ACCIDENTAL TOURISTS? A COGNITIVE EXPLORATION OF SERENDIPITOUS INTERNATIONALIZATION
Abstract
A substantial body of work views initial foreign market entries (FMEs) as intentional and deliberately planned by proactive entrepreneurs. However, research suggests that FMEs may also occur serendipitously. We take an international opportunity recognition (IOR) perspective and focus on the cognitive underpinnings of serendipitous internationalization processes associated with six ventures. We highlight differences in entrepreneurs’ causal logics and cognitive attributes that, in the process of updating causal logics, create  allow for causal logic updates and therefore oscillations between serendipitous and subsequent planned FMEs, and explain when and why an effectuation logic is more likely to be employed. We extend research on IOR by elaborating a dynamic interaction between planned and unplanned cognition that and provides new insights for the cognitive process perspective on how cognitive processes facilitate opportunity recognition 	Comment by Author: The editor and R1 want this broader anchoring, connection.
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Introduction	Comment by Author: I revised the introduction to make it less IB and more IE (the editor asked for a stronger intro- not sure what that means). Not sure if the intro needs to be more entrepreneurship (general) and focus on general opportunity recognition in the opening paragraph. The revised theoretical background now has this stronger general focus. 

The space constraint has been challenging to deal with both at the initial submission and in the revision (it substantially lengthens the time one needs to spend on the manuscript).

	The identification and exploitation of opportunities for international exchange is a phenomenon that is a foundational, but poorly understood facet of to international entrepreneurship (IE)) scholarship yet it remains poorly understood in many respects. IE researchwork often implicitly assumes that FMEs are preceded by a series of proactive, rational and deliberately managed strategic decisions with respect to market selection, entry mode, timing, that are made on the basis of objective, systematically gathered information and firm-performance-maximizing objectives (e.g., Oviatt and McDougall, 1994; 2005; Young et al., 1989). 
	However, research on this topic also notes  the often unplanned, seemingly accidental, or serendipitous nature of internationalization, particularly initial FMEs (e.g., Crick and Spence, 2005; Ellis, 2000; Meyer and Skak, 2002), the lack of a systematic or strategic approach in market selection processes (e.g., Kalinic, Sarasvathy, & Forza, 2014),  and  inconsistencies between decision-makers’ attitudes toward firm internationalization and actual internationalization behavior (Ibeh, 2003; Baum, Schwens, and Kabst, 2014). RFurther, recent research investigating the outcome of internationalization processes initiated by first-time internationalizers shows has found 	Comment by Author: ISBJ
[bookmark: _Hlk516493174]	that internationalization may be more successful when it is improvised and opportunistic rather than carefully planned and scripted (Bingham, 2009; Kuemmerle, 2005). Yet, our understanding of unplanned and in particular serendipitous FMEs is limited. Consistent with prior research (Dew, 2009; Hohenthal et al., 2003), we use the term serendipitous to denote FMEs that occur as the result of an opportunity recognition process that is sparked through a chance event in which the entrepreneur (or their management team) has no preexisting internationalization intent to internationalize, but, once internationalization occurs,and that is retrospectively qualifies the actd as positive. 
	IOR has been equated with the initiation of international sales (Di Gregorio et al.,; 2008) and has been examined from a variety of perspectives, such as social networks (Coviello and Munro, 1997; Coviello, 2006; Ellis, 2011), industry, resources, and capabilities views (Oviatt and McDougall, 2005; Chandra et al., 2009).  Like the broader research on opportunity recognition (e.g. Shane and Venkataraman, 2000; Shepherd et al, 2007), there is an implicit understanding that IOR is a cognitive process. However, most normative IE theorizing (e.g. Oviatt and McDougall, 1994, 2005) and subsequent empirical research (e.g. Acedo and Florin, 2006; Acedo and Jones, 2007)  has tended to assumes that internationalization is preceded by a proactive, planned, or intentional search for opportunities, and has focused on capturing cognitive attributes (e.g., tolerance for ambiguity, risk perception) that support such a process., Tleaving the issue of serendipitous FMEs, however, remains largely unexplored. Further, this stream of research has mostly taken a cross-sectional approach utilizing surveys aimed at capturing individual traits and has not explored in detail the evolution of the cognitive processes involved in FMEs over time.
	 Preliminary research on serendipitous internationalization (Crick and Spence, 2005; Kalinic et al., 2014; Merrilees et al., 1998; Meyer and Skak, 2002) suggests that a focus on individual decision makers and their  information-processing capabilities is especially relevant for serendipitous FMEs (Crick and Spence, 2005; Kalinic et al., 2014; Merrilees et al., 1998; Meyer and Skak, 2002). For example, Meyer and Skak (2002) argue that serendipitous FMEs in Central and Eastern Europe (CEE) can only be explained by managers’ opportunity recognition abilities, and more specifically their interpretations of the local economic environment. However, research on serendipitous FMEs is in its infancy, and the exact nature of the cognitive processes involved in initial serendipitous FMEs is unclear, as is our understanding of the evolution of these processes over time as entrepreneurs enter new markets. Understanding such processes would not only provide a more complete perspective on FMEs, including FMEs that are typically relegated to the category of “happy accidents” or “luck”, but also on IOR as it unfolds over time. Our guiding question is, what are the cognitive determinants of serendipitous FME’s?
	To explore thisese questionissues, we integrate three emerging research streams. First, we draw on draw on the cognitive process perspective on opportunity recognition (Bhave, 1994; Shane and Venkataraman, 2000; Shepherd et al., 2007; Wood et al,, 2012). Second, we incorporate), research on managerial cognition, particularly research on the role of mental models in information processing (Calori et al., 1994; Kiss and Barr, 2015; Nadkarni and Narayanan, 2007). Finally we , integrate and research on effectual logic (Prashantham et al., 2019; Sarasvathy, 2001; Sarasvathy et al., 2014). We supplement our theoretical analysis of the literature with illustrative data drawn from ongoing research oninvestigate FMEs by six ventures from three emerging economies (Bulgaria, India, and Romania). From this weand develop a set of theoretically and empirically grounded propositions that can serve as the basis of further research. 
	Our study makes several contributions. First, we contribute to the IOR literature (Ellis, 2011; Mainela et al., 2014; Reuber et al., 2018; Zahra et al., 2005) by theoretically elaborating the cognitive processes that support serendipitous FMEs, an important yet often overlooked mode of accessing international markets, and their evolution over time. We highlight the role of different causal logics employed at different stages in the IOR process as well as cognitive attributes, such as cognitive complexity, that allow international entrepreneurs to oscillate between serendipitous and planned FMEs. Thus, we focus attention on cognitive approaches to IOR and echo calls in the literature (Manolova et al., 2002) to move beyond social networks, industry, and capabilities views that tend to dominate this stream of research. 	Comment by Author: ISBJ
	Second, we push forward the growing stream of research on the role of an effectuation logic in IE  (Kalinic et al., 2014; Prashantham et al., 2019; Sarasvathy, 2001; Sarasvathy et al., 2014) by highlighting when and why effectuation logic is more likely to be employed.. Third, by elaborating on a cognitive model associated with a relatively less explored side of opportunity recognition (i.e. serendipitous discoveries) we push forward research on opportunity recognition in general, and in particular the cognitive process perspective on opportunity recognition (e.g., Shepherd et al., 2007; Wood et al., 2012). Finally, we answer calls for research that employs qualitative methodologies to explore cognitions associated with opportunity recognition (Suddaby et al., 2015) and utilizes different country contexts (e.g., Kiss et al., 2012; Bruton et al., 2013) to advance research on this topic. 	Comment by Author: Can be removed to appease R2.	Comment by Wade Danis: I don’t think we need to as we’ve toned down our original text quite a bit (i.e., no longer claiming that the EE empirical context constitutes a contribution to the IE literature)
Theoretical background
Opportunity recognition as a theoretical lens is fundamental to entrepreneurship theory., in particular theory on entrepreneurial action, and has permeated the IE field as Sscholars (e.g., Ellis, 2011; Mainela, Puhakka, & Servais, 2014; Oviatt & McDougall, 2005) have increasingly recognized internationalization as an entrepreneurial act (e.g., Ellis, 2011; Mainela, Puhakka, & Servais, 2014; Oviatt & McDougall, 2005). I Entrepreneurship scholars have long argued that in order to understand entrepreneurial action (i.e. efforts by individuals to identify, develop and/or pursue ideas for the introduction of products, services or business models into specific markets, including international markets), entrepreneurship must be analyzed we need to approach this phenomenon from a process perspective (e.g., Bhave, 1994; Davidsson, 2003; Groen, 2005; Shane & Venkataraman; 2000) with aand focus on how opportunities are identified and exploited.  
Although a variety of explanations and theoretical perspectives have been advanced on the nature (source) and exploitation of opportunities, two perspectives have been particularly influential: the creation and the discovery perspectives. Creation scholars view opportunities as rooted in individuals’ subjective realities and arising from their creative and imaginative actions (e.g., Alvarez & Barney, 2007), while discovery scholars view them as objective artifacts that are discovered by alert individuals (e.g., Kirzner, 1973; 1997; Shane & Venkataraman, 2000). Without discounting the prominent role of individual interpretive processes in opportunity recognition (Gregoire et al., 2010) regardless of the subjective or objective nature of opportunities, we focus our attention primarily on the discovery perspective because of its strong conceptual linkages to the process (serendipitous FME) we are interested in investigating.	Comment by Author: I don’t think we have space for more than this and the next paragraph on the creation vs discovery issue since I also reintroduced text on effectuation and added back a more general contribution to the ENT literature in the discussion (for R1).	Comment by Wade Danis: Agreed.

Yes I (Roy) agree as well.
RWith strong roots in Austrian economics, research conducted by discovery scholars focuses, primarily, on the objective nature of opportunities, seen as situations in which new goods, services, raw materials, and organizing methods can be introduced to better serve consumer needs in markets. Discovery scholars also examine, as well as on the subjective nature of the opportunity recognition and exploitation processes stemming from individuals’ prior knowledge and individual level differences, such as risk perception or self-efficacy (e.g., Shane & Venkatarman, 2000; Shane, 2000; 2012). When reflecting on the process of opportunity recognition, discovery scholars signal important distinctions between systematic search for available opportunities and actual discovery. Systematic search implies that individuals know the outcomes for which they are searching (e.g., underserved market needs) and make cost-effective informational investments (i.e., they search when the benefit of the information to be obtained outweighs the cost of obtaining it) (Fiet, 1996, 2002; Stigler, 1961). In contrast, actual discovery entails surprise and the realization that information received by chance may have value attached to it (Kirzner, 1997).  
The discovery perspective serves as a space for the concept of serendipity (Dew, 2009; Hohenthal et al., 2003). The idea that individuals often discover something that in retrospect turns out to be valuable without deliberately searching for it (i.e., serendipity) is central to scientific progress. Historians often identify serendipity, or happy accidents, as important to the evolution of science, given the regularity with which they leads to important discoveries (Kantorovich & Ne`eman, 1989; Myers, 2007). However, despite its widely acknowledged importance, serendipity and its cognitive underpinnings has received little attention beyond observations that it plays a role in the discovery of new or underserved markets, including international markets (Crick and Spence, 2005; Merrilees et al., 1998) and that individuals’ information interpretation and reasoning abilities are important in this process (Dew, 2009; Hohenthal et al., 2003; Meyer and Skak, 2002). Taken together these arguments suggest the need to take a closer look at the extant research taking a cognitive perspective on opportunity recognition.	Comment by Author: The book mentioned in the response.
The cognitive process perspective on opportunity recognition
 The cognitive process perspective on opportunity recognition views opportunity recognition as a sequence process comprised that consists of both subjective and objective dimensions at each stage (Grégoire et al., 2010; McMullen and Shepherd, 2006; Wood et al., 2012). Iand highlights that in certain cases (e.g. repeat or serial entrepreneurs) this process maintains similar elements over time (Westhead et al., 2005). The objective dimension reflects the context in which individuals operate, whereas the subjective dimension reflects the interpretations that individuals make of that context.  
At the identification stage individuals interpret changes or information signals generated through either internal development of new knowledge or changes in the behavior of relevant actors in the firm’s task and general environments. Attention allocation and interpretation processes have a heightened importance at this stage. Shane and Venkataraman (2000) suggest that individuals possess different stocks of information (i.e., mental schemas) that influence their ability to recognize new information and therefore to recognize an opportunity. However, it is unclear, what aspects related to mental schemas influence initial opportunity identification processes, particularly those that do not involve systematic search.
Work on managerial cognition suggests that structural differences in individuals’ existing mental models (i.e., how information is organized in schemas), particularly in their causal logic, contribute to opportunity recognition is useful to consider here. Causal logic refers to how managers view the relationship between their firm and its environment (Fahey and Narayanan, 1989). A deterministic causal logic assumes that  managers (entrepreneurs) (founders) are more likely to focus their attention on signals received from the firm’s external environment, which they view as the main driver of their actions) while a proactive causal logic assumes that managers (entrepreneursfounders) rely more on internally developed knowledge and view their actions as influencing the environment (Fahey and Narayanan, 1989; Nadkarni and Barr, 2008). 	Comment by Wade Danis: This seems awkward to me. Since the passage is about work on managerial cognition I think it is ok to stick with the term managers (or individuals). The reader should understand implicitly that we’re applying managerial cognition literature to the context of IE.  
As individuals move toward evaluating and forming decisions about exploiting opportunities, different cognitive processes may become relevant, such as rule-based processing (e.g., rules about market demand, resources and capabilities, the wealth-generating potential of opportunities) and perceptions of feasibility or desirability (e.g., Ardichivili, Cardozo, & Ray, 2003; Choi & Shepherd, 2004; Sarasvathy, 2001, 2014; Shane & Venkataraman, 2000). Some authors suggest that decision processes at the evaluation and exploitation stages tend to be highly systematic and organized, with individuals drawing clear causal links between the opportunity identified, its expected value, and courses of action needed to exploit it profitably (e.g., Kirzner, 1997) thus implying a logic of causation (Sarasvathy, 2001; 2014). A logic of causation takes a particular end goal (e.g., internationalization) as a given and focuses on choosing among means to achieve that particular goal (Sarasvathy, 2001). 
In contrast, effectual logic does not begin with a clear goal in mind. An effectual logic takes a set of means as given and focuses on choosing among many possible end goals using that particular set of means (Sarasvathy, 2001). An entrepreneur employing this logic would look to the resources they currently control as a means of achieving any number of alternative future outcomes. According to this way of thinking evaluating and exploiting opportunities are akin to a discovery process, the end result of which is unknown at the outset (Duening, Shepherd, & Czaplewski, 2012; Kirzner, 1997). Effectual logic implies that attributions of expected value are highly influenced by individuals’ risk perceptions, optimism or levels of self-efficacy and actions undertaken or imagined toward opportunity exploitation lack predictive value (Dew, 2009; Sarasvathy, 2001, 2014). Individuals employing an effectual logic tend to avoid prediction-based strategies and employ heuristics that embody five principles: 1) they take a means-based approach and focus on their abilities (i.e. bird-in-hand approach), 2) they focus on what they can afford to lose rather than on prediction of possible gains (i.e. affordable loss), 3) they rely on partnerships (i.e. crazy quilt) to expand their existing resources, 4) they treat surprises as opportunities and harness serendipity and unintended discovery to leverage emergent possibilities (i.e. turn “lemons to lemonade”), and 5) they aim to shape, with others, their environments (i.e. pilot-in-the-plane) rather than adapt to them (Sarasvasthy et al., 2014). Effectuation theory may be particularly well-suited to understanding opportunity evaluation and exploitation in international contexts because such contexts inject additional uncertainty into a firm’s environment as reflected in more diverse and dynamic sociocultural, economic, political and institutional contingencies (Sarasvasthy et al., 2014; Schweizer, Vahlne, & Johanson, 2010) and individuals may be more likely to rely on effectual heuristics when they encounter potential opportunities.

Finally, research that examines opportunity recognition over time (e.g., by serial or portfolio entrepreneurs) also provides contrasting perspectives. Some authors suggest that the success associated with an initial venture coupled with high levels of expertise prompts entrepreneurs to employ similar modes of recognition in subsequent endeavors (Robson et al., 2012; Westhead et al., 2005), thereby suggesting a lack of flexibility in updating mental models (Scott, 1962). However, managerial cognition research suggests managers update their understandings (i.e., mental models) and the modes in which they identify and interpret environmental signals particularly when previous actions taken to exploit similar events are perceived to have clear links to firm performance (Barr, 1998). Cognitive complexity (i.e. the breadth and diversity of knowledge embedded in the mental model) has been linked to managers’ superior information processing capabilities, improved understanding of strategic issues from a variety of perspectives, and openness to strategy reformulation (Bartunek et al., 1983; Nadkarni and Narayanan, 2007).	Comment by Author: ISBJ
In summary, prior work provides diverse arguments about the cognitive mechanisms associated with serendipitous opportunity recognition that may also apply to serendipitous IOR, and provides limited insights into how these mechanisms change over time. We attempt to elucidate these issues through our study set in the context of internationalizing firms which explores both initial and subsequent FMEs.	Comment by Author: I am not sure what other transition is needed here. I tried to make the connection between IOR and OR more visible throughout the text. I think bringing in this connection and contribution is what the editor and the reveiwers are probably looking for but feel free to edit this paragraph if more is needed.	Comment by Wade Danis:  Their main issue was that most of our literature review is focused on OR generally, whereas our methods seem focused on IOR (at least that’s my interpretation). I think the paragraph you’ve added does what they’ve asked for – i.e., transitions from OR to IOR.

Roy: I think the sharp transition works well here. No need for a more elaborate segue.
Methods
We aim to identify and interpret elements of the IOR process. Because the type of IOR process we seek to understand is poorly understood in the literature our study is a theory elaboration effort (Lee, 1999; Suddaby, 2006). We adopt a multiple case study research design because it is a research strategy that allows us to engage in deep investigations of dynamic and complex processes (Eisenhardt, 1989). The case study design for theory building and elaboration has been widely used in the internationalization literature (cf., Welch et al., 2011, Chetty et al., 2014). Further, we adopt a longitudinal case design (Chetty et al., 2014, Chetty, 1996) due to our interest in understanding a complex process that unfolds over time. 	Comment by Author: R1 suggested this. Eisenhardt is cited in this article (first quadrant) as the main proponent of this. Highlighted in the response	Comment by Author: ISBJ cite and good explanation for why a longitudinal design is needed.
To select firms wWe  employed a theoretical sampling approach and focused was on identifying firms that exemplify the unique phenomenon under consideration (Cope, 2005,  ;Eisenhardt, 1989; Eisenhardt & Graebner, 2007). Consistent with  preliminary research on serendipitous FMEs (e.g., Meyer and Skak, 2002) we conjectured that the dynamic institutional conditions that characterize emerging countries enhance the likelihood of entrepreneurs engaging in serendipitous FMEs, so that we focused on identifying cases from three emerging countries (Bulgaria, India, and Romania) that we were familiar with. In keeping with research on IOR and the cognitive process approach adopted, the focus was on privately founded firms where the lead entrepreneur  was still present,  the firm had internationalized within ten years of inception (Coviello & Jones, 2004; Kiss et al., 2013), and was engaged in multiple FMEs. Our aim to understand the phenomenon in a systematic way made us agnostic to the firm’s current age and industry as initial sampling criteria (Ghauri, 2004; Kalinic et al. 2014).	Comment by Author: Optional ISBJ cite.
We identified firms that met our theoretical sampling criteria through a snowball sampling technique initiated by information provided by local Chambers of Commerce and personal referrals. Our selection process generated 13 firms from Bulgaria, India, and Romania. The selection of 13 cases is consistent with a saturation threshold logic (Eisenhardt, 1989; Eisenhardt & Graebner, 2008) in which the patterns that started to emerge from the initial cases were reemerging in subsequent cases despite differences in firm industry, age, and country. Therefore, we decided to limit the overall sample to 13 cases. entrepreneur	Comment by Wade Danis: I’m assuming the deletions/edits to this passage were intended to appease R2 and deemphasize the EE angle?
Data collection 
Our principal means of data collection was semi-structured interviews with each firm’s lead-entrepreneur in 2013. We followed guidelines on rigorous qualitative research methods (Glaser, 1965; Lincoln and Guba, 1985) and supplemented our interview data with information from firm web sites, e-mails, participant observation (e.g., participation in an annual shareholder meeting, office visits during order fulfillment, and factory visits), phone conversations, and follow-up inquires to confirm the firm’s internationalization trajectory (i.e., FME dates and locations). We conducted follow-up interviews in 2014  approximately one year after the initial data-collection process, to inquire about additional FMEs. In conducting interviews, we allowed sufficient time for our discussions; the duration of the initial interviews ranged from approximately 60 to 90 minutes, with follow-up interviews ranging from 20 to 45 minutes. Overall, this approach ensured the credibility (internal validity) of the data collected and allowed exploration of IOR at different points in time (Goulding, 1992). 	Comment by Wade Danis: I don’t care for this term. I’m guessing it was adopted to address R2’s concern about the management team? In any case, we did not interview “lead entrepreneurs” (whatever those are) – we interviewed founders. I’d prefer to stick with our original terminology rather than introduce new, ambiguous terms. R2 was simply asking for us to broaden our definition of serendipitous IOR, not change the terminology throughout.
Consistent with our theory elaboration approach, interviews were considered an appropriate method of obtaining data because they have “the potential to generate rich and detailed accounts of the individual’s experience” (Goulding, 2002, p. 59). Additionally, face-to-face interviews allowed informants to share their “subjective experiences and attitudes” (Perakyla & Ruusuvuori, 2011, p. 529; Patton, 1990), which was critical to our study and consistent with the theoretical perspective employed (Suddaby et al., 2015). Prior to the meetings, the informants were told only about the general topic of the study (internationalization). During the interviews, they were prompted to answer open-ended questions about the circumstances in which initial and subsequent FMEs occurred. 	Comment by Author: I added this back in to partially address R1’s concerns about data and analysis related issues. Need to provide page numbers in the response.	Comment by Wade Danis: Inserted page references (though another approach would simply be to note that we substantially revised and expanded the Methods section, and let the reviewer re-read it in its entirety). 
[bookmark: _GoBack]We used the language of ‘what, who, where, why, when, and how’ to guide the interview protocol (Coviello, 2006; Pettigrew, Woodman, & Cameron, 2001), established a “back-in-time” cognitive frame for our initial interviews, and limited our interventions to the maximum extent possible. We further advised the informants that neither they nor their companies’ identities would be divulged either in the transcribed data or in the results of our research, thereby encouraging candor and further reducing the potential for biased responses. This approach ensured data reliability (Shah and Corley, 2006). For the Bulgarian and Romanian informants, the interview protocol was translated, and interviews were conducted in the informant’s native language. The interviews were recorded, transcribed and translated into English following standard back-translation procedures. Taken together, these techniques ensured that both researcher biases (e.g., imposing our own view of the internationalization process during data collection) and informant biases (e.g., recall bias and misrepresentation) were minimized (Bingham & Davis, 2012; Calori et al., 1994; Eden et al., 1992).
Analysis
We reviewed the literature and developed a broad coding scheme upon which all authors agreed. We used a three-stage coding process: we first coded cases based on whether initial FME was serendipitous or planned, focusing on key words such as “planning”, “strategic”, “intent”, “want” and “desire,” in statements made by entrepreneurs when prompted to speak about initial internationalization. Cases where entrepreneurs indicated they 1) had no initial internationalization intent, and 2) this act was retrospectively viewed as beneficial for the company, were coded as serendipitous. Conversely, cases were coded as planned when initial intent to internationalize was mentioned. Six cases were coded as serendipitous and were the primary focus of theory development. Following Miles and Huberman (1994) opposite (i.e. planned) cases were used as comparators to confirm/disconfirm the elaborated theory. 
The case profiles are summarized in Table. Figure 1 provides information on the firms’ internationalization trajectories. Information on firm year of internationalization is presented on the X-axis while information related to countries entered is provided (as distance from home country) on the Y-axis. The three letter acronyms are the country abbreviations used by the United Nations. The legend of the graph lists the firms’ abbreviated names,  founding, and initial FME years.
Table 1 and Figure 1
	We next classified the nature of the environmental signals or changes surrounding initial opportunity identification and indicated whether changes arose from development of new knowledge by individuals, in the entrepreneur’s interpersonal networks (e.g., a happenstance new connection), the firm’s task environment (e.g., actions by competitors or customers), or the general environment (e.g., market liberalization and global economic downturns) (Dew, 2009; Wood et al., 2012). We then focused on identifying statements relevant to the subsequent stages of IOR (i.e., evaluation and exploitation). In the final stage, we coded subsequent FMEs as either serendipitous or planned. 
Given the anticipated importance of entrepreneurs’ mental models at the opportunity identification stage, we implemented the causal mapping approach (Axelrod, 1976) because it generates visually interpretable cognitive maps and alows explorations of their structural attributes, such as the overall complexity of the map or the type of causal logic that it reflects. Causal mapping, is a form of content analysis that focuses on causal assertions within documents (e.g., interview transcripts, letters to shareholders etc.) (Eden, 1992; Huff, 1990; Nelson et al., 2000). To minimize the impact of researcher biases on causal map analyses, we used coders with similar skills, computed inter-coder reliability, and controlled for the length of the interviews in our analyses. Building on the idea that mental models are cognitive structures that represent organized knowledge about a given concept or circumstance (such as the firm, its resources, and its environment) and contain both attributes of the concept and the relationships among the attributes (e.g., Daft and Weick, 1984; Fiske and Taylor, 1991), we manually identifiedstatements that depicted causal relationships among firm actions, firm resources, firm performance, and the environment ;(e.g.,) these four broad categories are most relevant when focusing on the mental models of strategic decision-makers (Calori et al., 1994; Kiss and Barr, 2015; Nadkarni and Barr, 2008).  First, two raters (an author and a graduate MBA student blind to the study’s purpose) independently identified these statements. (agreement  was88.3%,  κ = 0.812). Next, the same coders separated causal statements into causes and effects (98.8% agreement, κ = 0.932) and generated raw “environmental,” “firm action,” “resources,” and “performance” concepts.This process generated 101 raw concepts. In the third step, we developed broad conceptual categories representing the environment, firm action, resources, and performance (Kiss and Barr, 2015; Nadkarni and Barr, 2008). In the final step, we asked two blind coders—experts who were familiar with management terminology—to validate the categorization of raw concepts into broad categories (86.2% agreement, κ = 0.824). To categorize concepts for which agreement was not 100%, we utilized the majority rule. The resulting categorization scheme was similar to schemes previously developed in the literature (e.g., Kiss and Barr, 2015), andfurther validated our approach.   Sample partial and full causal maps developed  through causal mapping are included in Appendix A. The partial maps (Figure A1) provide information about the number and directionality of environment-actions links and was used to determine the type of causal logic employed. The full maps include all links (Figure A2) and were used to determine entrepreneurs’ overall level of cognitive complexity.  The information derived from the maps is summarized in Table 2.	Comment by Author:  to further increase the “trustworthiness of the data” and analysis comment.
Findings
The process we uncovered and the associated propositions are summarized in Figure 2. 
Figure 2 
Our analyses suggest that precipitating circumstances (i.e. changes and information signals) associated with the identification stage of serendipitous FMEs range from chance encounters that result in new interpersonal connections to unexpected actions by known actors in the firm’s task environment (e.g., an existing customer that makes an internationalization proposition) to broader shocks or changes in the general environment that present unforeseen opportunities for internationalization. For example, the founderentrepreneur of R-Steel had no intent to pursue business opportunities abroad because he was more concerned with attracting attention from potentially large domestic clients. He is still puzzled about how a large French firm was able to contact him only a few months into the firm’s existence: “So after I started, as I told you I started in January 2005, in September 2005 they found us, I don’t know how, probably through the Chamber of Commerce and Industry.” B-Pack received visits from prospective customers in neighboring countries as the global financial crisis was unfolding: “I am almost sure that I am not mixing the year... ‘98 in the end, which means in the beginning of ‘99… we had interested customers visiting us from neighboring countries, Serbia, Macedonia. Kosovo was still part of Serbia, so we started selling polyethylene film to Kosovo as well.” Similarly, B-Sport received a visit from an Austrian firm that “was not selected by some special criteria. [The Austrian partner] came to us and wanted us to work together.” I-Appliance found its products in high demand after rising manufacturing prices forced a large Swedish company to look elsewhere for components: “Manufacturing in Sweden was not attractive... [Costs] were going up there, so not that attractive. So ultimately, they closed their cylinder factories. They had to buy cylinders from us. That’s how our entry into the export market in a good way happened.” 	Comment by Wade Danis: Again, I'm not sure why we keep switching terms or introducing new ones. As I recall, in virtually all cases we interviewed founders of the firm and we are using this term synonomously with entrepreneur (we can say this in a footnote or in parentheses someplace if this helps). Stylistically, I think the using the term "entrepreneur" in these passages works less well than our original term - i.e., founder. 
Our analysis further revealed that the informants identified interpersonal connections as the predominant means by which they identified international opportunities (four of the six serendipitous cases). For example, R-Furniture’s founderentrepreneur first met his German partner while visiting his sister in Germany; the two became friends and later developed a business relationship that led to the firm’s first sale in Germany. Similarly, one of I-Acad’s founderentrepreneurs learned about internationalization opportunities through a chance connection with an American professor, and R-Steel and B-Sport’s founderentrepreneurs struck deals with “complete strangers” (i.e., prospective partners from France and Austria looking for cheaper options for sourcing some of their input materials). 	Comment by Wade Danis: See my comment in the reviewer replies about terminology.
Overall, our cases provide evidence of founderentrepreneurs’ attention to “external” environmental signals occurring in the firm’s relational (i.e. networks), task, and general environments instead of internal goals or motivation to solve specific issues (e.g., the procurement of specific resources) or problems (e.g., poor firm performance) at this stage in IOR.  We found that entrepreneurs notice both signals related to their prior knowledge and experience (Shane and Venkataraman, 2000) and unfamiliar signals that “stand out” against the general background. Signals related to prior knowledge and experience originate from  existing network partners while unfamiliar signals are related to  political crises, economic downturn or originate from happenstance encounters (Shepherd et al., 2007; Styles, 2006). 
Taken together these insights suggest that founderentrepreneurs with a deterministic causal logic who believe that the environment influences their actions and are therefore more attuned to changes occurring in their environments are more likely to be involved in serendipitous FMEs. The causal mapping performed on the six  cases support these assertions as each of the founderentrepreneurs associated with these cases  initially employed a deterministic causal logic. Figure A.1 in the appendix graphically illustrates this point for R-Steel and B-Sport while Table 2 (second and third columns) lists the number of deterministic and proactive links for each serendipitous founderentrepreneur during initial opportunity identification. We note that in each case there is a higher number of environment →organizational action links, indicative of a deterministic causal logic  than organizational action →environment links, indicative of a proactive causal logic. 
Table 2 
We suggest that:
Proposition 1) FounderEntrepreneurs are likely to employ a deterministic causal logic in the opportunity identification stage of serendipitous FMEs. 
At the evaluation and exploitation of opportunities stages of serendipitous FMEs founderentrepreneurs relied on rules regarding market demand, resources, and opportunity wealth-generating potential to assess the viability (attractiveness) of international opportunities and engage in the exploitation of those opportunities (Wood et al., 2012; Wood and Williams, 2014). However, the manner in which founderentrepreneurs applied these rules indicated  a relatively unstructured approach, with founderentrepreneurs making attributions of expected value and use of resources based on various personal attributes such as risk perceptions, optimism, and levels of self-efficacy along with imagining and/or devising actions that lacked predictive value suggestive of an effectual logic (Sarasvathy, 2001, 2014). Further, in each case we found evidence that multiple key effectuation principles (e.g., affordable loss,  pilot-in-the-plane , lemonade, and crazy quilt) mentioned in the literature were at play at this stage (Table 3).
Table 3
For example, B-Pack’s founderentrepreneur emphasizes that, “Until this so-called global crisis came, the Bulgarian market was probably near 80%. The crisis forced us, thank God, to look for new markets and countries.” “We had the necessary equipment and capabilities to do it… because it is not easy.” “The equipment is expensive. Our last investment was nearly 15 million BGN. So, to start doing this during a crisis is just absurd.” He then focused on “affordable” losses: “We focused on these countries because they are close to us, shipping costs are negligible, there is no language barrier, no need for a qualified management team that offers production.” Once again, this founderentrepreneur again demonstrated an aversion to planning—and implicitly, causation—when asked about the organization of existing and near-future export operations: “In the next five years, whoever and whatever anyone is saying, he/she is either going to be dreaming or complaining, or he/she would be a shaman.”
B-Sport’s founderentrepreneur emphasizes that the organization of export activities, in light of new EU standards, “…had to happen, and it didn’t matter for us what we had to do.” R-Furniture’s founderentrepreneur’s more general perspective on the company’s founding process and subsequent internationalization suggests that “making lemonade out of lemons” is an integral part of embracing and exploiting the unexpected: “It was an opportunity, and generally very much I... at least the decisions I made or the decisions about what happened with R-Furniture, because I made decisions as I went on, they were made, let’s say, as opportunities showed up. Because we were at such small level, you couldn’t, how should I say, you couldn’t make decisions so that you can say that in a year I’ll do this. I mean it was very little predictability for what would come next. Especially the way the market was.” We suggest that:
Proposition 2) FounderEntrepreneurs are likely to employ an effectual logic in the opportunity exploitation stage of serendipitous FMEs. 
Analysis of the opportunity identification processes associated with subsequent FMEs revealed that in four (R-Steel, B_Pack, I_Acad, and I_Appliance) of the six serendipitous cases, a shift toward more purposeful approaches occurred. The founderentrepreneurs’ pattern of attention allocation shifted toward a heightened importance of internally driven sources of change (i.e., development of new knowledge by individuals) for opportunity identification. Furthermore, signals received from the task and general environments were interpreted as cues for actions that shape the environment instead of reacting to it suggesting a shift toward proactive causal logic. 
For example, after some unexpected initial orders and the use of an exclusive partner for ten years, I-Appliance is now actively and directly pursuing partners abroad. B-Pack was able to leverage the experience and knowledge acquired from its initial customers to subsequent international pursuits. Its founderentrepreneur highlights, “Alongside our customers, we got an idea and because of the new information, we expanded our production capacity, began to participate in fairs and made a decent range of customers from the countries of former Yugoslavia.” Although R-Steel was international from its inception in 2005, almost ten years into the firm’s existence, its founderentrepreneur decided to pursue international opportunities more purposefully and aggressively: “I intend to buy a house at the border of France and Germany this year [2014] and spend two weeks each month in that area to closely monitor business opportunities. I found that something gets lost when communicating via electronic means with the French and they do better with oral communication. I want to be there and personally develop these relationships. I want to focus more on the European market, and the two countries I mentioned in particular.” I-Appliance’s founderentrepreneur highlights, “We’re now identifying these fairs through the Indian associations… and we get good customers,” and “we have someone in Europe now who’s promoting us.” 
To further investigate this idea we relied on the causal mapping procedure. Column four of Table 2 reveals a higher number of organizational actions →environment links compared to the number of environment →organizational actions (third column) for the four cases (R_Steel, B_Pack, I_Appliance, and I_Acad), in which the shift occurred.  Figure A.1 illustrates this point for a case (R-Steel) in which the shift from deterministic toward a proactive causal logic occurred and one (B-Sport) in which this shift did not occur. We suggest that:
Proposition 3a) FounderEntrepreneurs are likely to employ a proactive causal logic during the opportunity identification stage of planned FMEs.

When trying to find an explanation for these updates,  we turned our attention to the data and found that perceived success (e.g., higher sales and acquisition of new market share or customers) associated with the exploitation of international opportunities initially identified through serendipity leads, in some cases to an update to the causal logic used in subsequent opportunity identification. For example, R-Steel’s founderentrepreneur views the firm’s entry into the French and German markets, “the economic vortex of Europe,” as “something that took us very far” and now is “all up to us.” B-Pack’s founderentrepreneur emphasizes that success in the Serbian market translated into “expanded production capacity” and the active pursuit of additional markets, whereas I-Acad’s founderentrepreneur states that the “markets we already have (i.e., the U.S. and the E.U.) are so lucrative...” and that” once they are saturated we will start looking at the other end (i.e., Australia and other countries in Asia).” I-Appliance’s founderentrepreneur highlights that Yemen and Saudi Arabia (from which the firm’s first unsolicited orders were received in 1996) have been “big markets for us” but to anticipate industry trends, “we are now looking at focusing within Europe, small companies with small requirements.” 
Taken together this evidence suggests that founderentrepreneurs were engaged in a process of experiential learning in which the lessons learned at each successful entry were important enough to lead to a more substantial shift in their overall understanding (i.e. mental model) . We suggest that:
Proposition 3b) Perceived success associated with the exploitation of international opportunities initially identified through serendipity is associated with updates in entrepreneurs’ causal logic and thus a shift from deterministic to proactive causal logic in subsequent opportunity identification.
There was significant variation in the amount of time that it took the founderentrepreneurs to update their causal logic or to shift and alternate between the two logics. In the cases of I-Acad and B-Pack, this update occurred relatively quickly, whereas in the cases of R-Steel and I-Appliance, such updates occurred at around the 10-year mark. In contrast, in the cases of R-Furniture and B-Sport, updates did not occur (Table 2). We compared the statements made by the founderentrepreneurs of companies whose shifts in logic occurred quickly and the statements made by the founderentrepreneurs of companies whose updates occurred slowly, or did not occur. For example, R-Steel’s, R-Furniture’s and B-Sport’s founderentrepreneurs repeatedly emphasized an exclusive focus on their initial foreign partners for international exchanges. This reliance persists even though none of the firms are contractually precluded from pursuing other international partners and market conditions have substantially changed since their initial internationalization. B-Sport’s founderentrepreneur rigidly maintains, “I’m telling you again, that was determined only by the partners with whom he worked at the time. We do not care about which country, which partner, the name does not apply to us.” In contrast, B-Pack’s founderentrepreneur was open to exploring a variety of options to internationalize soon after the firm’s initial serendipitous entry into the Yugoslavian market: “Alongside our customers, we got an idea and because of the new information, we expanded our production capacity, began to participate in fairs and made a decent range of customers from the countries of former Yugoslavia.”  We concluded that these statements are indicative of  certain degree of flexibility and adaptability in the cases were updates occurred and of cognitive entrenchment , or rigidity in the cases where updates occurred more slowly or did not occur.
We engaged in additional causal-map analyses to further support these preliminary insights. First, visual comparisons of the full causal maps derived suggested that differences in the maps’ overall degree of complexity (i.e., the number of concepts and connections among those concepts) might provide some insight into this issue. For example, the I-Acad founderentrepreneur’s full causal map exhibited a greater degree of complexity than the B-Sport founderentrepreneur’s full causal map (Figure A.2 and A.3 in the Appendix). The additional structural analyses performed on the full causal maps summarized in Table 2 revealed that entrepreneurs who quickly shifted toward a proactive causal logic exhibited maps with greater degrees of complexity than the entrepreneurs who either did not shift toward a proactive causal logic or who shifted more slowly. 
Mental model complexity has been linked to managers’ openness to strategy reformulation their use of dynamic learning processes when looking for alternative ways to  position their firms and therefore their ability to update their mental models and or employ alternative mental models (Bartunek et al., 1983). We suggest that:
Proposition 4) FounderEntrepreneurs with higher levels of cognitive complexity who perceive serendipitous FME opportunities to be successfully exploited will update their causal logic more quickly.
Unlike the unstructured manner in which founderentrepreneurs applied the rules about market demand, resources, and opportunity for wealth-generating potential during the evaluation and exploitation decisions associated with serendipitous FMEs, the evaluation and exploitation of purposefully identified international opportunities consisted of more structured, systematic, and rational decision-making processes. FounderEntrepreneurs drew clear causal links among the opportunities identified, their expected value, and necessary courses of actions, including resource allocation, to profitably exploit those opportunities (Fiet, 1996; Kirzner, 1997)  (Table 4).
Table 4
For example, R-Steel’s founderentrepreneur is now independently operating in the French market and has very clear expectations about that market’s growth potential, allocating significant funds for French marketing and advertising. I-Appliance’s founderentrepreneur made several investments in upgrading manufacturing facilities and adjusting the company’s product offerings to appeal to European customers: “So the first thing that we are doing is to upgrade our facilities here, which would appeal to the European customer in terms of how we have it… We are investing in the European market… we developed 0.34-L bottles to appeal to them.” Both B-Pack and I-Acad’s founderentrepreneurs have recently applied for various grants and subsidies for their current international operations because they have specific financial expectations of these applications. B-Pack’s founderentrepreneur emphasizes, “The project is for approximately 3 million and 300-400 thousand Levs. If we manage, from the European funds we will receive a 2 million Lev refund, which is a serious amount." To further confirm these findings we also examined evidence provided in our contrasting cases (Miles and Huberman, 1984) and found that the founderentrepreneurs associated with these cases apply rule-based processing in a consistent and systematic manner throughout their international trajectories.
Taken together, this evidence confirms that entrepreneurs are likely to employ a logic of causation, which implies that founderentrepreneurs are more systematic and organized in their decision making processes and are able to  draw clear causal links between the international opportunity identified, its expected returns, and actions needed to exploit it profitably at this stage (Sarasvathy, 2001; Sarasvathy et al., 2014). We suggest that:
Proposition 5) FounderEntrepreneurs are likely to employ a logic of causation in the opportunity exploitation stage of planned FMEs. 
Discussion and implications 
We undertook this study to gain an understanding of initial serendipitous FMEs and their impact on the subsequent  evolution of a firm’s international trajectory. We found that at the opportunity identification stage of serendipitous FMEs structural differences in founderentrepreneurs’ mental models, particularly their causal logics, help explain why founderentrepreneurs associated with initial serendipitous FMEs focus their attention on external information signals and identify them as opportunities for international actions. FounderEntrepreneurs associated with serendipitous FMEs employ a deterministic causal logic, which orients their attention to signals received from familiar and unfamiliar external sources ranging from network partners to economic crises. Thus, our findings provide more clarity into how international entrepreneurs that do not have a preexisting motivation or intention to internationalize are still able to identify initial internationalization opportunities.
We also found that the evaluation and successful exploitation of opportunities associated with initial serendipitous FMEs does not depend on a systematic and structured process of matching firm-level capabilities with identified opportunities and accurately anticipating their financial value but instead stem from reasoning processes that consider and enact existing contingencies (e.g., resource limitations). More specifically, we found that founderentrepreneurs rely on a logic of effectuation, taking a means-based approach and focusing on their locally developed abilities to navigate the business system, manage their affordable losses, and rely on their exiting partners to successfully expand their resource profiles and exploit these opportunities. Thus, our analyses provide clarity on the stage in the IOR process associated with serendipitous FMEs when an effectual logic is likely to be employed. 
By taking a longitudinal perspective and exploring the firms’ subsequent internationalization trajectory we also focused on why founderentrepreneurs continue to be involved in serendipitous FMEs or, in contrast, switch to planned FMEs. The extent to which founderentrepreneurs who initially pursue serendipitous FMEs engage in similar entries over time is strongly dependent on whether they update their causal logic and rely on internally developed knowledge to identify subsequent international opportunities. The perceived success associated with the exploitation of serendipitous FMEs prompts this update; however, the speed at which this update occurs is strongly influenced by the overall level of complexity exhibited in a founderentrepreneur’s mental model. 
Taken together, these findings extend research on IOR and on IE (Chandra et al., 2009; Di Gregorio et al., 2008; Ellis, 2011; Manolova et al ., 2002; Oviatt and McDougall, 2005; Reuber et al., 2018). First, whereas  much research on IOR and normative IE theorizing in IE has focused on exogenous country, firm, and industry characteristics to explain differences in FMEs and firm internationalization trajectories (Cerrato & Fernhaber, 2018), our study extends such work by suggesting that differences in how individuals interpret these characteristics and act upon them are an important but often theoretically overlooked aspect of FMEin IE. We suggest that a focus on the individuals engaged in IOR, and in particular a shift in attention from a trait-based approach toward mental model attributes and/or the reasoning processes employed at different stages in the opportunity recognition process can provide new insights into FMEs, in particular initial serendipitous FMEs. Such an approach provides a finer-grained perspective on FMEs because it distinguishes theoretically between FMEs that are strategic or planned and those that are serendipitous, and helps explain how FME processes vary in terms of timing, country choices, and internationalization trajectories when other explanations fall short. 
Further, by taking a longitudinal approach and studying both initial and subsequent FMEs our study addresses limitations identified in  field reviews (Mainela et al., 2014) where studies have overwhelmingly focused on initial FMEs using cross-sectional approaches. Our approach enabled us to identify cognitive complexity as an important attribute to consider, particularly in research that explores longitudinal processes of IOR and serial international entrepreneurship. Cognitive complexity explains the extent to which entrepreneurs engage in similar modes of IOR over time and the ease with which they transition between serendipitous and planned FMEs.
Second, our findings contribute to research on effectuation in IE (Kalinic et al., 2014; Sarasvathy, 2001; Sarasvathy et al., 2014; Prashantham et al., 2019). We find that founderEntrepreneurs who initially lack intent to internationalize employ an effectual logic as they decide to exploit serendipitous international opportunities, whereas founderentrepreneurs who systematically pursue international opportunities are more likely to rely on a logic of causation. This suggests that entrepreneurs employ different decision processes (effectual vs. causal) and causal logics (proactive vs. deterministic) depending on the nature of the international opportunity (serendipitous vs. planned) and the stage of FME (identification vs. exploitation). By illuminating some of the contingencies that determine when different decision processes and causal logics are more/less likely to be used, we provide more precision to the growing stream of work on effectuation in IE.
Third, we further unpack the black box of cognition associated with opportunity recognition. Our findings related to the deterministic causal logic employed by some entrepreneurs at the initial opportunity identification stage raise the interesting possibility that actual discoveries may not be the result of “flashes of superior insight,” superior cognitive abilities or a separate alertness schema (e.g., Gaglio and Katz, 2001); instead, they might be the result of differences in how knowledge is structured in entrepreneurs’ mental models. We suggest that a focus on measures and methods devised to capture mental model attributes might improve our understanding of opportunity identification processes and help advance our theorizing beyond the problematic issue of capturing alertness (cf. Gaglio and Katz, 2001). Further, we answer calls (e.g., Wood et al., 2012to provide a more nuanced understanding of the connection between the cognitive processes and attributes relevant at various stages of the opportunity recognition process. The finding that entrepreneurs who initially lack intent or motivation to internationalize employ an effectual logic as they decide to exploit international opportunities, whereas entrepreneurs who systematically pursue international opportunities are more likely to rely on a logic of causation, provides more precision to research on rule-based processing (e.g., Wood and Williams, 2014) Furthermore, our study provides preliminary empirical validation for the notion that effectuation and serendipity are intertwined (Dew, 2009) and highlights the importance of separating opportunity identification and exploitation to better understand how effectuation logic is relevant to serendipitous discoveries.,We also suggest that cognitive complexity is an important attribute to consider in research that explores serial and portfolio entrepreneurship because it helps explain the extent to which entrepreneurs engage in similar modes of opportunity recognition over time and the ease with which they transition between systematic search and actual discovery. 
Finally, we answer calls (e.g., Bruton et al., 2013; Kiss et al., 2012; MSuddaby et al., 2015) to employ theory and methods that facilitate explorations of the cognitive processes associated with opportunity recognition in a wider range of country contexts and increase the relevance of research on this topic.Our work also has implications for practicing or aspiring entrepreneurs, policy makers, and entrepreneurship educators. Much normative research (cf. Dew, 2009) implies that entrepreneurs should make carefully considered, cost-effective investments in information that signal the value of opportunities whereas research on spontaneous recognition suggests that opportunities can and will be discovered without active search (Shane, 2000). We suggest that both approaches are viable depending on the nature of the opportunity and stage of FME. Entrepreneurs need to find the right balance between attending to and dismissing unexpected contingencies. While the business planning approaches advocated in many entrepreneurship programs certainly have value, our work suggests that entrepreneurs should acknowledge and, where possible, leverage serendipity. Moreover, when business-planning approaches are adopted by policy makers, educators and investors (e.g., the requirement of a formal business plan as a precondition for financing or acceptance into a business incubator), those approaches should be used flexibly such that unanticipated contingencies may be exploited.
A final important takeaway is that entrepreneurs who do not purposefully plan FMEs may still reap benefits similar to those enjoyed by entrepreneurs who do. However, as entrepreneurs’ views of the world change over time, and as environmental conditions change, it becomes important to develop and invest in cognitive capabilities (such as complexity) that allow quick adaptation to emergent conditions. 

Contextual boundaries, limitations, and future research
Several contextual boundaries and limitations associated with our study may warrant future research. First, the study’s external validity is limited to the context of internationalizing firms, particularly those that internationalized relatively early in their existence. However, FMEs and opportunity recognition processes are also relevant for mature or diversified firms. The extent to which serendipitous FMEs occur in these settings, and the role that is played by managerial cognition in these process of international opportunity recognition, is an important empirical question. 
Second, the nature of our research question prompted us to select a sample of cases from emerging economies. Although this approach allowed us to address criticism related to theory building from developed country samples, it is not without limitations. Future comparative research that addresses this issue in other national contexts will provide for further refinement and testing of our theorizing. 
Third, and related to the second point, the findings of our study are based on data collected between 2014 and 2015 through interviews with lead entrepreneurs of ventures from three emerging economies. Although most of our initial questions were related to the firms’ initial internationalization processes, and thus the country’s current institutional and technological setting was less relevant it is possible that subsequent internationalization processes and the phenomena described in the second part of the model might have been affected (precipitated) by rapid technological advancements that allow information to circulate faster. Future research may want to tease out these issues by  validating our model with more recent data.	Comment by Author: I tried to address R1is concern but I really don’t see what the exact problem is. Given the nature of the phenomenon studied the more recent the data the less accurate the recollection. The only difference I can foresee is that by using more recent data and focusing on more recent firms the time gap between serendipity and proactive is reduced (i.e. the realization comes faster becomes information circulates faster). However te reason for updating cognition is still success.	Comment by Wade Danis: I actually would prefer not to list this as a limitation. As I noted in my initial reply to R1, our data is not particularly old compared to other published studies in ISBJ, or elsewhere. I realize that the editor asked for us to acknowledge “old data” as a limitation but none of the other studies in ISBJ do this, as I noted in my initial response. I think additional clarity in the paper about when the data was collected, and a thoughtful response (along the lines we’ve already developed, minus the part about listing it as a limitation) is all that’s required. Also, the paragraph below about “real time” methodologies probably addresses the “old data” issue just as well, without using that terminology specifically.
[bookmark: _Hlk10535350]Fourth, recent research suggests that the breadth and depth of firm internalization trajectories can be traded off to minimize risks and have implications for firm performance (Cerrato & Fernhaber, 2018). The trajectories observed in Figure 1 suggest that Indian entrepreneurs are more adept at pursuing geographically distant opportunities focusing on internationalization breadth while European entrepreneurs are regionally committed and suggest the need for additional work and methods (e.g. verbal protocols) that investigate cognitive processes involved in opportunity evaluation in cross-country settings to understand these differences and their implications.
Fifth, the methodology employed has both strengths and weaknesses. Interview-based case studies allowed us to focus on a phenomenon that is retrospective in nature (i.e., serendipitous FMEs) and hard to capture through real-time methodologies given its unpredictability, and to employ causal mapping to capture structural properties associated with mental models. However, this approach did not allow us to capture other cognitive processes (e.g., processes of association) that are relevant at various stages of opportunity recognition. Future research employing ethnographic or experimental methods might help address this issue. 
Finally, our study builds on a large body of research on opportunity recognition that takes an individual level perspective on opportunity recognition,. However top management team level processes such as transactive  memory systems and prior shared experience  leads to shared cognitions (e.g., Bruneel, Clarysse, and Autio, 2018) and may shape IOR. Future research taking a TMT perspective and a longitudinal approach could reveal new insights into this process.	Comment by Author: ISBJ cite.
Conclusion	Comment by Author: New section.
Our study calls into question key assumptions on the nature of initial and subsequent international opportunity recognition processes and sheds new light on serendipitous FMEs. By taking a cognitive process perspective we found key differences in entrepreneurs’ causal logics depending on the nature (serendipitous or planned) of FMEsand identified a key cognitive attribute, cognitive complexity, that allows for causal logic updates and therefore oscillations between serendipitous and planned FMEs. We also show that effectuation logic is more likely to be employed in the exploitation stage of serendipitous FMEs. We extends research IOR and highlight connections to the broader research on opportunity recognition. and hope that this study, and the questions raised herein, will spur additional research on the nature of opportunity recognition in a wider range of contexts.
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Figure 1
Firm trajectories  (S-serendipitous entry, P–planned entry)
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Figure 2
A cognitive process perspective on serendipitous internationalization



Table 1
Case profiles
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Table 2
Causal logic change in revealed partial causal maps and level of complexity in revealed full causal maps
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Illustrative quotations for effectuation logic
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Table 4
Illustrative quotations for causation logic

[image: ]







44




Figure A.1
Example of partial causal maps that illustrate causal logics employed at the opportunity identification stage (D- Deterministic Links; P-Proactive Links)
[image: U:\Proiect Serendipity\JIBS revision\Final revision JIBS_June 3\One map.jpg]
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APPENDIX
Figure A.2
Full causal map for I_Acad
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 Figure A.3
Full causal map for B_Sport 
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Note s :      1.   Nomenclature of firm name is in the following format: First initial of firm home  country_firm industry. Thus B_Sport denotes a Bulgarian firm in the sporting goods  industry,  I_Appliance denotes an Indian firm in the appliances industry, R_Steel denotes  a Romanian firm in the steel industry, etc.   2.   Th e n ames of the  countries   entered  appear next to   S   (serendipit ous entry) and  P (planned )  and  are abbreviated  using  the United Nation s count ry codes.   Thus S NPL   stands for a   serendipitous entry in Ne pal, P HUN     stands for a planned entry in H u ngary , etc.  
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First Foreign Market 

Entry  

Year (Country)

B_ Sport 1993 Y N Y 304 94% 2002 (Austria)

Inquiry from Austrian contact in 

the founder’s business network 

Export

B_Pack 1991 Y N N 200 45% 1998 (Serbia)

Serbian inquiry given turmoil in 

Serbia and proximity to Bulgaria

Export

I_Acad 2012 N N Y 22 100% 2012 (USA)

US inquiry from education 

network of founder 

Export

I_Appliance 1989 Y N Y 500 15% 1995 (Sweden)

High manufacturing costs in 

Sweden led customer to seek 

production in India

Export

R_Steel 2005 Y N Y 57 60% 2005 (France)

Unsolicited order from France 

through Chamber of Commerce

Export

R_Furniture 2003 Y Y Y 12 10% 2003 (Germany)

Inquiry from German contact in 

the founder’s personal network

Export

Notes:

International 

Sales

Precipitating event Foreign 

Market 

Entry 

Mode

1. Nomenclature of firm name is in the following format: First initial of firm home country_firm industry. Thus B_Sport denotes a Bulgarian firm in the sporting goods industry, 

I_Appliance denotes an Indian firm in the appliances industry, R_Steel denotes a Romanian firm in the steel industry, etc.

2. Table reflects data only for cases where the initial FME was coded as serendipitous.
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Number of deterministic Number of proactive Number of deterministic Number of proactive

(environment→ action) 

links

(action → environment) 

links

(environment→ action) 

links

 (action → environment) 

links

R_Steel 3 1 2 4 Y (9) 1.62

R_Furniture 4 0 9 2 N 1.35

B_Pack 3 1 2 3 Y (1) 1.5

B_Sport 3 0 4 1 N 1

I_Acad 6 0 2 3 Y(2) 1.72

I_Appliance 4 0 3 4 Y(10) 1.44

Notes: 

* IOR is an acronym for International Opportunity Recognition

** Complexity is computed by dividing the total number of links between full causal map concepts by the total number of full causal map concepts (a higher 

value indicates higher cognitive complexity); following Calori et al., 1994 resulting values were adjusted by interview length (number of words).
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Effectuation principle Source (case) Illustrative Quotation

B_Pack

Until this so-called global crisis came, the Bulgarian market was probably near 80%.

The crisis forced us, thank God, to look for new markets and countries’... ‘And we had the necessary 

equipment and capabilities to do it.’... ‘because it is not easy.’ The equipment is expensive. Our last 

investment was nearly 15 million BGN. So, to start doing this during times of a crisis is just 

absurd.

R_Furniture

It was an opportunity, and generally very much I... at least the decisions I made or the decisions 

about what happened with R- Furniture, because I made decisions as I went on, they were made, 

let’s say, as opportunities showed up. Because we were at such small level, you couldn’t, how should 

I say, you couldn’t make decisions so that you can say that in a year I’ll do this. I mean it was very 

little predictability for what would come next. Especially the way the market was...

I_Appliance

Living in a time of shortages… if I had to now say that, okay, then what made us capable of selling 

these products in the export or international markets, it took us a long time…First 1 ½, 2 years, the 

products were coming out of Sweden.  In Sweden they were making them for 25- 30 years.  And their 

equipment was different.  Their quality was different.  There were many aspects – material was 

different.  You know, you didn’t get all those grades of material in India.  So there was an issue.  It 

took us about 1 ½, - 2 years to actually get the whole thing right.

B_Sport

The organization of export activities, given new EU standards…had to happen and it didn’t matter 

for us what we had to do.

B_Pack

We focused on these countries because they are close to us, shipping costs are negligible, there is 

no language barrier, no need for a qualified management team that offers production.

R_Furniture

We have work, give me, let’s go, let’s move forward we’ll see how it goes… Anyway it was that 

period from 2005 until 2009, until 2008 actually, when our turn over doubled every year. And you 

didn’t really worry.

R_Furniture

The partner in the Netherlands who helped me start the business went bankrupt in a very beautiful 

way. I lost about 30-40,000 euros following... and I haven’t recovered them. In that moment I put in, 

let’s say I activated all my ties and connections whatever else I had, so that I’d find other clients.

I-Acad

The initial part of building our sales... was done primarily through the alumni networks…because 

these groups and networks of college of the university help you reach out much easier.  

Crazy quilt

Lemonade and pilot-

in-the-plane

Affordable loss
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Source (case)

Illustrative Quotation

This is a non-stop production, energy-intensive production, with many people, constant break-

downs the providers of the machinery are Western companies...we must always keep some 

stock of spare parts.

We have signed the contract, we have paid... on the fifth of July, the machines will be delivered 

and afterwards, we will be waiting for our money to be refunded...the project we got involved 

with is a bit more serious. With it, we will expand the range of products that we offer, through 

the program "Competitiveness". The project is for about 3 million and 300-400 thousand Levs. 

If we manage, through the European funds, we will receive a 2 million Lev refund, which is 

serious.

We have increased the number of clients from France and our online presence. Translating 

our website in 4 languages, investing in a search optimizer, and improving its layout are the 

best marketing strategies we’ve recently implemented.

We installed a siren that goes off at 7 AM, 11 AM, 11:30 AM, and 4 PM and 15 surveillance 

cameras. Things couldn’t go better. We’ve grown from 57 to 64 employees and productivity 

has dramatically improved. We have a high retention rate, a 3-month trial period, and people 

are happy to work here.

So the first thing which we are doing is to upgrade our facilities here, which would appeal to 

the European customer in terms of how we have it…We are investing in the European 

market…we developed the 0.34 l bottles to appeal to them.

I see the cylinder business going up.  But at some stage, I see the Saudi and Yemen business 

probably coming down soon.  That is the reason why we are trying to move it ...towards some 

of these European countries.

So my price in the spectrum of whether I price it high or low, I’m going to sell those 15,000, 

20,000 cylinders.  So I price it in such a way that I decide what kind of margin I need…but the 

bottom line is we need to bring down our promotion costs to a more reasonable level.

The only logical way that we thought about was that we go by the research grants and 

endowments that each of these business schools would have. And that would define the 

capitalization for us in terms of what we can cater to. And if you look at the Financial Times 

top 100 lists, I think 85 or 87 of them lie in the markets that we are operating.

I think the market is still pretty big for us to grow in that direction and we would increase the 

workforce further.

The government gives you help in the sense that, if you are in a regular business otherwise, 

you have to pay service tax on the income that you are generating. Whatever the foreign 

earning you are generating, you don’t have to pay a service tax on that. So from a taxation 

purpose that definitely helps...when internationalizing.

I-Appliance

I-Acad

B-Pack

R-Steel
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