OPPORTUNITIES LIE IN THE DEMAND-SIDE: 
TRANSCENDING THE DISCOVERY-CREATION DEBATE

Since the publication of “A realist perspective of entrepreneurship” (Ramoglou & Tsang, 2016; R&T1 hereafter) we have had the pleasure of having several accomplished colleagues engage with our paper (Alvarez, Barney, McBride, & Wuebker, 2017; Berglund & Korsgaard, 2017; Davidsson, 2017; Foss & Klein, 2017). Their commentaries have enabled us to dispel confusions and further develop our perspective (Ramoglou & Tsang, 2017a, 2017b; R&T2 and R&T3 respectively hereafter). We welcome Danneels and Braver’s (2018) (D&B hereafter) commentary as a great opportunity to further clarify our position on what is customarily named the discovery-creation debate about entrepreneurial opportunities. 

Our position is that the debate is misplaced because it is trapped in an ontological category mistake. It treats opportunities as empirical entities to be discovered or created when opportunities are in fact the unobservable demand-side propensities that can actualize into profits with the supply of new products or services. D&B do not have any qualms about the propensity conceptualization of opportunities or the identification of the core ontological element of opportunity in demand-side conditions – and more specifically the desire for new products (or services). However, they argue that according to our very reconceptualization opportunities can be seen as both discoverable and creatable. Thus, the thrust of their critique is that the actualization perspective returns us to the discovery-creation debate. 

We respond that D&B’s very arguments actually transcend the old debate – thus, ipso facto, they refute their core thesis. The debate we rejected centered on the empirically tractable entities of the supply-side phases of business venturing. In our perspective, new ventures or products are not opportunities but the means of opportunity actualization; thus, whether they are discovered or created is simply immaterial to the nature of opportunities themselves (see particularly R&T1: 422; R&T2: 741). Having overlooked this critical issue D&B incorrectly conclude that “rather than escaping the two prongs of the opportunity debate, R&T’s actualization approach lends itself equally to both” (#). D&B’s shrewd arguments about the discovery and creation of desire for new products actually bring to the foreground new prongs of new dilemmas. These dilemmas do not revive conceptions of opportunities as the entities to be discovered or created prior to the actualization of profits. Instead, they point to important epistemological and ontological questions about opportunities as the demand-side conditions of successful entrepreneurship. The impression in D&B’s commentary that their arguments return us to the debate that our “approach is built to avoid” (D&B: #) is caused by their loose use of the words “discovery” and “creation”. 

Instead of examining D&B’s particular arguments that desire can be discovered and created, we will concentrate on the core premise of their critique according to which their arguments revive the discovery-creation dichotomy. Reaching adequate levels of clarity about the meaning of “discovery” and “creation” in our framework vis-à-vis the meaning of these words in the discovery-creation debate will help us rebut D&B’s main critique and simultaneously facilitate the more meaningful evolution of future debates. 
THE DISCOVERY AND CREATION OF WHAT? 
Discovery scholars typically treat opportunities as objectively existing entities that trigger entrepreneurial action when discovered (Kirzner, 1973; Shane 2012). In R&T1 we argued that profit opportunities do exist independently from the thoughts and actions of entrepreneurs but not as actualized entities awaiting discovery. They exist as the unactualized conditions of successful entrepreneurship: opportunities are essentially the demand-side market conditions making the actualization of profits by means of new products objectively possible.
 Accordingly, we argued that it is misleading to treat the discovery of new technologies, products or projects as the discovery of opportunities (e.g., Casson & Wadeson, 2007; Shane & Venkataraman, 2000): these are supply-side means of actualizing opportunities – not opportunities themselves (R&T1: 422).
 There is little doubt, as correctly argued by creation scholarship – contrary to the discovery approach – that opportunities do not exist as abstract metaphysical entities causing entrepreneurship and that novel products and ventures originate from creative entrepreneurial agency (Alvarez & Barney, 2007; Alvarez, Barney, McBride, & Wuebker, 2014). However, we depart from creation scholarship’s practice of naming the products of entrepreneurial creativity “opportunities”. We argue instead that the creation of ventures or products is not the creation of opportunities, but the creative means of opportunity exploitation (R&T2: 741). 
Overall, whether new venture ideas are discovered or products are created does not address the ontology of opportunities, because neither venture ideas nor products are opportunities. Put figuratively, if opportunity is akin to the propensity of the seed to actualize into a flower, then whether a farmer discovers or creates new ways of planting is immaterial to the nature of the seed. It is this key omission that underpins D&B’s false and potentially misleading thesis that, if “these conditions are discoverable and creatable” (#), then we come full circle back to the discovery-creation debate. When “these conditions” are the potentialities of the demand-side, the expressions “opportunity discovery” and “opportunity creation” raise meaningful questions about opportunities that are nevertheless very different from the questions concerning the supply-side means of their actualization. 
NEW PRONGS OF NEW DILEMMAS
D&B’s arguments in favor of discovery and creation actually form two prongs of two different dilemmas concerning two very different types of opportunity. In R&T1 we differentiated between transfactual and agency-intensive opportunities. Transfactual opportunities refer to situations in which active desire for new products exists readily actualizable. Agency-intensive opportunities refer to situations in which desire is not active but can be generated. D&B’s arguments about “discoverable opportunities” refer to transfactual opportunities; and contrary to the ontological sense of “discovery” in earlier debates it posits an epistemological dilemma. It is akin to asking whether the potency of a planted seed is knowable prior to its growing into a flower. In contrast, their arguments about “creatable opportunities” are ontological and refer to what we name agency-intensive opportunities. 
Why arguments for demand creation do not revive the discovery-creation distinction
Since agency-intensive opportunities are a main component of our framework, we concur with D&B’s argument that entrepreneurs often have to generate the “desires as well as the products or services tailored to them” (D&B: #). Contrary to D&B, however, we caution against theorizing “desire-eliciting efforts” (R&T1: 419) as opportunity creation. Our reservations about opportunity creation – once opportunities are conceptualized as demand-side profit propensities – are informed by a dilemma very different from the ones animating the discovery-creation debate: viz., 1) are there objective limits to the possible, or 2) is entrepreneurial achievement ultimately a matter of entrepreneurial effort and creativity (R&T1: 418-421; R&T2: 743)? From a logical standpoint, the rejection of the thesis that opportunities can be created does not entail that they are simply awaiting discovery. It entails that there exist objective limits to what entrepreneurial agency can achieve.
Why the (possible) discovery of demand does not resuscitate the discovery approach

D&B criticize us for not allowing that market demand can be discovered ex ante through market research. D&B apparently assume that we treat market research akin to the “reading of tea-leaves” (#) because they overlook that we did not criticize discovery research for putting excessive faith in market research. Discovery researchers hardly ever question whether market demand exists because it is the discovery of new venture ideas that is the discovery of opportunities (see also Davidsson, 2015). We maintain that opportunities are not knowable for the reasons that make the discovery approach treat them as knowable; namely, their illicit representation as things discovered prior to the discovery of profits. 
It follows that D&B’s argument that demand is discoverable (i.e. knowable) through market research does not return us to the discovery perspective; rather, it brings to the foreground an interesting epistemological puzzle about transfactually-existing propensities. We may not be as optimistic that market demand for truly innovative products can always be discovered through market research techniques. However, we acknowledge that the question of whether (or when) desire can be discovered makes an important research question. We are nevertheless particularly sceptical of D&B’s (#) view that the discovery of desire entails the discovery of opportunity. We do not accept that desire is opportunity because demand is necessary but not sufficient for the existence of opportunity. The countervailing presence of costs, institutional and/or market forces can all make unprofitable the supply of a desirable product (R&T1: 420-421; R&T3: 74). 

In closing, we thank D&B for helping us move more decisively beyond a debate informed by what, according to our perspective, are misrepresentations of opportunity and toward more meaningful philosophical puzzles about opportunities themselves (R&T2: 739-742). Whether we agree with D&B on whether opportunities are discoverable or creatable is beside the point. What principally matters is that we agree that these are the right questions to ask about the discovery and creation of opportunities once we recognize that they fundamentally lie in the demand-side conditions of successful entrepreneurship – not the means of their actualization. 
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� Needless to say, although demand-side conditions are necessary for the existence of opportunity they are not sufficient. Most noticeably, the very intelligibility of the opportunity concept requires that the production of the supply-side means of opportunity actualization should be technologically possible given the scientific advances of the era (R&T2: 738; R&T3: 76). 


� We attributed the supply-side treatment of opportunities to empiricist prejudices (R&T3). Contrary to the propensities of the demand-side that are not empirically observable but detectable ex post through their actualization into profits, the supply-side modes of opportunity exploitation are empirically ex ante. Still, we pointed out that the demand-side conceptualization of opportunities is more consistent with the understandings of real-world entrepreneurs (R&T2). Typically, when entrepreneurs talk about opportunities they are not interested in the opportunity to offer new products or services to consumers, but in the existence of the demand-side conditions that would bring them satisfactory profits.
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