is a strategic and a
continuous process of the firm. It requires resource flexibility to confirm the desirability and
feasibility of opportunities in the firms. Resource flexibility also delivers success by endowing
quick response to emerging opportunities in the international market (Sanchez, 1995). The
feasibility and desirability of opportunities are crucial in IOI process, especially in the idea
generation process (Mitchell et al., 2011). Desirability delivers attractiveness, i.e. profit
potentials, and feasibility confirms perceived practicability of opportunities.

To capture the dynamic nature of IOI, it is important for entrepreneurs to practice
strategic flexibility of resources in the organization. This is because resources are limited
and difficult to imitate, especially in small firms. Sometimes opportunities are valuable and
rare, which are not available to every entrepreneur. To sustain in the international market
and respond to the volatility, entrepreneurs need to focus on multiple opportunities to
achieve resilience. Another critical factor is the timing of identifying opportunities. Previous
studies have shown that environmental dynamism plays a significant role in IOI process
(Ringov, 2013). Sometimes, an entrepreneur may lose opportunities in such situations, while
others may create opportunities. If budding entrepreneurs do not act carefully and rapidly,
then others (mostly experienced entrepreneurs) will seize those opportunities. Hence,
adaptivity and responsiveness are crucial and essential aspects in the beginning years of
internationalization (Rindova and Kotha, 2001).

Measurement
scale of IOI

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 A

m
er

ic
an

 U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 o

f 
B

ei
ru

t A
t 0

3:
32

 2
7 

Ju
ne

 2
01

9 
(P

T
)



In the beginning years, firms separate themselves by offering new, unique, and innovative
products/services. The level of innovativeness adds an edge in market penetration and helps
firms to differentiate themselves (Fiet et al., 2004). It delivers the “newness” of a new venture
by introducing the firm in global industry (Puhakka, 2007). It is no wonder that innovative
opportunities are valuable. In fact, few innovative opportunities with variety and large
number of other opportunities create the sustainable long-term commitment of the firm in the
international market (Shepherd and DeTienne, 2005). The opportunities at hand are the results
of the previous identification process, and if the entrepreneurs find the opportunities
attractive, then they objectify and create economic value from those opportunities.
Considering the above discussion of quality, novelty, innovativeness, attractiveness,
feasibility, objectification and the quantity of international opportunities, Table I highlights
the items of IOI, which are being investigated in this study. In the context of emerging
economies, the fundamental question addressed in this research is:

RQ1. What is the right scale to measure IOI and what are the themes that are embedded
in the scale?

Methods
Samples were collected from an emerging economy by using a questionnaire survey.
Random sampling method was used to select 600 firms from the apparel industry of
Bangladesh. These firms were listed in Bangladesh Garment Manufacturing and
Exporters Association) and Bangladesh Knitwear Manufactures and Exporters
Association. These firms were 100 percent export oriented from inception as per
government rules policy and operated as a small- to medium-sized organization (Faroque
and Morrish, 2016; Rahman and Al Amin, 2016). Two waves were used to collect samples.
The first wave of sample consisted of 185 firms, and 168 firms (after data screening)
were used for exploratory factor analysis (EFA). The second wave of samples consisted of

Items Authors Themes

(a) How many business ideas did you identify in the
past five years

Singh et al. (1999) and
Gordon (2007)

Innovativeness
and creativity

(b) How many international business opportunities
were considered as novel or innovative?

Puhakka (2007) and
Ucbasaran et al. (2009)

Innovativeness
and creativity

(c) How many novel or innovative international
business ideas were considered feasible and desirable?

Ko and Butler (2006) Feasibility of
opportunity

(d) How much did you modify/develop an international
opportunity from idea generation to opportunity
objectification?

Singh et al. (1999) and
Gordon (2007)

Objectification
of opportunity

(e) How much are you able to shift organizational
resources to capitalize on emerging opportunities in
international markets?

Faroque and Morrish (2016) Objectification
of opportunity

( f ) How quickly can you adapt to external changes in
the international market and respond to external
international opportunities?

Faroque and Morrish (2016) Timing to
identify
opportunity

(g) How many international business opportunities did
you identify in the past five years?

Arenius and De Clercq (2005),
Ko and Butler (2006), DeTienne
and Chandler (2007), Gordon
(2007) and Ucbasaran et al. (2009)

Quantity of
opportunity

(h) How many international opportunities have you
pursued/exploited in the past five years?

Singh et al. (1999), Gordon (2007),
Hills et al. (1999), Fuentes et al.
(2010), Ucbasaran et al. (2003) and
Mitchell and Shepherd (2010)

Quantity of
opportunity

Table I.
International
opportunity
identification scale
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223 firms, and 205 firms were used to perform confirmatory factor analysis (CFA).
Entrepreneurial perception was captured to measure the scale of IOI. The data were
collected during the last quarter of 2017.

This study adopted seven items to measure IOI from multiple sources. The first two
items of IOI explain innovativeness and creativity, such as item (a): How many business
ideas did you identify in the past five years? (Singh et al., 1999; Gordon, 2007), and item (b):
How many international business opportunities were considered as novel or innovative?
(Puhakka, 2007; Ucbasaran et al., 2009). The third item represents the feasibility of the
opportunity: How many novel or innovative international business ideas were considered
feasible and desirable? (Ko and Butler, 2006). The fourth and the fifth items represent the
objectification of the opportunity, such as item (d): How much did you modify/develop an
international opportunity from idea generation to opportunity objectification? (Singh et al.,
1999; Gordon, 2007); and item (e): How much are you able to shift organizational resources
to capitalize on emerging opportunities in international markets? (Faroque and Morrish,
2016). Item ( f ) represents the timing of identifying the opportunity: How quickly can you
adapt to external changes in the international market and respond to external
international opportunities? (Faroque and Morrish, 2016). The last two items describe the
quantity of the opportunity, such as item (g): How many international business
opportunities did you identify in the past five years? (Arenius and De Clercq, 2005; Ko and
Butler, 2006; DeTienne and Chandler, 2007; Gordon, 2007; Ucbasaran et al., 2009); and item
(h): How many international opportunities have you pursued/exploited in the past five
years? (Singh et al., 1999; Gordon, 2007; Hills et al., 1999; Fuentes et al., 2010; Ucbasaran
et al., 2003; Mitchell and Shepherd, 2010). As mentioned earlier, these items represent the
quality, novelty, innovativeness, attractiveness, feasibility, objectification and the
quantity of international opportunities.

Face validity assessment
We confirmed the face validity of IOI scale in two stages. The first stage was the qualitative
stage. Ten entrepreneurs commented on the relevance, appropriateness, ambiguity and the
difficulties of the items at the first stage. This study achieved low level of ambiguity and
difficulties to understand the scale due to the adaptation of the IOI scale from previous studies.
The second stage was the quantitative stage. The item impact technique was used to assess
the quantitative face validity of the IOI scale. In this stage, ten entrepreneurs responded on the
importance of the IOI construct on a five-point Likert scale where 1¼ not important and
5¼ completely important. This study achieved the minimum impact score of 1.5 as an
adequate, suitable and usable item score (Hajizadeh and Asghari, 2011; Maasoumi et al., 2013).

Content validity assessment
Both qualitative and quantitative assessments were conducted to confirm the content
validity of IOI scale. In the qualitative phase, four successful entrepreneurs and six doctoral
students in international business had assessed and commented on the allocation, wording
and scaling of IOI measurement. Colton and Covert’s (2007) guidelines were followed to
assess the qualitative content validity of the IOI scale, and potential actions were taken if
disagreements by consensus.

Content validity ratio (CVR) and content validity index (CVI) were conducted
to confirm quantitative validity index. Ten experts assess the essentiality (CVR) of the
items of IOI construct ona three-point Likert scale (not essential ¼ 1; useful but not
essential ¼ 2; and essential ¼ 3). This study had followed Lawshe’s (1975) guideline and
formula (CVR ¼ (ne – (N/2))/(N/2)) to compute CVR (N ¼ total number of expert;
ne ¼ number of experts who scored essentially). The minimum threshold of CVR for ten
respondents is 0.62 (Lawshe, 1975).

Measurement
scale of IOI

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 A

m
er

ic
an

 U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 o

f 
B

ei
ru

t A
t 0

3:
32

 2
7 

Ju
ne

 2
01

9 
(P

T
)



CVI confirms the degree of simplicity, relativity and clarity of the items in the scale. Same
ten experts responded for CVI assessment of the items of IOI scale on a four-point Likert
scale, where 1 ¼ not relevant and 4 ¼ mostly relevant. Polit and Beck’s (2006) guidelines
were followed to conduct CVI analysis. A minimum threshold value of 0.78 (if ten responded)
was achieved to confirm the adequacy of CVI of the items of the IOI scale. Table III
highlights the results of CVR and CVI.

Construct validity assessment
We computed Cronbach’s α and construct reliability (CR) to confirm the internal consistency
of the construct. Both Cronbach’s α and CR values were more than 0.7 and considered
adequate (Hair et al., 2010). We performed EFA by adopting maximum likelihood
assumption to assess the construct validity of IOI scale (Sharif et al., 2018). SPSS version 24
was used to conduct EFA analysis. Responses collected in the first wave were used to
perform EFA. The informants were the entrepreneurs of the firms. We used Varimax
rotation to perform EFA. For EFA, we administered 300 questionnaires and received 215
responses. After handling missing data and multivariate/univariate outliers, we had 195
valid responses for EFA. Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin (KMO) test and Bartlett’s test of sphericity
were conducted to assess the adequacy and appropriateness of the data in EFA.
Eigenvalues and scree plot were used to determine the number of components (dimensions).
Hair et al.’s (2010) guidelines were followed to limit the threshold for factor loading to 0.50.

The second wave of data was used to perform CFA analysis. We administered 300
questionnaires to new firms from the first wave and collected 230 responses. We
performed missing data analysis, normality test, and multivariate/univariate analysis.
After handling the missing data, we had 183 valid cases for CFA. We used AMOS version
24 to perform CFA (Arbuckle, 2013). The χ2 goodness-of-fit indices, normed χ2 (CMIN/df
o 3), root-mean-square error of approximation o 0.08, Tucker–Lewis index (TLI W 0.9),
standardized root-mean-square residual (SRMR o 0.1), incremental fit index (IFI W 0.90),
comparative fit index (CFI W 0.90) and goodness-of-fit index (GFI W 0.90) (Hooper,
Coughlan, and Mullen, 2008; Schreiber et al., 2006) were used to confirm the adequacy of
the model fit. Both Fornell and Larcker’s (1981) and Ho’s (2013) guidelines were adapted to
confirm the adequacy level of convergent and discriminant validity. The measurement
items of the IOI scale are reflective measurement items. Formative items are suitable in
order to develop a new theoretical model/scale (Mostafiz, Islam and Sharif, 2019; Mostafiz,
Sambasivan and Goh, 2019). IOI is a developed concept, and the measurement items are
adopted from multiple sources to produce a holistic IOI construct. Reflective measurement
model specification supports this argument (Bagozzi and Yi, 2012). This study neither
develops a completely new construct nor a new theory and, therefore, avoids formative
measurement specifications.

Results
The overall response rate of this study was approximately 74 percent ( first wave
and second wave). Table II represents that approximately 30 percent firms were
small- to medium-sized firms with less than 500 employees. Almost 50 percent firms were
operating their business (exporting) in less than 10 countries. The data characteristics also
highlight that 23.54 percent firms were 6–10 years old, and only 12 percent firms were
more than 20 years old.

Table III represents the results of CVR and correspondent CVI score for eight items of
IOI. Both CVR and CVI were assessed by ten experts to confirm the essentiality, clarity,
relevance and simplicity. Results show that the impact score of each item is higher than 1.5,
and the CVR and CVI of IOI scale also have higher values of 0.62 and 0.78, respectively.
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Both CVR and CVI values achieved the adequacy (Lawshe, 1975; Polit and Beck, 2006).
These results lead to no exclusion of items from the IOI scale.

EFA and CFA analyses
The KMO measure of sampling adequacy value was 0.927, Bartlett’s test of sphericity
( χ2 ¼ 1,571.502, df ¼ 28, p-value ¼ 0.000). These results confirmed that the data was
appropriate for EFA analysis. Table IV represents the results of EFA analysis. The total
variance explained by one factor was 73.56 percent. The result shows that the factor loading

Characteristics Number of enterprises Percentage (%) Cumulative

No. of employee
o150 3 0.79 0.79
151–200 7 1.85 2.64
201–500 91 24.07 26.71
501–1,000 82 21.69 48.40
1,001–2,000 95 25.13 73.53
W2,001 99 26.19 100

Number of export markets
1–5 47 12.43 12.43
6–10 171 45.23 57.66
11–15 136 35.97 93.63
More than 15 24 6.34 100

Firm age
1–5 77 20.37 20.37
6–10 89 23.54 43.91
11–15 88 23.28 67.19
16–20 76 20.10 87.29
More than 20 47 12.43 100
Note: n ¼ 378

Table II.
Data characteristics

of the sample

Items (n¼ 10)
Simplicity

(1–4)

CVI
relevancy
(1–4)

Clarity
(1–4)

CVR
essential
(1–3)

1. Howmany business ideas did you identify in the past five years? 0.75 1 0.91 0.89
2. How many international business opportunities did you
identify in the past five years?

0.72 0.73 0.97 0.82

3. How much did you modify/develop an international opportunity
from idea generation to opportunity objectification?

0.72 1 1 0.78

4. How many novel or innovative international business ideas
were considered feasible and desirable?

0.78 1 0.88 1

5. How much are you able to shift organizational resources to
capitalize on emerging opportunities in international markets?

1 0.79 0.85 0.97

6. How many international opportunities have you pursued/
exploited in the past five years?

0.82 1 1 1

7. How many international business opportunities were
considered as novel or innovative?

0.87 1 0.85 1

8. How quickly can you adapt to external changes in the
international market and respond to external international
opportunities?

1 0.78 0.93 0.79
Table III.

CVR and individual
CVI for the IOI

scale items

Measurement
scale of IOI
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of each item has achieved a minimum threshold value of 0.50, which indicates no exclusion
of items due to lower factor loading.

Figure 1 highlights the measurement model of IOI. The results show that model fit
indices for IOI scale has adequate goodness-of-fit. The model fit of CFA analysis shows that
CMIN/df ¼ 2.243 ( χ2 ¼ 44.538, df ¼ 20), GFI ¼ 0.944, CFI ¼ 0.946, NFI ¼ 0.908,
IFI ¼ 0.947, TLI ¼ 924 and SRMR ¼ 0.043. The Cronbach’s α reliability of the construct is
0.850. These results of EFA, CFA and reliability suggest that the scale is adequate and
realizable to measure IOI. We did further analysis to identify the impact of IOI on financial
performance to check the nomological validity of the IOI measurement scale (Podsakoff and
MacKenzie, 1994). To test the relationship between IOI and financial performance, we
collected objective financial data from the finance managers of the company for the last five
years. We measured the financial performance of the firms based on return on assets and
return on equity. The result shows significant impact of IOI on financial performance.
Figure 2 represents the result of IOI impacts on performance.

Discussion
This study aimed to perform a psychometric assessment of IOI scale in an emerging
economy context. The samples were collected from early internationalization firms.
Face validity, construct validity and construct validity were assessed to confirm the scale.
This study supports the theoretical assumptions of Singh et al. (1999), Ko and Butler
(2006), DeTienne and Chandler (2007), Puhakka (2007), Gordon (2007) and Faroque and
Morrish (2016) in conceptualizing IOI and empirically tests the scale. This study
articulates that IOI is a valid scale which captures the nobility, value and feasibility of
international opportunity.

Factor
loading

Item
no. Factors of IOI scales Mean (n ¼ 195) SD

Communalities
(h2)

Factor
1

Factor
1

International opportunity identification
(% of variances ¼ 76.907,
eigenvalue ¼ 6.153)

1 How many business ideas did you identify in the
past five years?

5.34 1.15 0.793 0.891

2 How many international business opportunities
did you identify in the past five years?

5.41 1.09 0.756 0.869

3 How much did you modify/develop an
international opportunity from idea generation to
opportunity objectification?

5.36 1.09 0.779 0.882

4 How many novel or innovative international
business ideas were considered feasible and
desirable?

5.33 1.06 0.761 0.872

5 How much are you able to shift organizational
resources to capitalize on emerging opportunities
in international markets?

5.30 1.07 0.739 0.860

6 How many international opportunities have you
pursued/exploited in the past five years?

5.39 1.03 0.661 0.813

7 How many international business opportunities
were considered as novel or innovative?

5.39 1.06 0.668 0.829

8 How quickly can you adapt to external changes in
the international market and respond to external
international opportunities?

5.47 1.05 0.709 0.842
Table IV.
EFA factor loadings
of items in the IOI
with one factor
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The CVR and CVI results show that the items of the IOI scale achieve simplicity, relevancy,
clarity and essentiality. The Cronbach’s α and CR values also confirm the internal
consistency of the scale. The EFA result proposes one factor for IOI scale. The CFA
suggests the adequacy of the model fit of the IOI scale. The factor reflects the theoretical
definition of opportunity and the assumption to operationalize IOI, and provides support to
the construct validity of IOI. We also investigate the effects of IOI on financial performance.
The results of the investigation show that IOI significantly improves financial performance
(β ¼ 0.26, p o 0.05) of the firms. This results support the nomological validity of the IOI
scale in the context of emerging economies.

The themes highlighted in Table I include: innovativeness and creativity; feasibility of
opportunity; objectification of opportunity; time to identify opportunity; and quantity of
opportunity. Innovation is an inherent aspect of firms where entrepreneurs use certain
mechanisms to identify the opportunities from resource constrained and uncertain business
environments. Innovation plays a significant role to overcome this situation (Reuber et al., 2018).
New opportunities can be delivered from new market entry, introduction of new products/
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services, sources of cheap/unique rawmaterials and supplies. These practices of identifying new
opportunities require continuous search and alertness (Sambasivan et al., 2009). However,
chances of interruption still may impede the IOI process due to knowledge gap and resources
constraints (Dimov, 2011). All opportunities are not unique and valuable. However,
entrepreneurs are rational and a large number of opportunities increases the chances of
success in the market. Yet, remarkably, it is reasonable to capture the entrepreneurial perception
on the quantity of new opportunities while measuring the holistic nature of opportunities.

Opportunities create economic value only when the idea generation becomes
opportunities objectification. Even though ideas are scarce and unique, the failure to
objectify opportunities lead to unsubstantial prospect. Entrepreneurs objectify
opportunities when they bring appropriate economic benefits, which are attractive and
unique (Baker et al., 2005). However, not all unique ideas are considered as correct
opportunities (Timmons and Spinelli, 2006). This identification is a linear process where
managers develop multiple ideas before they recognize opportunities (Singh, 2001).
For example, in the knowledge-based service organization, the importance of opportunity is
significant (Kim and Lee, 2010).

The premise of existing research on international opportunity highlights that
identification of international opportunity is a cognitive activity of international
entrepreneurs (Reuber et al., 2018). Entrepreneurs tend to identify international
opportunities when the market is imperfect or provides any exogenous shocks
(Alvarez et al., 2013). Opportunities must exist objectively in the market and should be
feasible and desirable to entrepreneurs to pursue (McMullen and Shepherd, 2006). At the
same time, there should be a product-market fit to capture targeted customers (Wood et al.,
2014). It is imperative for firms to identify a suitable geographic market in a given time
(Williams and Gre´goire, 2015). Entrepreneurial characteristics such as mental model
(Maitland and Sammartino, 2015b) and their heuristics behavior improves the IOI process
(Maitland and Sammartino, 2015a). At the same time, entrepreneurs need formal network to
recognize opportunities (Quer et al., 2010). Clark et al. (2018) conceptualized international
opportunity as a new market entry. This could be a new research direction of this study
which incorporates market entry in IOI process and sees how it could benefit the IOI scale
while fitting new product/service in a new international market.

Conclusion
This study aims to measure the IOI scale in an emerging economy context. The study is an
initial attempt to validate the IOI scale which consists of the entrepreneurial idea, the level of
innovativeness, quality, quantity, feasibility and the objectification of international
opportunities. The results of EFA and CFA suggest that IOI is a valid and reliable scale to
measure international opportunities. The result of the path analysis also confirms that IOI is
crucial element in international business context. Although this study only considers early
internationalized firms, the scale is also suitable for late internationalized firms; because IOI is
not a contingent but a continuous process. Future research in international business could be
benefited from the IOI scale by operationalizing in multiple contexts to extend opportunity
research in international business literature. This research is limited by the samples from
emerging market only. IOI is contextual and, therefore, the results might be different in
developed economies. Hence, future research should consider diversified sample, which will
merit more profound insights into IOI literature. It is notable to mention that the samples of this
study lead to another limitation of multiplicity. This study only captures data from firms that
survived in the international market. Multiplicity teaches us to consider the uncertain journey
from opportunity identification to successful performance (Dimov, 2017). Longitudinal research
on IOI can merit profound insights into this research issue. Future research can take the
challenge to investigate unsuccessful firms due to opportunity identification failure.
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