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ABSTRACT

INVESTIGATING INTERACTIONS IN AN ENTREPRENEURIAL
ECOSYSTEM: THE CASE OF INDIVIDUAL YOUNG ENTREPRENEURSHIP
(BiGG) SUPPORT PROGRAM IN TURKEY

ERDOLU, Seyhmus Ekin
M.S., The Department of Science and Technology Policy Studies
Supervisor: Prof. Dr. ibrahim Semih AKCOMAK

December 2022, 126 pages

Entrepreneurship is a collaborative social process that involves diverse set of actors
and activities. Researchers in policy studies often describe these entrepreneurial
activities involving these actors through a set of social and financial interactions. In
recent years, some policy studies have begun to concentrate on particular regions or
countries and focus on understanding the entrepreneurial dynamics in these contexts.
To refer to these dynamics, the researchers introduced the concept of “entrepreneurial
ecosystem”. This thesis investigates the interaction dynamics in the entrepreneurial
ecosystem in Turkey focusing on a public support initiative: the TUBITAK Individual
Young Entrepreneurship (the BiGG) Program. The thesis is built around three
questions: (1) What type of interactions does the BiGG program facilitate? (2) How
do various actors that conduct or participate in the program interact? (3) What kind of
benefits or feedback do these interactions facilitate? By researching these questions,
the thesis relies on the qualitative inductive methodology, including the review of
secondary sources about the program framework and 30 in-depth interviews with the
participating actors. It offers a detailed analysis, description, and documentation of the

activities, actors, and interactions under the BiGG program framework. The findings



would help enrich our understanding of the entrepreneurial ecosystem in Turkey,

reveal its effects and limitations, and provide a basis for policy implications.

Keywords: Entrepreneurial Ecosystem, Public Support Program, Interaction and
Collaboration among Ecosystem Actors, Feedback Mechanisms



oz

GIRISIMCILIK EKOSISTEMINDEKI ETKILESIMLERIN INCELENMESI:
TURKIYE'DE BIREYSEL GENC GIRISIMCILIK (BiGG) DESTEK PROGRAMI
ORNEGI

ERDOLU, Seyhmus Ekin
Yiksek Lisans, Bilim ve Teknoloji Politikas1 Calismalar1 Bolumu
Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. ibrahim Semih AKCOMAK

Aralik 2022, 126 sayfa

Girisimcilik, ¢esitli aktorleri ve faaliyetleri igeren is birligi icindeki sosyal bir siirectir.
Politika caligmalar1 yiiriiten arastirmacilar genellikle girisimcilik faaliyetlerinin bu
aktorler arasindaki bir dizi sosyal ve finansal etkilesim yoluyla gerceklestigini
tanimlamaktadir. Son yillarda baz1 politika ¢alismalar belirli bolgelere veya iilkelere
odaklanmaya ve bu baglamlardaki girisimcilik dinamiklerini anlamakla ilgilenmeye
baslamistir. Bu dinamiklere atifta bulunmak icin arastirmacilar “girisimcilik
ekosistemi” kavramini ortaya atmiglardir. Bu tez ¢alismasinin amaci, Tirkiye
girisimcilik ekosistemindeki etkilesim dinamiklerini kamu destek girisimi olan
TUBITAK Bireysel Geng Girisimcilik (BiGG) Programi kapsaminda arastirmaktir. Bu
tez caligmasi ii¢ soru etrafinda sekillenmektedir: (1) BiGG programi ne tiir
etkilesimleri kolaylastirtyor? (2) Programi yiiriiten veya programa katilan cesitli
aktorler nasil etkilesime giriyor? (3) Bu etkilesimler ne tiir faydalar ya da geri
bildirimler sagliyor? Bu sorular1 arastiran tez, program iceriginin anlagilmasi icin
ikincil kaynaklarin incelenmesi ve program katilimcist aktdrlerle yapilan 30
derinlemesine miilakati igeren nitel tiimevarim yontemine dayanmaktadir. Bu sayede

tez ¢alismasi1 BiGG programi gercevesindeki faaliyetlerin, aktorlerin ve etkilesimlerin
vi



detayl1 bir analizini ve anlatimini sunmaktadir. Bulgular, Tiirkiye’nin girisimcilik
ekosistemine iligkin anlayisimizi zenginlestirmeye, etkilerini ve sinirliliklarini ortaya

cikaramaya ve politika uygulamalar1 i¢in girdi olusturmaya yardime1 olacaktir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Girisimcilik Ekosistemi, Kamu Destek Programi, Ekosistem
Aktorlerinin Etkilesimi ve Isbirligi, Geri Bildirim Mekanizmalari
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Entrepreneurship is a collaborative social process that involves a diverse set of actors
and various activities. Researchers in policy studies often describe these
entrepreneurial activities happening between these actors and through a set of social
and financial interactions. On the other hand, some researchers like to explain these
activities and interactions within the conceptual framework call as the “entrepreneurial
ecosystem.” Analyzing and understanding how these interactions perform in practice
may help reveal their effects and limitations in the ecosystem, which may provide a

basis for policy implications.

The term entrepreneurial ecosystem is also commonly used in Turkey’s
entrepreneurship context, particularly by public and private sector participants.
Despite the widespread use of this term, detailed empirical analyses of interaction
dynamics in the Turkish ecosystem are limited. The previous studies have mainly
focused on the analyses of the overall ecosystem environment, analysis of the
ecosystem instruments and their outcomes, and policy assessments of existing
frameworks. This thesis focuses on the most prominent public support program in
Turkey called TUBITAK, the Individual Young Entrepreneurship (BiGG) Program,

in order to analyze and describe the activities, actors, and interactions in detail.

This thesis investigates the BiGG program’s framework and actor interactions under
three research questions: (1) What type of interactions does the BiGG program
facilitate? (2) How do various actors that conduct or participate in the program
interact? (3) What kind of benefits or feedback do these interactions facilitate? To
investigate these questions, the thesis relies on the qualitative inductive methodology.
More specifically, a field study that includes the review of secondary sources about
the program framework and in-depth interviews with the participating actors.
1



The following Chapter 2 provides the background to this study through a brief review
on the description of the term “entrepreneurial ecosystem” and on the studies that
emphasize the actors and interactions within various entrepreneurial contexts. This
chapter identifies the research gap as interactions within the entrepreneurial
ecosystems and how those interactions can help to sustain the ecosystem. Chapter 3
outlines the research elements of this thesis. This chapter starts with a brief
introduction to the BiGG program and why it is selected as a field study. It continues
with the description of the research questions and scope as well as the data collection

and analysis methods used in the field study.

Chapter 4 reports on the findings of the field study. First, this chapter gives a brief
overview of public support programs for entrepreneurship in Turkey to identify the
BiGG program’s position in this context. Then, this chapter describes the BiGG
program framework in terms of participants’ roles, multiple phases, and multi-program
execution. Second, this chapter presents the type of interactions between TUBITAK,
the implementing agencies, and entrepreneurs, which are initiated during the selection
of those agencies and program implementation. Here, this chapter describes certain
activities in an implementing agency selection process that facilitate interactions
between TUBITAK and the implementing agencies. Following that, the chapter
identifies the interactions during the program implementation in two categories: (1)
formal interactions structured by the implementation framework and (2) the informal
unseen interactions that the field study has revealed. It also describes in detail how
these interactions are performed. The chapter finally describes the benefits of these

interactions for the entrepreneurs, the implementing agency, and the ecosystem.

Finally, Chapter 5 includes summarized findings of this study as well as a discussion
on the critical point of the BiGG program as an ecosystem approach. This chapter also
provides policy implications for increasing (1) the impacts of the BiGG program on
the ecosystem and (2) the efficiency of the BiGG program. Limitations and further

studies are also presented in this section.



CHAPTER 2

BACKGROUND

Entrepreneurship has increasingly become an area of interest that various disciplines
in policy studies engage with. Several studies show that entrepreneurial activity has an
impact on economic development in terms of growth, job creation, innovation, total
factor productivity, and market competitiveness (Toma et al., 2014; Audretsch et al.,
2015; Feki & Mnif, 2016; Erken et al., 2018). To increase the economic impact of
entrepreneurial activity, policymakers give much interest in how public policy and
other support efforts work for creating an enabling environment that promotes

different aspects of entrepreneurial activity.

In recent years, some policy studies have begun to concentrate on particular regions or
countries and focus on understanding the entrepreneurial dynamics in these contexts.
To refer to these dynamics, the researchers introduced the concept of an
“entrepreneurial ecosystem.” The ecosystem approach provides a deep understanding
of how entrepreneurial activity occurs in a particular context, the strengths and
weaknesses of the ecosystem, and ultimately highlights policy implications. Thus, the
broader approach of this thesis is to investigate the interaction dynamics in the
entrepreneurial ecosystem in Turkey. Within this approach, my research aims to trace
and reveal the activities that facilitate interactions between entrepreneurial ecosystem
actors and to examine their outcomes and benefits by focusing on a particular support

program in Turkey.

This chapter gives a brief background about the entrepreneurial ecosystem to pinpoint

the position of this thesis in the literature. Section 2.1. describes the conceptual

framework of the entrepreneurial ecosystem concept and presents definitions. Section

2.2. explains the interaction and interdependency of elements and actors within the

ecosystem. Section 2.3. presents studies focusing on the entrepreneurial ecosystem
3



concept in emerging economies. Section 2.4. provides the importance of the
governance mechanism that includes the role of public policy and entrepreneurship
support organizations in the entrepreneurial ecosystem. Lastly, Section 2.5. discusses

research gaps that this thesis addresses.
2.1. Entrepreneurial ecosystem

The entrepreneurial ecosystem is a relatively new concept that researchers, scholars,
and policymakers show much interest. The concept of the ecosystem has been drawn
from biology into policy studies. In biology, it refers to “the complex of living
organisms, their physical environment, and all their interrelationships in a particular
unit of space” (Britannica, 2022). Previous policy studies have adopted the ecosystem
analogy in order to understand the dynamics and performance of the business
environment as well as national or regional innovation systems in a particular
economy. However, an entrepreneurial ecosystem is different from other system
approaches because it emphasizes social, institutional, and relational characteristics of
ecosystem actors (Brown & Mason, 2017; Alaassar et al., 2022), and entrepreneurs are
the leading actor that shapes those characteristics by exploiting opportunities (Feld,
2012; Stam, 2015; Acs et al., 2017).

Various researchers have recently attempted to define and conceptually frame what an
entrepreneurial ecosystem is. Since ecosystem approaches to entrepreneurship are
defined in different ways and scales (Malecki, 2018), several studies have not yet led
to a broad consensus on the definition of this concept (Stam, 2015). Nevertheless, a
few general definitions in the literature have become more prominent. One of them is
Stam’s (2015) definition identifying an entrepreneurial ecosystem as a group of
interdependent and coordinated actors and factors that enable a productive
entrepreneurship environment. Another is Audretsch & Belitski (2017) describing an
ecosystem as institutional, organizational, and other systemic factors that interact and
influence the identification and commercialization of entrepreneurial opportunities.
Lastly, Mason & Brown's (2014) definition should be noted. According to this
definition, the entrepreneurial ecosystem includes entrepreneurs, entrepreneurial

organizations (venture capitalists, business angels, banks), and institutions



(universities, public initiatives) that interact with each other to connect, mediate, and

govern the entrepreneurial environment.

Aside from not having a widely accepted definition, the concept of entrepreneurial
ecosystem term is also under-theorized (Cao & Shi, 2021; Wurth et al., 2022). This is
also because there is no one type of entrepreneurial ecosystem, meaning that the
elements and actors that constitute an ecosystem often vary across different contexts.
Some researchers are interested in conceptually identifying these elements and actors,
and producing high-level understandings of the interrelations between these towards
developing general theories. For instance, Isenberg (2011) emphasizes six domains
with hundreds of specific elements to explain the entrepreneurial ecosystem. These
domains are policy, finance, culture, support, human capital, and markets (Figure 1).
Similarly, the World Economic Forum (2014) identifies eight pillars for the
entrepreneurial ecosystem: accessible market, human capital, finance, support
systems/mentors, government and regulatory framework, education and training,
universities, and cultural support. Lastly, Stam & van de Ven (2021) put (1)
institutional arrangements (formal institutions, culture, networks) and (2) resource
endowments (infrastructure, intermediaries, finance, knowledge) as the interactive
elements of the entrepreneurial ecosystem to have productive entrepreneurship.
Several studies like the ones highlighted mainly concentrate on conceptually framing
the ecosystem by elements and actors in order to reach a general definition. Studies
describing how an entrepreneurial ecosystem in a particular geographical context
works regarding the interactions and coordination among its elements and actors
remain limited in the literature. This thesis aims to provide a detailed description of
these interactions. Knowing that the characteristics of these interactions vary between
different business cultural contexts, it also advocates for studying those
characteristics within their specific contexts. This will help produce site-specific
descriptions that theoretical approaches may not fully account, and therefore enrich

our understanding of entrepreneurial interactions.
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Figure 1: Domains of the entrepreneurial ecosystem by Isenberg (2011)

Source: Isenberg, 2011

Apart from conceptual frameworks, some studies have contextually and empirically
framed ecosystem features, dynamics, and performance at the level of a country,
region, city, university, and support program (Rice et al., 2014; Stam, 2014; Spigel,
2016; Spigel, 2017; Miller & Acs, 2017). A significant example is Spigel’s study
(2017), which examined the ecosystem's material (policies, universities,
infrastructure), social (networks, investment capitals, mentors), and cultural
(supportive environment) attributes (Figure 2) within two regions of Canada. Spigel
(2017) revealed that (1) each attribute (ecosystem elements) supports as well as
reinforces each other in the ecosystem and (2) different types of relations and
interactions between the ecosystem attributes occurred in those regions. Accordingly,
Stam (2018) developed an ecosystem framework for the ecosystem elements and how

these elements impact the outcomes, quality, and performance of the ecosystem in 12
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regions in the Netherlands. Another example is Miller & Acs's (2017) study which
constructs an ecosystem framework by exploring the case of the University of Chicago
to understand how value creation was produced and governed within a campus
ecosystem. These studies show that investigating the dynamics of an entrepreneurial
ecosystem in a particular geographical or institutional context is important because the
dynamics, elements, actors, and performance within an entrepreneurial ecosystem
diversify across different contexts. There is no one-size-fits-all approach to studying
this concept. This thesis contributes to these efforts with a detailed study of the
ecosystem elements and actors in the context of a specific entrepreneurship support

program in Turkey.

Supports

= = = Reenforces
Policies

Universities
Infrastructures
Open Markets

Support Services

Material
Attributes

Social Networks Worker Talent
Attributes Mentors and Investment
Role Models Capitals
Cultural

Histories of

Attributes i
Supportive Culture Entreprenuership

Figure 2: Relationships Among Ecosystem Attributes by Spigel (2017)
Source: Spigel, 2017

2.2. Interactions among ecosystem actors

Even though studies on the entrepreneurial ecosystem vary in different ways and
scales, standard features and qualities are highlighted across various ecosystem

definitions and frameworks. These are (1) multi-actor involvement, (2) the effects of
7



various elements, and (3) the concepts of collaboration, network, interdependency, and
interaction. Instead of focusing on the actors, entrepreneurial ecosystem research has
primarily focused on examining and describing the internal functions of the ecosystem
and interactions among its structural elements such as finance or infrastructure.
Interaction and interdependency between the different actors of a particular ecosystem
have been overlooked. Yet, studying these elements is essential because the
performance of the entrepreneurial ecosystem is thought to depend on the interaction
and interdependencies among individuals, institutions, and organizations. Moreover,
they enhance access to resources and knowledge and promote collaboration in the
entrepreneurial ecosystem (Roundy et al., 2018; Cho et al., 2022; Scott et al., 2022).
Thus, analyzing and explaining how the actors make and enact these interactions is
crucial for understanding ecosystem dynamics and producing new frameworks and

feedback for policy studies.

Studies suggest that the entrepreneurial ecosystem involves multiple actors coexisting
in a social environment. The primary actors are the entrepreneurs who benefit from
and exploit the opportunities to shape the system dynamics (Feld, 2012; Stam, 2015).
Other than the entrepreneurs, there are other essential players such as government,
universities, investors, mentors, and service providers who are regarded as "feeders"
to the entrepreneurs who are regarded as "leaders" within the start-up community
(Feld, 2012). As governments facilitate new environments for these communities, all
these actors interact, and these interactions shape the entrepreneurial ecosystem (Feld,
2012; Stam, 2015). Similarly, Brown & Mason (2017) also highlighted the
interrelationships, including the entrepreneurial actors (e.g., entrepreneurs, incubators,
accelerators), resource providers (e.g., financial providers, universities), culture (e.g.,
role models and education), and connectors (e.g., former entrepreneurs, organizations
and programs funded by industry and government) (Figure 3). This thesis relies on
Mason & Brown’s (2016) taxonomy on interaction or interrelation between ecosystem
actors (and aspects). It investigates how interactions occurred among the
entrepreneurial actors and connectors, and how these interactions facilitate resource

flows (knowledge, finance, feedback).
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Figure 3: Main aspects of ecosystem taxonomy by Mason & Brown (2016)
Source: Mason & Brown (2016)

To understand the interactions among actors within an entrepreneurial ecosystem,
some researchers rely on theoretical frameworks to examine interaction dynamics. For
example, Fubah & Moos (2021) classify different theories and their relevance for
entrepreneurial ecosystem research. Their study emphasizes that social capital theory,
network theory, knowledge spillover theory, resource dependency theory, and
stakeholder theory can be applied to understand the interaction and interdependency
dynamics of the entrepreneurial ecosystem. In another study, Hernandez-Chea et al.
(2021) empirically examine how intermediation activities (in incubators) shape the
collaboration patterns in the entrepreneurial ecosystem through the lens of one-sided,
joint, and mutual dependency-based collaborations. Another study by Theodoraki &
Messeghem (2018) investigated that structural (relationships within a network),
cognitive (common goals and shared culture), and relational (trust and norms) social
capital dimensions enhance the functioning and sustainability of the university-based
entrepreneurial ecosystem. In addition, some scholars have adopted institutional
theory to examine the role of institutions and how different actors behave in the
entrepreneurial ecosystem (Auschra et al., 2019; Pocek, 2022; Audretsch et al., 2021).
Conversely, this thesis does not rely on a specific theoretical framework and does not

formulate its research questions according to theories. Instead, a list of theoretical



concepts is employed to explain the revealed qualities or dynamics of interactions and

interdependencies.

Only a few empirical studies examined the interactions among the actors that drive the
entrepreneurial ecosystem. An example is Motoyama & Knowlton’s (2016) analysis
of the connections among entrepreneurs, support organizations, and between those in
St. Louis. The authors examined (1) the government sponsorship in entrepreneurship
facilitates entrepreneurs (cohort) to help each other with resources in the ecosystem
and found that (2) this sponsorship enables coordination among local entrepreneurship
support organizations. Another example is Alaassar et al.’s (2022) investigation of
how the actors’ interaction facilitates the creation of new ventures in the financial
technology ecosystem of Singapore. Findings from their fieldwork are categorized as
(1) interaction dynamics of the ecosystem enable both financial and knowledge
transfer between various actors, (2) intermediation activities by several institutions
such as incubators, or governmental platforms connect entrepreneurs to other
ecosystem actors, and (3) various actors such as venture capitalists and government-
led or other support organizations are open to support in terms of financing and sharing
experience. As these studies show, understanding how interactions within an
ecosystem facilitate local collaborations and coordination and resource sharing
(knowledge and finance) among all actors helps leverage the benefit of the
entrepreneurial ecosystem. Similarly, this thesis has attempted to extend these studies

into the entrepreneurial ecosystem in Turkey.

These studies reviewed show that macro-level concepts or elements, such as policy or
finance, cannot fully explain the functioning of an entrepreneurial ecosystem. Instead,
it is how these concepts are enacted through social interactions. Interaction and
interdependency among entrepreneurs, intermediary organizations, universities,
venture capital, and government shapes those elements such as policy, finance,
infrastructure, and culture which structurally facilitates the entrepreneurial ecosystem.
Thus, how such policy or finance is enacted through social interactions is critical to
complement these explanations. As such, this thesis investigates the interaction
between entrepreneurs, intermediary institutions (incubators), and a government-
funded institution under the public entrepreneurship support program in Turkey to
understand how interactions shape the elements that facilitate the ecosystem.
10



2.3. Entrepreneurial ecosystem in emerging economies

The conceptual and empirical studies reviewed have analyzed entrepreneurial
ecosystem concepts by zooming into advanced economies or regions. However, the
application of the models built based on advanced economies in emerging economies
can be problematic because the diversity of opportunities, interaction dynamics, and
effectiveness of the entrepreneurial ecosystem is contingent upon the country’s
development level as well as context-specific characteristics. In the literature, scholars
emphasized three critical deficiencies to challenge adopting advanced economy
models into emerging economies: resource scarcities, structural and institutional gaps
(Cao & Shi, 2021; Qoriawan & Apriliyanti, 2022; Andrade et al., 2022). Moreover,
resource scarcities (e.g., financial and knowledge) and structural gaps (e.g., the
absence of actors or networks) are caused by the lack of interactions and
interdependencies within a particular entrepreneurial ecosystem. That is why revealing
the unigque dynamics of an ecosystem in an emerging economy may provide

policymakers with a deep understanding of the ecosystem dynamics.

The existing research on the entrepreneurial ecosystem in emerging economies has
mainly investigated gaps and barriers (Qoriawan & Apriliyanti, 2022; Khokhawala &
lyer, 2021), examined the role and impact of institutional intermediaries such as
incubators or accelerators (Goswami et al., 2018; Armanios et al., 2017; Dultt et al.,
2016), and studied the role and effects of government and policy implications (Yusoff
et al., 2018) to reveal the dynamics of the entrepreneurial ecosystem. Most of these
studies have attempted to demonstrate how the ecosystem works within a particular
system. Still, not many efforts focus on the interaction between ecosystem actors in
emerging economies. Only a limited number of studies profoundly examine the
interaction dynamics of the entrepreneurial ecosystem in emerging economies.
Besides the ones highlighted, Junior et al. (2016) conducted a quantitative study
examining and evaluating Brazil's entrepreneurial ecosystem dynamics. This study
found that the interaction between entrepreneurs and institutions (especially
universities) is poor, which is the primary bottleneck in Brazilian high-impact

entrepreneurship.
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Similarly, only a few studies conduct site-specific research on how the entrepreneurial
ecosystem work and how interaction and interdependency among ecosystem actors
and elements in Turkey. One example is the study by Belitski & Buyukbalci (2019),
which builds an ecosystem model for two cities (Istanbul, Turkey, and Reading, United
Kingdom) based on grounded theory and ethnography-based case studies. It describes
ecosystem elements, actors, and their complementary effects of the interaction among
them on the ecosystem. The study presents relevant findings for the ecosystem in
Istanbul, which are (1) local institutions (universities and Technoparks) connectors
play a crucial role in easier access to resources, (2) the government-backed fundings
mechanisms in alliance with support programs run by universities lead to a strong
connection between ecosystem actors, and (3) the type of interactions among
ecosystem actors and contextual factors matters in the entrepreneurial ecosystem.
Besides interaction dynamics, other studies have focused on the determinants of
entrepreneurial intention (Karadeniz & Ozdemir, 2009; Turker & Selcuk, 2009;
Cetindamar et al., 2012; Oner & Kunday, 2016; Beyhan & Findik, 2018; Tunali &
Sener, 2019), success factors (Benzing et al., 2009), and assessment of support
organizations and policies (Akcomak & Taymaz, 2007; Ozdemir & Sehitoglu, 2009;
Sungur, 2015). Thus, this study aims to contribute to the literature with such an effort
that analyzes the interactions among entities within a specific entrepreneurship support

program in Turkey.
2.4. Governance of the entrepreneurial ecosystem

The entrepreneurial ecosystem has evolutionary nature through interaction between
elements and actors over time (Cohen, 2006; Malecki, 2018; Cho et al., 2022). The
evaluation can be initiated by the entrepreneurship outcomes that have a positive
feedback impact on shaping ecosystem elements and institutions (Roundy et al., 2017;
Stam & van de Ven, 2021). For example, Spigel (2017) argues that support
organizations enable network ties with mentors or capitalists, and this ultimately
reinforces ecosystem culture by creating various activities and success stories. On the
other hand, there have been different governance structures of the entrepreneurial
ecosystem due to their evolutionary nature. Colombelli et al. (2019) argue that the
entrepreneurial ecosystem changes from hierarchical to relational governance as it
evolves into birth, transition, and consolidation phases over time. This study also
12



suggests how anchor actors (local universities and a public institution that is a central
player in fostering science and technology) evolve into ecosystem actors in the later
phases of an entrepreneurial ecosystem. The interaction dynamics within the
entrepreneurial ecosystem are the determinants for the evolution, maturity, and
sustainability of the entrepreneurial ecosystem. This thesis identifies what a
geography-specific ecosystem looks like and how interaction dynamics turn into

benefits in the ecosystem.

Furthermore, the governance of the entrepreneurial ecosystem diversifies concerning
how the ecosystem is created, shaped, and governed within the context. Colombo et
al. (2019) claim that the entrepreneurial ecosystem is either artificial (top-down
approach) or natural (bottom-up approach). In such a bottom-up approach (e.g., Silicon
Valley), the entrepreneurial ecosystem builds through a natural process in which path
dependency and culture are the critical factors. On the contrary, top-down approach
ecosystems are systems in that resources and facilities are created and shaped by the
government as the “feeder” of an ecosystem (Stam, 2015; Feld, 2012). Most emerging
economies have a top-down ecosystem approach to compensating deficiencies such as
resource scarcities, structural gaps, and institutional gaps, as well as to developing an
efficient and sustainable entrepreneurial ecosystem. That is why public policy, and
government-funded or private intermediary organizations are vital to foster an

entrepreneurial ecosystem, particularly where entrepreneurial activities are scarce.

Public policy works for creating a supportive and fertile environment that promotes
different aspects of entrepreneurial activity. Through public policy, the government,
especially in emerging economies, is considered the primary resource provider for
supporting new ventures, supplying physical structure, and sustaining the investment
environment (Melaas & Zhang, 2016). In the context of the entrepreneurial ecosystem
in emerging economies, public policy for entrepreneurship is generally a top-down
policy decision to foster entrepreneurial activities and address deficiencies. However,
top-down policy efforts may not be productive (Lucas & Fuller, 2017) or may not have
much impact on system dynamics due to missing complex interactions between system
elements (Autio & Levie, 2017). Instead, it could be effective when a policy is made
through bottom-up feedback, stakeholder engagement, and consultation in the
entrepreneurial ecosystem (Autio & Levie, 2017). An argument OECD case study of
13



Estonia shows that policy decisions supporting the entrepreneurial ecosystem should
be made by incorporating various stakeholders (OECD, 2020). Due to the interactive
dynamics of the entrepreneurial ecosystem, such feedback mechanisms from
ecosystem actors and organizations to policy institutions provides more effective
policies to develop or support the entrepreneurial ecosystem. However, research on
the feedback mechanism from entrepreneurs and other organizations to policymakers
is limited in the entrepreneurial ecosystem context. Thus, this thesis also investigates
whether or how interaction enables policy feedback in a particular entrepreneurship

support program in Turkey.

Asides from public policy, entrepreneurial support organizations and programs are
considered important elements of the entrepreneurial ecosystem. Support
organizations, such as incubators, accelerators, professional service providers, and
venture capitalists, are essential for strengthening networks, interactions, and
interrelations within the entrepreneurial ecosystem. In general, incubators and
accelerators mainly provide office spaces, support services, mentoring, coaching, and
internal and external network activities (Bergek & Norrman, 2008). Besides, those
organizations play an intermediary role in conducting several activities and services
bridging entrepreneurs and other ecosystem actors (Mair et al., 2012; Goswami et al.,
2015; van Rijnsoever, 2022). Furthermore, these organizations help fill the
“Institutional voids” between ecosystem actors in emerging economies by supporting
entrepreneurs to access knowledge and resources (Dutt et al., 2016; Khokhawala,
2021). For example, science parks in China are essential as entrepreneurs utilize them
to improve their access to public resources (Armanios et al., 2016). Another study by
Goswami et al. (2015) finds that the accelerators in Bangalore, India contribute to
entrepreneurial commitment and venture creation within the entrepreneurial
ecosystem by enabling the connection between entrepreneurs and other ecosystem
actors (such as resource providers and mentors). Lastly, the study by Beyhan et al.
(2021) examines the entrepreneur selection processes of accelerators in Turkey. They
found that accelerators enable suitable signaling for investors and reduce information
asymmetry by selecting high-potential entrepreneurs and providing training and

guidance. This network contribution of intermediary institutions facilitates interactions
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and collaborations within the ecosystem and has certain effects on reducing

institutional voids.

On the other hand, entrepreneurship support programs provide more structured,
purposeful, and unidirectional activities (Ratinhoa et al., 2020), whereas the
ecosystems include interconnections and interactions creating these conditions. These
programs that are funded by the government or initiated under intermediary
organizations provide financial or non-financial support to entrepreneurs in different
stages. This support, such as funding, training, and mentorship, has certain effects on
entrepreneurial activity for early-stage entrepreneurs and the ones in growth and
expansion processes. (Tang, 2008; Nowinski et al., 2020). Thus, these activities under
support programs may facilitate a sub-system of the entrepreneurial ecosystem due to
their role in creating an interactive environment where different actors and elements
are involved. This thesis focuses on the interaction dynamics under a public support
program for entrepreneurship in which public institutions, support organizations, and

entrepreneurs are involved.
2.5. Relevance of the thesis

Most studies in the entrepreneurial ecosystem literature have focused on creating a
framework for the ecosystem determinants and actors rather than analyzing the
dynamics of the ecosystem and actors’ interactions. These studies have attempted a
high-level understanding of ecosystem elements and actors by zooming into advanced
economies. However, the characteristics of an entrepreneurial ecosystem diversify
across different geographical or institutional contexts. That is why the interaction
dynamics within a particular context are worth investigating. Accordingly, empirical
studies on the dynamics and interaction of the entrepreneurial ecosystem in emerging
economies are limited. Similarly, in Turkey, the previous research on the
entrepreneurial ecosystem has mainly concentrated on the determinants of
entrepreneurial intention (Karadeniz & Ozdemir, 2009; Turker & Selcuk, 2009;
Cetindamar et al., 2012; Oner & Kunday, 2016; Beyhan & Findik, 2018; Tunali &
Sener, 2019), success factors (Benzing et al., 2009), and assessment of support
organizations and policies (Akcomak & Taymaz, 2007; Ozdemir & Sehitoglu, 2009;
Sungur, 2015) rather than detailed empirical analysis of the interaction dynamics in
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the Turkish entrepreneurial ecosystem. Thus, this thesis aims to examine how the
interaction among entrepreneurial actors occurs under public support programs in

Turkey.

This thesis investigates the interaction between the ecosystem actors in a public
support program in Turkey. The ecosystem seems to be self-sustaining, but the role of
the government support policies in emerging economies is crucial for creating a
structured ecosystem environment. Thus, a public support program, the Individual
Young Entrepreneurship Support Program (BiGG), is selected due to its structure of
various activities with multi-actor involvement in order to investigate the dynamics of
the ecosystem and actors’ interaction. This thesis investigates the BiGG program’s
framework and actor interactions under three research questions: (1) What type of
interactions does the BiGG program facilitate? (2) How do various actors that conduct
or participate in the program interact? (3) What kind of benefits or feedback

mechanisms do these interactions enable?

This thesis makes several contributions to the literature and policy decisions on
entrepreneurship in Turkey. First, it is the first detailed field research on investigating
and describing interaction dynamics of the Turkish entrepreneurial ecosystem focusing
on a public support program in Turkey. Second, this thesis produces site-specific
descriptions of interactions among entities rather than the outcomes or elements, which
theoretical framework may not be able to, and therefore enrich the understanding of
the entrepreneurial ecosystem in Turkey. Third, investigating the interaction dynamics
of an entrepreneurial ecosystem in Turkey extends the limited empirical research on
ecosystem interactions in emerging economies. Fourth, revealing the formal and
informal interactions and feedback mechanisms within the ecosystem provides

policymakers with input to identify strengths, gaps, and intervention areas.
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CHAPTER 3

RESEARCH ELEMENTS

This chapter describes the research elements used to design and conduct this study.
Section 3.1. gives brief information about the field study and why the TUBITAK
BiGG support program is worth investigating. Section 3.2. describes the scope of the
study. Section 3.3. and 3.4. explain the data collection and analysis process of this

study.
3.1. Field Study

The Entrepreneurship Young Support Program, known as the BiGG program, in
Turkey was chosen for the fieldwork. It provides non-financial support and financial
grants to early-stage entrepreneurs. The program is provided by The Scientific and
Technological Research Council of Turkey (TUBITAK). It is a government-backed
institution that initiates various support programs for entrepreneurs, industries, and

academics.

The BiGG is a multi-phase program in which entrepreneurs must complete each phase
to qualify. The first phase is the business idea evaluation of the entrepreneurs that
provides non-financial support such as training and mentorship to develop the idea.
Selected entrepreneurs also prepare a business plan in this phase. The second phase is
the final evaluation of business plans and the provision of financial grants. In the third
phase, entrepreneurs with advanced R&D processes are guided to apply to the
TUBITAK 1507 SME R&D Startup Support Program to get additional grants (Figure
4). More details about the BiGG program and these phases will be elaborated in
Chapter 4.

The field study includes three main actors involved with the BiGG program —

TUBITAK (government-backed institution), implementing agencies (incubators), and
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entrepreneurs. These actors are a key to entrepreneurial activity, which is emphasized
in the entrepreneurial ecosystem literature (see Chapter 2). First, entrepreneurs are the
main actors that interact with different actors and ecosystem elements (Feld, 2012;
Stam, 2015). Second, incubators, implementing agencies in this program, play the
intermediary role that connects entrepreneurs with other ecosystem actors and
facilities (Hallen & Eisenhardt, 2012; Mair et al., 2012). Finally, the public initiatives,
here is TUBITAK, rule and facilitate the ecosystem elements with several policies and

support programs.

The actors mentioned above have various roles and responsibilities within the BiGG
program (Figure 4). First, TUBITAK is the public initiative coordinating and funding
the program. It is also the last resort in deciding who is eligible for the grant by
conducting the final evaluation. It provides financial grants for successful
entrepreneurs within the program's second phase. Second, the implementing agencies
are responsible for collecting the program application, conducting initial evaluation
and selection, and providing non-financial support to entrepreneurs to prepare for the
program. Those agencies are mostly incubators under university Technology Transfer
Offices, but a few private sector institutions could also be part of them. TUBITAK
selects implementing agencies with the call-based program (TUBITAK 1601 program,
elaborated in Chapter 4). Finally, entrepreneurs are the primary beneficiaries of the
BiGG program. In each phase of the program, entrepreneurs undergo several
evaluation processes, benefit from non-financial support, establish enterprises and get

financial grants.

18



Phases Execution

st

_ 1 phas&_a Implementing

Business Idea evaluation and non- instituti
@ financial support S L) S
et
=
=P
= 2" phase
) : :
S Business plan evaluation,
% incorporation and financial grant
e
= TUBITAK
= 3rd phase
Advanced R&D activities under
another support program in
v TUBITAK

Figure 4: Summarized the BiGG processes and responsible actors
Source: TUBITAK (2022)

Investigating the interactions within the entrepreneurial ecosystem by taking the BiGG

program as a field study is relevant for four reasons.

First, the BiGG program has unique features considering public support program
mechanisms in Turkey. It is the only active public support program focusing on
technology-based and early-stage entrepreneurs. Bergek & Norrman (2008) claim that
supporting high-growth firms triggers innovation and job creation and technology-
based entrepreneurs are more likely to turn into high-growth firms. The program is
also a comprehensive support mechanism, including financial and non-financial
support. As mentioned in Chapter 1, providing non-financial support is as vital as
financial grants to increase entrepreneurial activity, and supporting technology-based
entrepreneurs is critical in generating innovation and job creation (Shane, 2009;
Cumming & Fischer, 2012). Because of these features, the BiGG program is chosen
for the field study.

Second, the BiGG program is also a unique structure of supporting technology-based
entrepreneurship with a multi-phase process and multiple actors. Each phase includes

several support activities and procedures, such as entrepreneurship training,
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mentorship, evaluation, elimination, and reporting. The three actors mentioned above
attend or work side-by-side in each activity. In addition, the implementing agencies
are selected and funded by TUBITAK with the umbrella program called the TUBITAK
1601 Capacity Building Program (elaborated in Chapter 4). Those activities and multi-
actor implementation may create possible interactions and knowledge exchange
between those institutions or individuals participating in the BiGG program. That is
why the BiGG program is fit for investigating the actor’s interaction in the

entrepreneurship ecosystem.

Third, the BIiGG program has been implemented since 2012 with many policy
decisions and changes in practice through those years. For example, only TUBITAK
and entrepreneurs were involved with the BIGG program till 2015. Then,
implementing agencies are assigned to conduct the program's first phase with the
TUBITAK policy decision. With its ever-changing nature, learning from the
implementation could be observed within the program. There may also be feedback
mechanisms between participating actors, affecting policy decisions and practical

changes for the program and its activities.

Fourth, TUBITAK announces a call for the BiGG program two times a year. The
number of technology-based entrepreneurs participating in the program is relatively
high. Every year, about 3.000-4.000 entrepreneur candidates with technology-based
ideas apply to the BiGG program via implementing agencies (TUBITAK Activity
Reports, 2016-2021). Many entrepreneur applicants for the BiGG program could
attend non-financial support within the program even if they are not eligible for the
grant. For example, over 2.500 entrepreneurs from 4.500 applications have had non-
financial support in a call for 2020 (TUBITAK Activity Reports). Moreover, over 150
entrepreneurs are entitled to financial grants from the BiGG program every year. This
entrepreneur-rich environment may provide many opportunities for interaction within

the entrepreneurial ecosystem.
3.2. Scope

The entrepreneurial ecosystem has been an approach that various disciplines and actors
in policy studies are increasingly engaged with. Several studies mentioned in Chapter

2 have tried to frame the ecosystem elements and actors rather than analyzing how the
20



ecosystem works in a particular context. Yet there is no one-size-fits-all approach to
the entrepreneurial ecosystem because its characteristics, features, and performance of
an entrepreneurial ecosystem diversify across different geographical or institutional
contexts. Moreover, some empirical studies have revealed how the ecosystem operates
in a particular country, region, university, or support program (Rice et al., 2014; Stam,
2014; Spigel, 2016; Spigel, 2017; Miller & Acs, 2017), but research on the ecosystem
dynamics in the emerging economies are limited. In this thesis, | investigate the
interactions between the ecosystem actors aiming at early-stage and technology-based
entrepreneurship by focusing on the public support program in Turkey called the BiGG
program. Within these interactions, | also examine the knowledge spillovers between
actors participating in the program and feedback mechanisms from beneficiaries
(entrepreneurs) and intermediaries (implementing agencies) to the policymakers (the
TUBITAK).

The broader approach of this study is to investigate the dynamics of interactions in the
entrepreneurial ecosystem in Turkey. This study is based on three research questions
within the entrepreneurship ecosystem context in Turkey: (1) What type of interactions
does the BiGG program facilitate? (2) How do various actors that conduct or
participate in the program interact? (3) What kind of benefits or feedback mechanisms
do these interactions enable? Within the scope of research inquiry, my research aims
to trace and reveal the activities that facilitate interaction between ecosystem actors
within the BiGG program. Then, | also aim to examine the benefits arising from those

interactions.
3.3. Methodology

This study relies on the qualitative inductive methodology focusing on the case of a
public support program for entrepreneurship in Turkey. Qualitative research in this
study helps investigate the implementation details of the BiGG program and the actors’
interaction that the program would facilitate. | followed two research methods under
the qualitative approach: (1) examining secondary sources and (2) collecting primary

data from in-depth interviews.

Examining the secondary sources based on desk research helped design this research.

I reviewed all public support programs for entrepreneurship in Turkey to have
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preliminary information about their scope, aims, details, and history from secondary
sources. Then, I chose the BiGG program as the field study because of its four features:
(1) focusing on technology-based entrepreneurs, (2) a multi-phase program with multi-
actor participation, (3) implemented since 2012, and (4) a high-circulation of
entrepreneurs. The secondary sources also enable an understanding of how the BiGG
program works and which actors are involved. Thus, | designed my research inquiry
and semi-structured interview questions with the help of secondary sources. In
addition, | conducted two expert interviews in the field to rethink and overview my

research inquiry.

In-depth interviews provide to collect primary data to conduct this research. Gathering
primary data through interviews enables a broad understanding of certain phenomena
and getting opinions, behaviors, motivations, and perceptions of the people involved
(Jain, 2021; Berg & Lun, 2012). Thus, in-depth interviews are suitable for exploring
the interactional patterns as well as feedback mechanisms within a particular support
program for entrepreneurship in Turkey. In this study, | tried to investigate these
patterns through in-depth interviews with the participants’ views, experiences, and

behaviors.

The interviews were held with three groups of people with different roles in the BiGG
program. These are (2) executives from TUBITAK, (2) managers of incubation or
accelerators (as implementing agencies in the BiGG program), and (3) entrepreneurs
who receive BiGG support. Additionally, | interviewed an expert group experienced
in entrepreneurship in Turkey. Interviewing different groups of people enables
collecting cross-opinions and catching various anecdotes about the program
implementation. It also helps investigate bilateral interactions and collaboration within

these groups.

| prepared three sets of semi-structured interview questionnaires for each group with
the help of desk research about the BiGG program. Then, these questionnaires were
overviewed by my advisor, an academic researcher on entrepreneurship and
innovation, and an expert interviewed in the field study. The questionnaire includes
open-ended questions with complementary ones to guide interviewees and to explore

the concepts within the research purpose (see Appendices). However, additional
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questions were asked during interviews. | conducted the field study during the
pandemic, so all interviews were conducted online via Zoom Video Communications,

Inc., and were audio-recorded for transcription.
3.4. Data Collections

I collected primary data by conducting semi-structured interviews in this study.
Interviewees are the executives from TUBITAK as a coordinator of the BiGG
program, managers of the incubators and accelerators as implementing agencies of the
program, and entrepreneurs as the beneficiaries. Interviewees also include experts who
are/were policymakers for entrepreneurship support programs or part of related public
institutions in Turkey. | conducted the interviews in the order of TUBITAK,
incubators, and entrepreneurs, but expert interviews were conducted independently
from this order. The reason for ordering interviews is first to understand how the BiGG
program is executed and implemented to find possible interaction activities within the
program, then whether or how these activities facilitate interactions and possible
feedback channels. For each interviewee group, | tried to investigate their experiences
as well as observations about interactions, collaborations, or feedback mechanisms

within the program. | conducted 30 interviews in total, which are detailed below.
TUBITAK as an executive

TUBITAK, as a public institution in Turkey, is the executive organization of the BiGG
program. About six executive team members carry out the organization and
coordination of the program. | interviewed three executives from TUBITAK within
the scope of this study. Almost 20 open-ended questions were asked to the executives

(see Appendices), and the interview duration was 70-90 minutes.

These interviews first aim to investigate the organizational and implementation details
of the BiGG program. These details include the broader objective of the program, the
program phases, the role of the implementing agencies and their selection processes,
and policy changes made through the years. Second, it aims to find possible activities
that may create formal or informal interaction and to investigate possible feedback
mechanisms within the program. Quotes from the interviews are coded "Executive
from TUBITAK" in the following sections.
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Incubators as an implementing agency

Implementing agencies selected by TUBITAK have a vital role in the program. First,
entrepreneurs apply for the program through implementing agencies. Second, those
agencies prepare candidate entrepreneurs for the BiGG program by conducting non-
financial support within the program. With the implementing roles, those become the
intermediary institutions for entrepreneurs to access the BiGG program. As of 2022,
there are 63 active implementing agencies in the program. 31 are leading implementing
agencies, while the rest are called collaborating agencies in consortium with others
(the consortium is explained in Chapter 4). Those agencies could be incubators or
accelerators under university Technology Transfer Offices and private sector
organizations. However, this study focuses on those providing incubation services

under the university.

| selected the interviewee implementing agencies following three criteria. First, the
incubators under universities that conduct separate entrepreneurial activities in parallel
with the BiGG program are considered. Second, agencies from Ankara or Istanbul are
selected because those locations have relatively high entrepreneurial activity and
potential for interaction. Last, the selected agencies have a high success rate in the
BiGG program - the number of entrepreneurs eligible for the program is high. Thus,
successful and relatively experienced incubators that can provide a vibrant atmosphere
for entrepreneurship are selected because such a setup is more likely to produce

interactions which is the main topic of this thesis.

| interviewed six managers of those incubators based on these criteria to collect
primary data for this study. The questionnaire included 44 open-ended questions, and
each interview took about 70-90 minutes. These interviews aim to examine the
activities that facilitate the interaction between implementing agencies and other actors
as well as between those agencies. Besides, the role of agencies, their services, and
other entrepreneurial activities, and more importantly, possible feedback mechanisms
are also investigated in the interviews. | also tried to collect individual perceptions
about the benefits and bottlenecks of the BiGG program and discussed how the

program would improve.
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Implementing agencies interviewed have different demographic features. Three
incubators are in Istanbul, and the rest are in Ankara. Four of them are in private
foundation universities, and two are from state universities. They have been acting as
implementing agencies of the BiGG program for about seven years. All agencies
except one have implemented the BiGG program in consortium with other

implementing agencies.

Some agencies interviewed also have additional services apart from the BiGG
program. For example, some focus only on providing services for the BiGG program
as the main incubation program, while others have parallel and complementary
incubation programs. The transition between the BiGG program and other separate
pre-incubation programs is also common in some incubators. Moreover, most have

prominent network activities with a broad mentorship network (Table 1).
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Entrepreneurs as a beneficiary

Entrepreneurs are the beneficiaries of the BiGG program. They apply for the program
with a technology idea and leave with funding and established enterprises.
Entrepreneurs are essential actors within the BiGG program due to attending every
phase. That is why interviewing entrepreneurs for this study is significant to

investigate all activities and steps in the program implementation.

I contacted interviewee entrepreneurs through the implementing agencies interviewed
in this study. | selected interviewers based on two conditions. First, all entrepreneurs
complete the BiGG program or at least establish their enterprises with a grant. Second,
several entrepreneurs attend pre-incubation or incubation programs besides the BiGG

program.

I interviewed 17 entrepreneurs to investigate the program through the lens of
entrepreneurs. In the interviews, 27 open-ended questions were asked of the
entrepreneurs, and the interview duration was 30-60 minutes. The interviews aim to
examine the experiences of entrepreneurs in interacting with other actors as well as
gains and achievements from the BiGG program. Furthermore, | investigated feedback
mechanisms so that entrepreneurs could give their opinions about the overall program

and what needs to be done to improve the benefits of the program.

The interviewed entrepreneurs are mainly from three implementing agencies
interviewed (IA A, IA B, and IA E) because some implementing agencies had
difficulty reaching out to entrepreneurs. However, some entrepreneurs also did not
want to attend interviews. The interviewed entrepreneurs are mostly from software-
related sectors but in different fields. All of them applied to the BiGG program after
2020. Twelve entrepreneurs went through the pre-incubation or incubation program
alongside the BiGG. Three of them participated in separate programs in institutions
different from the ones they participated in the BiGG program. Nine entrepreneurs

applied for other public support programs in Turkey (Table 2).
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Experts

I conducted interviews with the experts in parallel to the interviews mentioned above.
The experts took place in either policymaking or implementing entrepreneurship
support programs in Turkey. In this realm, | interviewed four experts. One expert
interviewed is a former executive at the TUBITAK BiGG program, while another is a
senior manager at the Ministry of Industry and Technology which is the parent
organization for entrepreneurship support programs in Turkey. The Other two experts
have vast experience in executing incubation and support programs for

entrepreneurship in Turkey (Table 3).

The purpose of those interviews is to examine the public entrepreneurship support
program in Turkey from a broader perspective. Specifically, | investigate the designing
process of public entrepreneurship support programs in Turkey, the contribution of
those programs to entrepreneurial activity, and the bottlenecks and development areas
of those programs. Furthermore, | collected anecdotes about the interaction between
TUBITAK as a policy-making institution and implementing agencies providing

entrepreneurship support programs.

Table 3: Interviewee of experts

Code Information
names

Expert A A former executive of the TUBITAK BiGG program, also an academic; knows the
history of the BiGG program and its impact on entrepreneurial activity in Turkey.

Expert B A senior manager at the Ministry of Industry and Technology; has attended
designing many public support programs for entrepreneurship in Turkey

Expert C A former manager at one of the biggest Technoparks in Turkey, also an academic;
has experience with the BiGG program and other entrepreneurship support
programs in Turkey

Expert D Co-founder at a private incubation center working as an implementing agency; has
experience with many incubation programs for entrepreneurs and attended
designing many support programs for entrepreneurship in Turkey

29



3.4. Analysis

This study employed a qualitative data analysis method to understand the data gathered
during interviews. Before all, | transcripted all audio recordings of interviews to text
without any changes by listening to them. In the end, the 407-pages transcription of

the interviews was ready for analysis.

The analysis includes iterative processes of two-step coding: open and axial coding
(Corbin & Strauss, 2014; Patton, 2015; Giaio et al., 2012). | read all transcription to
search the themes, activities, experiences, and behaviors within the research context.
In this step, | encoded the transcription from a generic point of view so that 215 open
codes were generated from the interviews (1% order concepts). First-order concepts
were coded separately according to the interviewee groups. After that, I reviewed the
transcriptions one more time to merge those open codes into thematic categories, so
end up with 35 codes (2" order themes). The first- and second-order codes are listed
in Appendix B. | used the MAXQDA program to encode the transcription of the
interviews. In parallel to my analysis, the advisor of this study also read and coded the

interviews separately. Then, we shared our findings and discussed our interpretations.

After analysis, | generated the activities that facilitate or enable the interaction between
the actors within the BiGG program (Table 4). First, | identified two high-level
activities because they are separate programs conducted in different periods: (1)
selection of implementing agencies and (2) program implementation. Under high-level
categories, several activities facilitate interactions and collaborations. Second, |
categorized the interaction concept into (1) formal interactions (structured by the
implementation framework) and (2) informal interactions (unseen by-product
interactions that the field study has revealed). Thus, the interaction patterns within the
three main actors, as well as others, were revealed by the analysis. In the following

section, | elaborate on all activities and interaction patterns within the BiGG program.
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Table 4: Formal and informal activities that facilitate interaction within the BiGG

ngh—le\_/el Type Of_ Activities Actors involved in the interaction
categories interaction
1. Selection of
. implementing agencies
_Selecnon O.f 2. Evaluation of the 1-2. Implementing agency — TUBITAK
implementing | Formal . . . .
. agencies 3. Between implementing agencies
agencies .
3. Consortium model (co-
execution)
The first phase of the
program 1-3. Entrepreneurs — Implementing agency
1. Training and mentorship | 1. Entrepreneurs — Trainers and mentors
2. ldea validation 2. Entrepreneurs — Private sector
3. Selection and evaluation [companies
of entrepreneur
Formal
The second phase of the
program . 1. Entrepreneurs — TUBITAK
1. Panel presentation and .
. . 2. Entrepreneurs — Referees (assigned by
Implementation final evaluation TUBITAK)
of the BiGG 2. Financial grants and
program reporting
1. Ongoing relationship
and guidance 1. Entrepreneurs — implementing agency
2. Helping each other 2. Entrepreneurs — Entrepreneurs
3. Knowledge- or 3. Between implementing agencies
Informal | €xperience-sharing

Feedback mechanisms
(from-to)

Entrepreneurs — implementing agency
Implementing agency — TUBITAK
Entrepreneurs — TUBITAK (via
implementing agencies)
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CHAPTER 4

FINDINGS

This chapter documents the findings of the field study. Section 4.1. identifies the BiGG
program position in the context of public support programs for entrepreneurship in
Turkey. Then, Section 4.2. describes the BiGG program framework in terms of its
participants’ role, multi-phase structure, and multi-program execution. Section 4.3.
reports the type of interactions between TUBITAK, the implementing agencies, and
entrepreneurs enacted during the selection of the implementing agencies and the
program implementation. This chapter also describes the process and activities that
facilitate those interactions. It first describes certain activities in an implementing
agency selection process that facilitates interactions between TUBITAK and the
implementing agencies. Then it explains interactions during the program
implementation in two categories: (1) formal interactions structured by the
implementation framework and (2) second the informal unseen by-product interactions
that the field study has revealed. It also describes in detail how these interactions are
performed. Finally, the contributions of the interaction within the program to the

entrepreneur, the implementing agency, and the ecosystem are discussed.
4.1. Overview of Public Support Programs for Entrepreneurship in Turkey

In Turkey, public support programs can be clustered in terms of (1) the entities they
support and (2) the type of support they provide. Some of these programs provide
direct support to entrepreneurs, and the type of support is financial funding or non-
financial elements such as training or mentorship. At the same time, some others offer
indirect support to fund the interface institutions conducting the entrepreneurial

activity. Public support mechanisms in Turkey are summarized in Table 5.

32



Direct public support to entrepreneurs was not a priority in Turkey in the early 2000s.
However, some steps were taken in the same years to support the interface institutions.
For instance, public institutions started to provide funds and incentives via public
support programs to create interface institutions as well as increase these institutions’
capacities for entrepreneurial activity (Demirhan et al., 2018). Technology
Development Centers, Business Development Centers, and Technoparks have been
established. These institutions are still offering support for pre-incubation, incubation,
and post-incubation processes, such as training, research and development (R&D)
project incentives, mentoring, and physical infrastructure for pre-start and early-stage
entrepreneurs (KOSGEB, 2022).

Direct support to entrepreneurs only began in 2008 with the launch of the Techno-
Entrepreneurship Capital Support Program by TUBITAK (Demirhan et al., 2018).
Until it ended in 2014, this program offered financial support and tax incentives to
early-stage entrepreneurs who worked on technology-based ideas to establish
enterprises (Law on Supporting Research and Development Activities, Official
Gazette 26814 (12 Mart 2008), Legislation No. 5746). The program is significant in
the brief history of such programs in Turkey because it was the first example of a
public initiative providing direct financial support to entrepreneurs instead of indirect
support via the interface institutions. In addition, TUBITAK started to conduct a
similar program called as the Entrepreneurship Stage Support Program in 2012 (Figure
5). This program has later transformed into Techno-Entrepreneurship Capital Support
Program under TUBITAK, then continued with the name of the Individual Young
Entrepreneur (The BiGG Program) Support Program (Ministry of Industry and
Technology of Turkey, 2021).
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MI&T 2008 2014

The Ministry of . .

Industry and Techno-Entrepreneurship
Technology Support Program
* Financial support

TUBITAK 2012 2015 Present
The Scientific and . . .
Technological ) Entrepreneurship (multi- Individual Young Entrepreneur
Rgsearch Council phase) Support Program Support Program (BIGG)
of Turkey * Financial and non-financial <« Financial support by TUBITAK

support by TUBITAK * Non-financial support by

* Multi-phase program with implementing institutions
4 phases * Multi-phase program with 3 phases

Figure 5: The evolution of the BiGG program from past to present
Source: Author’s own depiction from the field study and TUBITAK (2014), Ministry
of Science and Technology of Turkey (2021)

In terms of the type of support, public support programs have concentrated more on
financial support or physical facilities in the past 30 years. However, non-financial
support, such as entrepreneurship training and mentorship, has been relatively new and
limited. Only one active public support program, KOSGEB Applied Entrepreneurship
Training Program, directly provides non-financial support to entrepreneurs. However,
the target group does not specify a specific sector or technology level; any entrepreneur
who wants to start a business could apply (KOSGEB, 2017, Section 4 Article 6). Aside
from that, the interface institutions supported by the public initiatives offer non-

financial support such as training and mentorship under their services.

Within the context of public support mechanisms in Turkey, the TUBITAK 1512
Individual Young Entrepreneur (the BiGG Program) Support Program* was introduced
in 2012 as an essential program involving financial and non-financial support to
technology-based entrepreneurs. The program's objective has been to support early-
stage entrepreneurs with technology-based ideas to transform their business ideas into
enterprises (TUBITAK 1512 BiGG Implementation Principles, Article 1). The

! According to TUBITAK 1512 Entrepreneurship Support Program Implementation Principles, the
official name of the program is "TUBITAK Entrepreneurship Support Program." However, it is also
used as the "Individual Young Entrepreneurship (BIGG) Program” or the "BIGG Program™ in official
correspondence or all kinds of content prepared for the program in media. I prefer to use the “BiGG
program” in this study.
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program supports entrepreneurs through several activities and procedures from the

idea stage to market entry. For that, the program has been offering a combination of

financial grants and non-financial support, such as training and mentorship.

Table 5: Public Support Mechanisms for Entrepreneurship in Turkey since 1991

Interface Institutions Supporting Entrepreneurs

Mentorship Mediators

provide mentoring services

Supported Interface Responsible
Year Institutions Type of Support (to entrepreneurs) o ——
1991 - 2013 | Technology e Incubation services KOSGEB
Development Centers e R&D project cost
e Tax incentives
Since 1997 | Business Development e Office space KOSGEB
Centers e Marketing and business
development
Since 2001 | Technoparks o Office space and infrastructure MI&T
e Tax incentives
e Business and mentoring services
Since 2011 Incubation Centers o Office space and infrastructure MI&T
e Tax incentives
¢ Business and mentoring services
Public Support Program for Entrepreneurship
Year ﬁ:_jggl]:’ca?pport Type of Support (to entrepreneurs) gi;g?}?;;?ilgn
2008-2014 | Techno Entrepreneurship | e R&D project cost MI&T
Support Program
Since 2010 | Applied e Training KOSGEB
Entrepreneurship
Training Program
Since 2010 Business Plan Prize for e Prize KOSGEB
Entrepreneurs
Since 2012 | Individual Young e Training and mentoring services TUBITAK
Entrepreneur Support e R&D project cost
(BIGG) Program
Since 2018 | Tech-InvesTR o Equity TUBITAK
Since 2019 | BiGG+ Support for e Supporting interface institutions to | TUBITAK

Source: Adapted from Demirhan et al. (2019)
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4.2. The Individual Young Entrepreneurship (BiGG) Program

The Individual Young Entrepreneurship Program, known as the BiGG program, is a
call-based support program that TUBITAK announces two times a year. This program
includes several support activities and procedures spread over an implementation
period. The BiGG program and its implementation involve three unique features in the
entrepreneurship support ecosystem in Turkey: (1) multiple actor participation, (2) a

multi-phase structure, and (3) a multi-program execution.
Multiple actor participation

Three main actors — TUBITAK, implementing agencies, and entrepreneurs — take

place in the BiGG program with different roles and responsibilities (Figure 6).

TUBITAK is the executive institution and financial provider of the BiGG program. It
is an autonomous institution? providing various support mechanisms for promoting
innovation and R&D activities in academia and the industry. The support program for
technology-based entrepreneurship is also a mechanism within that scope. For the
BiGG program, an administrative team at TUBITAK coordinates and manages the
implementation, and TUBITAK is the last resort for deciding qualifiers for the

financial grants.

The implementing agencies, mostly incubators under universities®, are the
collaborative institutions that jointly work with TUBITAK in the BiGG program.
Those agencies are responsible for collecting the application, conducting initial
evaluation and selection, and providing non-financial support for entrepreneurs within
the program. The implementing agency concept was introduced in 2015, following a

policy change on the decentralization of the BiGG program by TUBITAK.

Entrepreneurs are the primary beneficiaries of the BiGG program. Students or

graduates with an associate or higher education degree could apply to the program with

2 It is the organization of the Ministry of Industry and Technology but governed by a Scientific Board
composed of participants from the university, industry, and research institutions.

3 Implementing agencies are mostly incubators under universities, but a few private sector institutions
are involved as an implementer.
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an entrepreneurship idea. Those who apply to the program benefit from financial and

non-financial support if successful.
Multi-phase structure and multi-program support

The BiGG is a multi-phase program, and each phase includes several support activities
and procedures. Entrepreneurs should complete each phase to qualify for the program.
The BiGG program has three main phases the implementing agencies conduct the first
phase, and TUBITAK carries out the remaining phases (Figure 6).

The first phase is the business idea evaluation and provision of non-financial support
activities such as training, mentorship, and idea validation. Entrepreneurs in this phase
go through several evaluation processes and non-financial support activities conducted
by the implementing agencies. Moreover, throughout the phase, entrepreneurs should
prepare a business plan and presentation for the final evaluation of TUBITAK. This

phase is completed within two months.

The second phase consists of the business plan evaluation and provision of the
financial grants organized by TUBITAK. This phase includes a panel presentation to
evaluate the business plans by panelists from the ecosystem, and TUBITAK decides
who is eligible for the grants. Then, successful entrepreneurs are asked to establish
their start-ups to have %40 of the grant. Another %40 is given to them in the sixth
month with the submission of a Business Plan Progress Report.# The rest is provided
by evaluating those reports on the due date specified in the business plan.® The total
grant will be 450,0008 TL by 2022.

The third phase is an application of another TUBITAK program called the 1507 SME
R&D Start-up Support Program.” TUBITAK 1507 program is usually a call-based

4 For more information in Turkish, see https://www.tubitak.gov.tr/tr/icerik-formlar-5
°> The due date generally covers a 12-month period in the BiGG program.
& The grant was 200,000 TL at the time of this study.

" The program mainly aims to grant small and medium-sized enterprises (SMES) to encourage
advanced research and development (R&D) and innovative activities. The 1507 program provides
%75 of the R&D project budget as a grant (maximum project budget is 500,000 TL). For more
information in Turkish, please see
https://tubitak.gov.tr/sites/default/files/1507_34_ YK Islenmis_Hali.pdf
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program; however, entrepreneurs who have completed the BiGG program could
directly apply without waiting for the call. This phase is optional within the program

for those who have advanced R&D projects.

15t phase R 2" phase || 3 phase
Business Idea evaluation and non- Business plan evaluation, Advanced R&D under another
financial support incorporation and financial grant support program in TUBITAK

* Collecting and evaluating business idea = Final evaluation of business plan in = Application to TUBITAK 1507 SME
application (elimination) panel presentations or by video R&D Startup Support Program

* Providing non-financial support suchas ~ recording within 24 months without waiting for
training, mentorship, physical * Providing financial grants; %40 with the call
environment, idea validation, etc. incorporation, %40 with a development

* Preparing a business plan progress report in 6% month, %20 grant

* Business plan evaluation (elimination) after finish date in business plan

| Implementing institutions | | TUBITAK || TUBITAK |

‘ Entrepreneurs ‘

Figure 6: The phases of the BiGG program and the role of the main actors
Source: Author’s own depiction from the field study and TUBITAK Entrepreneurship

Support Program Implementation Principles

Aside from the multi-phase structure, the BiGG program implementation includes two
other TUBITAK support programs. One is the 1507 SME R&D Start-up Support
Program offering additional financial support to entrepreneurs in the program's third
phase. Another is an umbrella program called the TUBITAK 1601 Capacity Building
Program.® Under this program, the implementing agencies within the BiGG program
have been determined and funded by TUBITAK.

The BiGG program, with the multi-actor involvement, multi-phase implementation,
and multi-program execution, brings bilateral interactions and relations between the
actors from the entrepreneurial ecosystem (Figure 7). Within the entrepreneurial
ecosystem context, TUBITAK as the government-backed institution, incubators as the
interface institutions, and entrepreneurs are involved in the BiGG program framework.
First, the interactions between the parties are investigated in selecting the

implementing agencies under the TUBITAK 1601 Capacity Building Program.

8 TUBITAK opens various call-based programs under this program aiming at increasing the capacity
of firms, universities, and NGOs in entrepreneurship and innovation. One call is used for selecting the
implementing agencies determining within the scope of the BiGG program.
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Second, the interactions are examined in the two phases of the BiGG program, which
includes several activities and procedures in the program framework. The third phase,
optional for entrepreneurs, is not detailed in this study.® Moreover, the BiGG program
facilitates informal interactions and possible feedback mechanisms beyond its scope.
The following section elaborates on those interactions as well as the activities. Then,

it describes how the parties from the entrepreneurial ecosystem benefit from these

interactions.

TUBITAK 1601 Capacity
Building Program

Selecting the implementing
agencies

Main actors

TUBITAK 1512 BIGG
Program

Two phases that support early-stage
and technology-based entrepreneurs

Main actors

TUBITAK 1507 SME R&D
Start-up Support Program

Third phase: Additional support for
the entrepreneurs in the third phase
(optional)

Main actors

. TUBITAK <— Implementing
TUBITAK iy g \ Agency TUBITAK <— Entrepreneurs
Agency /
Entrepreneurs

Figure 7: The structure of BiGG execution

Source: Author’s own depiction from the field study and desk research

4.3. Actors’ Interaction within the BiGG program

This section documents the interaction and collaboration between the actors within the
BiGG program revealed from the field study. First, the section explains the activities
in an implementing agency selection process that facilitates interactions between
TUBITAK and the implementing agencies. Second, it elaborates on interactions
during the program implementation in two categories: (1) formal and (2) informal

interaction.

® The third phase is to support entrepreneurs with another TUBITAK program called the 1507 SME
R&D Start-up Support Program. It is not detailed within the interaction context of this study because
it is optional for those willing to conduct advanced R&D activities.
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4.3.1. Selection of the Implementing Agencies

Part of the interactions in the BIGG entrepreneurship support network occurs while
TUBITAK is selecting the implementing agencies. This selection process is conducted
by an umbrella program called the TUBITAK 1601 Capacity Building Program and
involves two major processes: (1) selection and (2) performance evaluation. In this
section, | describe how certain activities as part of these processes and their results
facilitate the interactions between TUBITAK and the implementing agencies. Two
policy changes in 2020, one that has brought a consortium model between the
implementing agencies and another that transformed the pre-implementation funding
mechanism into a post-implementation performance-based reward system, have taken
place. This section also discusses how these changes have impacted the interaction

between implementing agencies.

The selection process includes a one-sided interaction in which TUBITAK conveys its
tasks and directives to the candidates. The selection process is conducted by the call-
based tender under the 1601 program.'® With this call, TUBITAK guides the
implementing agencies about the expected tasks and support that need to be carried
out within the BiGG program. However, how these tasks and the support are fulfilled
is left to the implementing agencies. Thus, implementing agencies are independent in
conducting these tasks, except for the procedures and bureaucratic needs. That is why
the implementing agencies prepare a proposal on how they will perform the tasks and

support they provide to entrepreneur candidates within the BiGG program.

The independence in designing the BiGG process initiates a collaborative relationship
more than a one-sided interaction. Within this relationship, TUBITAK expects the
implementing agencies to conduct an early selection and evaluation of business ideas
and improve these by providing training and mentorship to candidates. For example,
the field study showed that the implementing agencies could create their training
curricula, and some even outsource their training due to a lack of capacity.
Furthermore, some agencies put more weight on the training activity, whereas some

put more on the mentorship based on their experiences in entrepreneurship support.

10 According to interviews, the selection of new implementing agencies has conducted in 2015, 2016,
2018, and 2020. The recent call will be held in 2022.
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Thus, TUBITAK expects well-prepared and successful entrepreneurs from the
implementing agencies, and the agencies work to meet these expectations, which

defines a multi-party collaborative environment.

TUBITAK manages the process but leaves the curriculum formation in the first phase
entirely to the implementing agencies. TUBITAK only looks at the results, which is a
bit of the right thing. So yes, they are free, as long as they have a high success rate.
(Expert A)

TUBITAK says that you can design the content yourself, but what | expect from you is

to provide these services. It says, "Bring me a business plan and do it however you

Xz;mt to do it. ” This is good. We build the process in this way. (Implementing Agency
The evaluation process of the implementing agencies includes quantitative and
qualitative indicators that help TUBITAK to monitor the operations, activities, and
performance in the field. TUBITAK evaluates each implementing agency when the
granted entrepreneurs are announced, i.e., every six months. This evaluation generally
consists of quantitative indicators such as the number of applications, number of
entrepreneur candidates to be supported, and success rate.!! In addition, the
implementing agencies submit periodic activity reports to TUBITAK. These reports
mainly include all services and activities that implementing agencies provide to
entrepreneurs within the scope of the BiGG program (Figure 8). The quantitative
outcomes and the periodic reports allow TUBITAK to form an idea of how the
program would be improved in the field and to monitor the successful program's

decentralized phase.

11 The number of entrepreneur candidates granted by TUBITAK over the number of the candidates
approved by the implementing agency for the second phase.
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Monitoring
Performance-based funding

T

TUBITAK Selection and evaluation Implementing

Proposal on implementation
Periodic report

Figure 8: Interactions in the selection and evaluation of the implementing agencies

Source: Author’s own depiction

In 2020, TUBITAK made two policy changes related to the evaluation process, which
have indirectly affected the interaction between the implementing agencies within the
BiGG program. The first policy change brought a consortium model in which the
underperforming implementing agencies could continue the BiGG program by
collaborating with the high-performing ones.'? Before this model, underperforming
agencies were eliminated during the evaluation process. The second policy change
transformed the funding implementing agencies under the TUBITAK 1601 program
into a performance-based reward system. Those agencies started to be rewarded
according to quantitative indicators, such as eligible entrepreneurs for the BIGG

grants.?

The consortium model has brought collaboration between the implementing agencies
under the BiGG program. These agencies have started to carry out tasks and activities

together and act as one institution. The underperforming agencies®* carry out the tasks

2 TUBITAK divides implementing agencies into three groups by their performance indicators. The
first group is the most successful ones they could continue as implementing agencies. The second
group is a less successful group that could collaborate with the ones in the first group. The third and
the least successful group are eliminated from the program as it used to be.

13 The reward was 15,000 TL per eligible entrepreneur for the BiGG program. If they are in a
consortium with other implementing agencies, the award increases to 25,000 TL per entrepreneur.
These values changed with the call for 2022. The reward per eligible entrepreneur becomes 25,000
TL, the reward will be 50.000 TL per eligible entrepreneur if in a consortium.

1% 1n the consortium, high-performing institutions are called implementing agencies, while
underperforming ones are called collaborating agencies.
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similarly, but they send business plans to the implementing agencies instead of
TUBITAK. The implementing agencies are the final decision maker regarding whether
these ideas are ready for the BiGG program. These interactions in the interviews also
validate the effect of the consortium model. The interviews revealed that the
implementing agencies within the consortium periodically meet to coordinate the
BiGG program before each call. This coordination potentially allows a knowledge

spillover from high-performing to underperforming agencies (Figure 9).

The interaction between the consortium has, of course, increased. | honestly did not
know what XX or XX was doing. | experienced it with them ... At the moment, all our
programs, training, and mentorships are systematized. We are working on training
and mentoring, we share how we are progressing this semester, and we have weekly
meetings with all consortium stakeholders one by one. Then we manage how this
process is going, how it should progress, etc., through meetings. So, yes, a consensus
has been formed, and it is proceeding in that way. But | do not know if everyone shares
information. (Implementing Agency B)

We meet once a week, and if there is an incident or another case, we meet more often
... If there is a problem specific to the entrepreneur, we solve it. We have a WhatsApp
group where we talk constantly ... We have evaluation emails at the beginning and
end of the call. At the beginning of the call, we have e-mails saying things that
happened in the previous call, now let's give training like this, let's hold meetings like
this, and let's tell entrepreneurs the following. Secondly, we provide the training
internally, prepare and share the training content, and get ideas from each other.
(Implementing Agency C)

Collaboration, coordination
and knowledge-spillover

Implementing Consortium model Implementing
agencies agencies

Figure 9: Interactions within the consortium

Source: Author’s own depiction

Although the consortium model fosters collaboration, it is a bit forced due to its top-
down character. This policy requires underperforming agencies to cooperate to
maintain their status as implementing agencies. Similarly, TUBITAK gives higher

rewards, as an incentive, to the agencies if they become consortium members. For
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instance, 1A E from the field claim that “The consortium model is not a model that we,
implementing agencies, are willingly involved in; it is a model that we have to be
involved in.” Besides, the interviews captured only a few natural and effective
collaborations in the field. In one example mentioned in the interviews, two agencies
in the high-performing group have formed a partnership within a consortium. In
another example, an agency started to open multiple BiGG program applications
according to the thematic area that each consortium member is good at. The
consortium model is critical for collaboration within an ecosystem, but it is a bit early
to investigate or monitor which activities or tasks are divided or jointly carried out and

how well the implementing agencies are coordinated.

These collaborations were a bit forced. We need to examine how they cooperate. For
example, in what field did they cooperate? For example, two universities collaborated,
but what did they collaborate on? We need to look at that. Because maybe they said,
"I will only take the applications, and you do the training," or they said, "You take the
applications and training in the region, but let's send them jointly,” or someone else
said, "Use my mentors and let your team do market research,"” so we need to look at
how they cooperated. (Executive from TUBITAK)

Outside the consortium, the interaction between the implementing agencies is weak
because of the transformation into a performance-based reward. The field study has
revealed that the performance-based reward has made the implementing agencies more
competitive, and that led to limiting the interaction between the agencies. Each
implementing agency wants to benefit from the award as much as possible by taking
more entrepreneurs into the BiGG program. Thus, increasing competition among the
agencies causes the interaction to remain isolated within the consortium. Within these
circumstances, interaction is occasionally initiated via personal efforts or networks in
the same region. For example, an agency from the field made contact with other
agencies in the same region for knowledge exchange, and another is in contact with
others at the level of the Technology Transfer Office but not at the level of the
implementing agencies. Other than similar personal efforts, any form of interaction is

almost non-existent.

Of course, there is such competition. Each implementing agency is trying to recruit
entrepreneurs with various extra benefits around the main value proposition of
200,000 TL. Of course, everyone may want to support more entrepreneurship on the
one hand. After all, when we look at it from one side, there is a reward mechanism in
the current system, so implementing agencies may also try to make maximum use of
these rewards. (Implementing Agency E)
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To summarize, the selection of the implementing agencies for the BiGG program
enables a certain degree of interaction and collaboration within the BIGG
entrepreneurship support network. First, the activities within the selection and
evaluation process allow TUBITAK to guide and monitor the implementing agencies
within the BiGG program. These activities also ensure that both sides know the
expected tasks as well as the planned and executed modalities. This leads to stronger
coordination in the program implementation. Second, the recent consortium model
supports several partnerships and coordination between the implementing agencies.
However, the performance-based reward policy limits the potential collaboration

outside the consortium because it increases the competition among those agencies.
4.3.2. Implementation of the BiGG Program

Aside from the interactions during the selection of implementing agencies, the BIGG
entrepreneurship support network also involves interactions during the program’s
implementation. In this study, I group these interactions as (1) formal and (2) informal
interactions. Formal interactions refer to more structured interactions between the
actors framed by the program phases and the procedures. In a way, they are anticipated
to happen under the program’s framework. Whereas the informal interactions are the
unseen interactions that | reveal from the interviews. They are not necessarily
anticipated to happen under the framework. In this section, | first outline the formal
interactions that occur within the first and second phases of BiGG implementation.
Then | identify and describe the informal interactions in four different categories: (1)
between implementing agencies and entrepreneurs, (2) between entrepreneurs, (3)

between implementing agencies, and (4) feedback mechanisms between all actors.
4.3.2.1. Formal interaction

The BiGG implementation involves two phases and several activities that tie the
different actors of the entrepreneurial ecosystem under each phase.'® The first phase
includes three major activities: (1) training and mentorship, (2) idea validation, and (3)
a three-step selection process. Entrepreneurs and implementing agencies get involved

in this phase. The second phase contains two activities: (1) business plan presentation

15 There is also a third phase which is another TUBITAK program that entrepreneurs could apply on
an optional basis. This study does not cover the details of the third phase.
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and (2) periodic progress reporting. This phase brings entrepreneurs and TUBITAK
together. These activities connect the three main actors and external entities, such as

academics, mentors, and industry representatives.
First phase

The objective of the first phase is to transform an entreprencur’s technology-based
ideas into a business model and, finally, a business plan. This business plan is outlined
via a pre-determined template by TUBITAK, which mainly covers seven items: the
business idea, technical or R&D processes, personnel information, market analysis,
market plan, financial plan, and estimated cost items.'® The business plan is a key for
entrepreneurs to qualify for the BiGG program. That is why the implementing agencies
in the first phase provide several activities for entrepreneurs to learn, practice and
develop the seven items mentioned. These activities are grouped under (1) training and
mentorship, (2) idea validation, and (3) a three-step selection process. The outcome of
this whole effort is a prepared business plan and presentation evaluated in the second

phase.

At the beginning of the first phase, the implementing agency designs intensive desk
training to assist entrepreneurs in transforming their technology-based ideas into a
business model and business plan. This training focuses more on the skills
entrepreneurs need in the BiGG processes. The scope of this training diversifies across
the agencies because each agency is independent in its exercise. However, it generally
covers three major areas: (1) general information about the entrepreneurship processes,

(2) business plan preparation, and (3) presentation techniques.

In addition to desk training, the implementing agency also provides mentorship
services to entrepreneurs. Two types of mentorship activity exist in the field: (1)
periodic mentorship and (2) need-based mentorship. First, the implementing agencies
assign a mentor to each entrepreneur, and two actors meet weekly or every two weeks.
Through these periodic meetings, the entrepreneur and mentor work together to
improve the business model and plan. In some implementing agencies, trainers and

mentors would be the same person. Apart from the periodic mentorship, the

16 For more detail in Turkish, see https://tubitak.gov.tr/sites/default/files/1512-asama2-basvuru-
kilavuzu.pdf
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implementing agencies also refer additional mentors from their network to the

entrepreneurs if they need technical or market guidance.

Training and mentorship activities in the first phase bring trainers and mentors from
the entrepreneurial ecosystem into the BiGG entrepreneurship support network. Some
implementing agencies interviewed employ these trainers from the same university
where they are also based in. Whereas some others outsource all or part of these
activities due to a lack of capacity. Similarly, mentors could be academic experts or
industry representatives from the implementing agencies’ network.'” However, some
agencies also provide this mentorship through their administrative units to keep these
meetings periodically. Thus, the trainer assists entrepreneurs in improving their
business models, especially business plans and presentation skills. In addition to
training, mentorship activities facilitate one-to-one engagements where entrepreneurs
could get coaching and guidance to improve their business plan throughout the first

phase (Figure 10).

The training and mentorship activities design is interactive between the entrepreneurs,
trainers, and mentors. Most implementing agencies in the field follow an assignment
and feedback mechanism in the first phase. Entrepreneurs first attend a series of
training with several assignments. Following these, they perform the assignments
about writing their business plan components such as business model, market research,
or financial table. In return, the mentors and trainers give feedback on the
entrepreneurs’ filled business plan for each assignment. Moreover, trainers and
mentors provide several tips on how to write a business plan or what to consider when

writing a business plan within the BiGG framework.

It was usually like half homework. Okay, we have covered this, now fill in parts A, B,
and C, send it to us and let's go over it. This was both after the training, and there
were also sessions where we received one-on-one mentoring. (Entrepreneur E)

We go through a rigorous training and mentoring process, and in between, we ask for
homework on the main lines of the business plan. In other words, we do not just give
you the business plan file and say, ‘Come on, write this’, but we give you the things
that will be useful for them while filling out the business plan file, section by section,
as homework. (Implementing Agency B)

17 Trainers also act as mentors for periodic mentorship in some cases.
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After the entry process, we proceed in the form of a training-homework mechanism
for the jury. (Implementing Agency D)
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Figure 10: Interactions in the training and mentorship activities

Source: Author’s own depiction

Other than training and mentorship, the first phase also involves idea validation. For
idea validation, entrepreneurs engage with the relevant private sector companies and
share their business models and plan with them. They are also required to get a letter
of intent'® from those companies, which is mandatory for the BiGG program. Even
though this document is not binding, it helps entrepreneurs to test their business models
and business plans in the market. Many entrepreneurs reach out to those companies
through their own efforts. However, the interviews revealed that some implementing
agencies open their networks to entrepreneurs to meet these private sector companies.
Entrepreneurs could also reach out to those companies through agencies’ mentorship
pool and other incubation activities such as demo day or pitch deck presentation
(Figure 11). Besides the letter of intent, entrepreneurs could receive feedback and

advice via those interviews to improve their business plans.

They wanted the letter of intent during the BIGG process together with the business
plan. Since we actually communicate with mentors because of the incubation, we can
actually communicate with game companies there. We talked to the mentors there and
attempted to get such a letter of intent. (Entrepreneur E)

They were individual efforts. IA E gave us some advice on how to reach people, how
to talk to people. We also tried to reach out, but we did it ourselves. (Entrepreneur O)

18 «A letter of intent is a non-legally binding document between two parties that intend to enter a
business transaction with each other” (indeed.com, for details see https://www.indeed.com/career-
advice/career-development/letter-of-intent-for-business)
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Figure 11: Interactions in idea validation activities

Source: Author’s own depiction

Lastly, the first phase includes a three-step selection process. The entrepreneurs
undergo three elimination rounds run by the implementing agencies. In the first round,
the agencies accept the entrepreneurs’ applications for the first phase after evaluating
their business ideas based on TUBITAK’s guidance.®® In the second round, the
implementing agencies conduct a panel presentation for the entrepreneurs after the
training and mentorship activities. This presentation is like a simulation of the one
conducted in the second phase. Finally, in the third round, implementing agencies
select the most promising and prepared candidates for the final evaluation by

TUBITAK, and the rest wait for the later call or voluntarily drop out.

The simulation of the panel presentation in the first phase accommodates bilateral
interactions between the implementing agencies and entrepreneurs. In this activity, the
implementing agency convenes a jury to evaluate the business plan. The jury could
consist of people from the implementing agency or their own networks. The
entrepreneurs give a presentation of their business plan to the jury. After evaluating
this presentation, the implementing agency selects promising entrepreneurs that will
continue to the second phase. Furthermore, entrepreneurs chosen, besides others, also
get comprehensive feedback about business plans and presentations, which helps them

prepare for the second phase (Figure 12).

19 TUBITAK set three criteria for the evaluation of entrepreneurial projects. These are a level of
innovation and technology, commercialization potential, and applicability. However, the
implementing agency can be flexible in their own acceptance mechanism based on those criteria.
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In our final jury evaluation, entrepreneurs present their business plans. TUBITAK
does the same thing, in fact it is called panel evaluations. In those panel evaluations,
the entrepreneur has 5 minutes and makes a presentation in front of the jury. We set
up the same thing so that the entrepreneur can first see it with us, and when they meet
the same panel, they can do the same thing and become a little more experienced.
(Implementing Agency F)

We form a jury of 8 people. Entrepreneurs whom we decided to send to TUBITAK
make 5-minute presentations to this jury. Then, comments and ratings come from the
jury. We put them through a filter, evaluate each of them separately and select the
entrepreneurs we think we can now send to TUBITAK. At least 50% of them are
eliminated. (Implementing Agency C)

Evaluation, selection, and
feedback on their business plans

TN

Implementing Panel presentation Entrepreneurs
agencies simulation

Presenting the prepared
business plan

Figure 12: Interactions in panel presentation simulation

Source: Author’s own depiction

Once training and mentorship, idea validation, and selection are complete, the
implementing agencies review the entrepreneurs’ business plans and other documents
needed for the BiGG program. After the final revision, the implementing agencies
deliver the entrepreneurs' documents to TUBITAK via the online system.?° With that,

the entrepreneurs are ready to enter the second phase.
Second phase

In the second phase, TUBITAK identifies the entrepreneurs qualified for the BiGG
program grants. For that, TUBITAK evaluates these entrepreneurs’ business plans and
presentations in the panel format. This business plan is more than just a written plan.

At this time, entrepreneurs should establish their companies and follow their planned

2 TUBITAK Project Evaluation and Monitoring System (PRODIS)
50



activities. The progress needs to be reported to TUBITAK at the sixth month after
establishment. The two main activities, (1) business plan presentation and (2) sixth-
month progress reporting, make up the second phase. This phase is the first-time that

entrepreneurs and TUBITAK interact.

A panel presentation format is used to evaluate the entrepreneurs’ business plans. This
effort starts with TUBITAK executives grouping the business plans into thematic
areas.?! The executives then set five panelists for each thematic group, and they
organize presentation schedules. Panelists are mainly selected from a pool of academic

experts and industry representatives previously involved in the BiGG process.

The panel presentation for the business plan evaluation is the first time TUBITAK and
entrepreneurs directly encounter. Entrepreneurs present their business plans to the five
selected panelists. Afterward, the selected panelists evaluate the business plan, grade
the entrepreneurs, and report their evaluation to TUBITAK.?? Based on the panelists’
evaluation, TUBITAK identifies the qualified group for the financial grants.?® The
eligible groups are then asked to establish an enterprise to access the grants (Figure
13).

The panel presentations are usually conducted in person. However, during the Covid-
19 pandemic, the candidates had to video-record their presentations, and the
implementing agencies submitted these to TUBITAK via an online system.?* It was an
unexpected disruption to the in-person panel interaction between TUBITAK and the
entrepreneurs. At the time of the fieldwork during the Pandemic, there was still no

clarity on whether this activity would ever be in-person again.

2L Six thematic areas: (1) Smart transportation, (2) smart production systems, (3) energy and clean
technologies, (4) communication and digital transformation, (5) health and well-being, and (6)
sustainable agriculture and nutrition.

22 The grade criteria are mainly the level of innovation and technology, commercialization, and
applicability determined by TUBITAK. For more details in Turkish, see
https://www.tubitak.gov.tr/tr/destekler/sanayi/ulusal-destek-programlari/1512/icerik-formlar

Z TUBITAK determines a threshold score for each thematic area to avoid sectoral superiority.
Entrepreneurs that are above the threshold value are eligible for financial support.

2 TUBITAK Project Evaluation and Monitoring System (PRODIS)
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Figure 13: Interactions in the final evaluation of the BiGG program

Source: Author’s own depiction

The qualified entrepreneurs follow three steps for the financial grants as the grants
within BiGG are provided in installments to the groups. Each entrepreneur group gets
%40 of the grant while establishing an enterprise.?> After the enterprise establishment
is complete, TUBITAK assigns a referee, who could be from the panelists or an
academic within its network, to each entrepreneur. Then, each entrepreneur works on
to complete and submit a Business Plan Progress Report?® within the next six months.
The assigned referee evaluates this report and prepares the Periodic Monitoring
Report?” for TUBITAK. At this point, another %40 of the grant is given to the
entrepreneur, regardless of the referee evaluation. If TUBITAK finds the progress
report viable, the remaining %20 is awarded to each group on a date proposed in the

business plan (Figure 14).

% The total grant as of 2022 is 450,000 TL. However, it was 200,000 TL at the time of the study.
26 For more information in Turkish, see https://www.tubitak.gov.tr/tr/icerik-formlar-5

2 1bid.
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Figure 14: Interactions in progress reporting to TUBITAK

Source: Author’s own depiction

4.3.2.2. Informal interactions

Aside from these formal interactions, the BiGG implementation also involves a series
of informal interactions across the ecosystem actors. These interactions are not
necessarily created by the BiGG program implementation steps, instead, these are
created and shaped by the actors. In this section, informal interaction within the
program presents as an actor-oriented format since multiple activities and interaction
occurs. First, this section includes informal relationships and further interactions
between implementing agencies and entrepreneurs. Then, it presents the interactions
among the entrepreneurs as well as the implementing agencies. Lastly, this section
exhibits feedback mechanisms for improving the processes and activities within the

BiGG program.
Between the implementing agency and the entrepreneur

The transaction between implementing agencies and entrepreneurs officially ends at
the end of the first phase. But it informally extends into the second phase and onwards.
Every entrepreneur interviewed in the field study approved that the implementing
agencies have guided and supported them further in the second phase. The guidance
was seen in the company establishment processes needed in the second phase. Two
additional supports after the first phase were also seen in the field: (1) admitting the
entrepreneur into complementary incubation programs and (2) providing physical

facilities for the program winners. The guidance and additional supports enable a new
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degree of interaction between the two actors extending the interactions in the first

phase.

The implementing agency assists entrepreneurs in conducting company establishment
processes and other procedures in the second phase. Company establishment, which
includes a lot of paperwork and bureaucratic operation, is a complex process for those
who conduct the first time. The field study revealed that implementing agencies guide
entrepreneurs on the procedural needs for the establishment, and entrepreneurs could
ask for assistance if they need it. For example, two cases from the field showed that
implementing agencies refer entrepreneurs to financial advisors from their network.
Another example is that IA A and 1A D held a joint meeting or seminar with the
entrepreneurs, just before the company was set up, about company establishment,
financial management, and the upcoming process. Aside from these, several cases in
the field were seen where entrepreneurs asked for help with procedural questions and

problems from the implementing agencies. (Figure 15).

Of course, we didn't have much knowledge about how to find a financial advisor, the
stages of establishing a company, and how these things can happen. They provided us
with both networking and mentorship on those issues. (Entrepreneur E)

There were referrals, they had already made us meet with the accountants in the
implementing agency training before, saying that you can contact them in the future
processes, you can ask them directly. (Entrepreneur R)

After acceptance, there is a period in which a warm relationship continues, and they
try to help as much as they can within that period. (Entrepreneur G)

The result has just been announced, we are now in the process of establishing a
company. We organized training for them; the process of establishing a company, how
they will report afterward, and so on. You know, some people ask for an accountant,
some people ask for a lawyer, there are places we work with, we can also get support
from them. Or we bring them together with other former entrepreneurs. They
recommend places they are satisfied with. (Implementing Agency D)
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Figure 15: Guidance and mentoring in the company formation process

Source: Author’s own depiction

Besides guidance in the establishment process, some implementing agencies lead the
entrepreneurs into their incubation or pre-incubation programs to provide additional
support for the post-BiGG processes. Such programs complement the BiGG program
to support entrepreneurs for the post-establishment process focusing more on the
market and investment stages. In the field, IA A and IA B conduct a 1-year incubation
program parallel to the BiGG. Whereas others consider the BiGG program as their
main incubation program but provide some short-term assistive programs. For
example, almost all interviewed entrepreneurs in IA A and IA B have gone through
the separate incubation program in addition to the BiGG program. With the parallel
incubation program in 1A A and IA B, some entrepreneurs have a chance to present
their ideas to the investors and industry representatives in the pitch deck format if they
succeed in the program (Figure 16). Thus, the parallel incubation program facilitates
ongoing support and relationship between implementing agencies and entrepreneurs

as well as networking with the investors.

Many of our entrepreneurs who receive BIGG apply to the pre-incubation program
after they have already received support and become a company. They also go through
that process. He also receives 7 weeks of more detailed training. We can say 50% and
above. So many of them come. | mean, they realize what it will add to them in this
process ... Either he realizes it himself, or we are constantly scanning everyone who
comes as a team. We are constantly researching for that transition, whether those who
come to pre-incubation are suitable for BIGG or those who come to BIGG are suitable
for pre-incubation. (Implementing Agency A)

In other words, we like to accelerate companies established with BIGG with another
support program in the implementing agency. (Implementing Agency B)
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Some implementing agencies also offer physical facilities to BiGG program winners
after the establishment (Figure 16). For example, IA A, IA B, IA D, and 1A F offer
office space, if available, to entrepreneurs for 6 months to 1 year after the
establishment process of the BiGG program. Although all implementing agencies do
not have physical facilities, it is still possible that entrepreneurs could register their
addresses within those agencies. Almost all entrepreneurs interviewed usually set up
their companies in the implementing agencies they receive BiGG support. In some
cases, entrepreneurs have office space within the scope of the parallel incubation
program mentioned above. Office support or establishment in an incubator enables
further interaction and connection between entrepreneurs and implementing agencies

in the post-establishment process, even after the BiGG program.
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Figure 16: Additional support to entrepreneurs after the BiGG

Source: Author’s own depiction

Between entrepreneurs

Each call for the BiGG creates a new cohort that undergoes several procedures and
activities together. These activities, especially in the implementing agencies, bring
entrepreneurs to the same environment face-to-face or online. The field study has
revealed that being in the same environment facilitates interaction between
entrepreneurs in the same cohort or the previous. However, most entrepreneurs

interviewed were attending those activities online due to Covid-19 pandemic.
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Although online activities limit in a way, two types of interaction are still observed in
the field; (1) entrepreneur initiatives in the online chat platform and (2) implementing

agency brings entrepreneurs from different cohorts together.

Most implementing agencies in the field set up an online chat group to keep
entrepreneurs updated about the BiGG processes and facilitate quick interaction. The
implementing agencies' administrative units respond to questions and issues via online
channels. Meanwhile, within this chat group, entrepreneurs also help each other with
the BiGG process and procedures as well as other topics. Moreover, a case from the
field showed that one agency has also set up a separate online group to bring the
previous BiGG entrepreneurs with the current ones, which enables further experience-

sharing between the entrepreneurs within different cohorts.

They invited people who had gone through the process successfully before. We had
the opportunity to talk to them online. He told us about his experiences, and we asked
questions. In other words, there was a mutual transfer of information about the things
we had in mind. (Entrepreneur O)

One of them is that we have a WhatsApp group formed by those who applied to BiGG
in the same period and received incentives, and these are generally in parallel with
the process at the same time. This is a nice advantage. There is also a WhatsApp group
where ones who have won 1512 so far have always gathered. This is much more
crowded. You know, | benefited from both of them. | asked both of them, and when |
got similar answers, | was already sure. (Entrepreneur F)

Two cases from the field showed that some implementing agencies organize seminar-
type activities or one-to-one guidance, which bring entrepreneurs from different
cohorts together for experience sharing (Figure 17). Two entrepreneurs in the same
implementing agency benefit from the previous BiGG entreprencurs’ experiences with
the BiGG program. Entrepreneur G said, “They invited those who had successfully
carried out the process to an online meeting. They told us about his experiences, we

asked questions. There was a mutual exchange of information. ”

Furthermore, Entrepreneur E made a contact with another entrepreneur referred by the
implementing agencies to find a solution for the problem. She claims, "We faced a
bureaucratic problem due to my foreign nationality. Incubators introduced us to an
entrepreneur who had experienced the same problem before. We had one-to-one

communication with them, and they helped us on how to move forward in the process.”
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Figure 17: Mutual assistance between entrepreneurs

Source: Author’s own depiction

Between implementing agencies

The informal interactions between implementing agencies are pretty weak, but
occasionally occurs within the BIiGG program. Most implementing agencies
interviewed in the field study state that informal interaction is non-existent between
the agencies other than the formal interactions in the consortium (mentioned in section
4.3.1). Moreover, the performance-reward system increases the competition between
implementing agencies, which limits close relationship and experience-sharing.
However, a few cases from the field have revealed that two initiatives, (1) personal
communication and network and (2) post-program meetings organized by TUBITAK,

bring occasional interactions to some extent between implementing agencies.

Interaction is occasionally initiated via personal efforts or networks in the same region.
Two agencies from the field took the initiative to connect with other implementing
agencies to learn about their activities and benefit from their experiences (Figure 18).
For example, 1A C contacted IA A to learn about their experience in a specific activity.
IA C claims, "We try to be in close contact with implementing agencies in our region.
For example, we wanted to do something new for entrepreneurs in the gaming sector.
We knew that IA E had done it before, and we contacted them. We talked openly about
how they did it, what their experiences are, what we should not do.” Furthermore, the
policy changes of the 1601 program mentioned in section 4.3.1 limit those informal
interactions because that change has increased the competition between those

agencies.

58



Implementing agencies could come together in TUBITAK’s post-program events. In
these events, they have up-to-date information on how other agencies conduct the
BiGG program, how many entrepreneurs completed the program in each agency, and
the results of successful ones. Moreover, the field study showed that successful
implementing agencies could present their experience to others and TUBITAK in
those events. Even some interviewees' observations revealed that some informal
meetings and conversations take place at these events. This presentation facilitates the
experience-sharing between implementing agencies, and particularly new and small
agencies can benefit from those experiences (Figure 18). However, those events have

become online due to the pandemic, which is seen as inefficient in the field.

So, there is not much (interaction). If TUBITAK organizes a panel or an event, we can
come together. Other than that, unfortunately, we do not have much communication with
other implementing agencies. ... At TUBITAK events, for example, we could see the data,
such as how many entrepreneurs from X agencies completed the program ... The selected
implementing agencies could make presentations there, which was a good resource for
everyone. Everyone could observe what others were doing, and it was a good observation
place for smaller implementing agencies. Therefore, those have become just online events,
where everyone turns off their cameras. (Implementing Agency F)

I mean, | can see that the implementing agencies have a network among themselves on a
personal level, but not on an institutional basis. ... they may be talking among themselves
that we are doing this, and you are doing that, but unfortunately, | do not have much
information. But we can understand that they talk among themselves about some of the
things we receive. (Executive from TUBITAK)

Experience-sharing
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Figure 18: Informal interaction between implementing agencies

Source: Author’s own depiction
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Feedback mechanisms
(1) Implementing agencies - TUBITAK

A few initiatives from TUBITAK and implementing agencies enable the feedback
flow between them. The feedback mechanism here is mainly from the implementing
agencies to TUBITAK. This mechanism has occurred via two initiatives that the field
study has revealed: (1) a post-program meeting by TUBITAK and (2) personal contact
channels. However, a case from the field shows that there is a one-way feedback
mechanism from the implementing agency to TUBITAK because agencies are

unaware of policy changes in advance.

The post-program meetings allow implementing agencies to provide feedback about
the BiGG program. An executive from TUBITAK stated that “TUBITAK is trying to
get feedback from implementing agencies in the meetings such as what is missing and
what needs to be done to improve processes.” On the other side, most implementing
agencies approved that they could share their feedback on the program implementation
as well as the needs to be done for improvement. For example, 1A F claims that many
implementing agencies, including her own, gave feedback on the insufficient amount
of financial grants at these meetings. Another example is that A D observed that one
agency raised the issue of delays in the program schedule at the meetings. However,
feedback from TUBITAK to implementing agencies could not be identified in the
field. TUBITAK only informs agencies about the program's outcomes and top-down

policy decisions in these meetings.

TUBITAK asks us for feedback from the field through various channels. Although we
have not been able to do it much lately, but before the pandemic, we used to have at
least one, sometimes two meetings a year .... We gather all the implementing agencies
together and there they share information, share outputs, make new announcements,
and receive feedback from us. (Implementing Agency A)

After each call, TUBITAK actually held meetings with all interface organizations until
before the pandemic. Then, after the pandemic, meetings were held online, attended
by the president, again attended by both interfaces and entrepreneurs. TUBITAK
ensures the exchange of information. What is missing? What are their opinions? What
would be better to do to improve processes? TUBITAK is trying to get their feedback.
However, this has actually decreased a little bit with the pandemic, or maybe its effect
has decreased a little bit because one-to-one meetings were more useful, they were
going better. (Executive from TUBITAK)
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These post-call meetings are no longer conducted periodically for two reasons
emphasized in the field study. The first is opening one call after another to complete
the unopened calls during a pandemic, so there was no time to conduct such meetings.
Another reason is the high workload of the BiGG program together with few human
resources on TUBITAK side. Moreover, some online sessions have been conducted,
but interviewees do not find online meetings as efficient as the ones conducted face-

to-face.

Apart from the meetings, implementing agencies have one-on-one contact with experts
at TUBITAK for advisory about the program. All agencies from the field agreed they
could always reach administrative units at TUBITAK via phone or e-mails when
needed. In this one-on-one contact with TUBITAK, those agencies mainly reflect their
field experiences, problems, and observations about the BiGG implementation.
Another feedback flow is personal contact. An expert at TUBITAK claims that he had
called approximately 16 implementing agencies to get their opinions about the BiGG
program. He said, “If I remember correctly, there was a request from our senior
management. | had meetings with 15-16 implementing agencies in the form of "How
can we improve the processes?”. | remember very clearly that | took notes and
reported them upstairs, but nothing came out.” It is seen that administrative units at
TUBITAK have open communication channels with officials in the implementing
agencies (Figure 19). However, whether the feedbacks of implementing agencies have

led to significant improvement of the program is questionable.

We do not have such a systematic thing with TUBITAK, but we actually meet with
them at the beginning or end of the call, that is, when the call is opened and when the
call is closed. You may have heard that there is "'name of the executive at TUBITAK".
We meet with him and evaluate the process. Alternatively, when we consult him when
there is something extra, he always responds, and he is always interested. We have no
problems with the TUBITAK channel, we can reach them at any time we want, and we
get answers to our questions. (Implementing Agency C)

TUBITAK, in other words, we are often in contact with them ourselves, without

waiting for these events, all of them are already open to us, and we are actively in
contact with them. These problems are communicated. (Implementing Agency F)
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Figure 19: Feedback mechanisms from implementing agency to TUBITAK

Source: Author’s own depiction

The field study showed that implementing agencies are unaware of the sudden policy
changes within the BiGG program. TUBITAK has decided on several recent policy
changes in the BiGG program, such as opening an additional BiGG call for green
growth, consortium model, and performance-based reward mentioned in section 4.3.1.
About the policy changes, an expert at TUBITAK claims that “We take their opinions
before making changes, and sometimes we do not, sometimes we do it urgently.” On
the contrary, the field study has revealed that these changes are top-down policies
implementing agencies must adapt. For example, 1A D emphasized that they did not
hear beforehand about the additional call for green growth and did not have time to
prepare. Only some expectations and gossip about this call occurred in the
implementing agencies. For that issue, IA E states, “We do not know how the new
model will be announced, and frankly we are looking forward to it. In this year,
TUBITAK will issue a call for the authorization of the implementing agencies. We do
not know how that will happen. IA F also claims that “TUBITAK made these changes,

but we do not know what the next move will be.”
(2) Entrepreneur - implementing agencies

Formal and informal interactions between entrepreneurs and implementing agencies
occur during the program activities and after the program, as described in previous
sections. It facilitates informal feedback environments or channels investigated in the

field study. As mentioned above, entrepreneurs getting feedback from those agencies
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were already seen in the formal activities and informal support. However, the
mechanism described here is from the entrepreneur to the implementing agencies to
point out the problems and development areas in the BiGG processes. Two findings
from the field, (1) a survey for entrepreneurs, and (2) direct communication via face-

to-face or online, making this mechanism available.

Many implementing agencies in the field study have conducted end-of-term surveys
on their services within the BiGG program. In these surveys, implementing agencies
have been trying to measure how satisfied entrepreneurs are with support and
activities. However, through this survey, entrepreneurs could provide their opinion and
feedback on what is missing in their processes and how to make services more
effective in the BiGG program. For example, Entrepreneur F claims that “7 mean, in
the form 1 filled out, there were questions like, I told you a little bit of what was there,
I wrote similar things there. For example, did you find the duration of the training
sufficient? Or did you get the support you expected from “other agencies name” in
this process? If not, what were you expecting? Such feedback-oriented questions were
asked.” Similarly, Entrepreneur H said that “They send us forms and you can fill them
out, you know, we wrote down the things we found missing about the low number of

mentors”’

In the BiGG process, the implementing agency and the entrepreneur come together
online or face-to-face, leading to specific feedback through direct communication. The
field study revealed that entrepreneurs could directly provide their opinions about
benefits and development areas of the processes to the administrative unit of the
implementing agencies. This direct communication has occurred through face-to-face
or online platforms. For example, Entrepreneur J claims that “There is an open office.
The working team, you know, they do not have a closed room or a place. | mean, we
all get tea from the same place. When we eat cookies there, we all eat them together.
So, there is something very nice, there is an interactive environment.” Some cohorts
did not even come together once during the pandemic, but such interactions have

somewhat continued via online platforms (Figure 20).

I think such feedback is actually informal. After all, this is how we do it with a phone
call, in WhatsApp groups, in some joint committee things, we also talk among
ourselves. (Entrepreneur D)
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When we met them, they also asked us verbally. How did you find it, how was it, and
so on. (Entrepreneur L)

There is a question and answer at the end of each training. They said that your opinion
is valuable for us, but it was online there anyway. (Entrepreneur H)

Apart from that, they also wanted to meet me one-on-one. | also gave feedback face-
to-face on what was good and what should be improved ... (Entrepreneur P)

Feedback on the
services and activities

Survey

Direct communication Implementing

Entrepreneurs via face-to-face or online .
agen(:les

Figure 20: Feedback mechanisms from entrepreneur to implementing agency

Source: Author’s own depiction

(3) Entrepreneur — TUBITAK

A direct feedback mechanism from entrepreneurs to TUBITAK is almost non-existent.
Some communication occurred between both sides through contact addresses mostly
for getting bureaucratic information and problem-solving. On the other hand, the
strong interaction and one-on-one relationship between the entrepreneurs and
implementing agencies facilitate indirect feedback from entrepreneurs to TUBITAK
via those agencies. A few examples from the field supports this mechanism. Aside
from the lack of a feedback mechanism, entrepreneurs do not tend to give feedback to
TUBITAK via implementing agencies because the perception is that feedback will not

be evaluated, and entrepreneurs accept the rules of the game.

No, nothing has happened with TUBITAK so far. We contacted a person from
TUBITAK only once when we had financial problems. (Entrepreneur O)

Zero, zero interaction, I mean just e-mails. (Entrepreneur N)
For us, TUBITAK is just a stage where we upload the company information and

business plan to the system, and then we follow some processes through the system.
(Entrepreneur K)
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Believe me, there is none with TUBITAK. | mean, | probably start contacting
TUBITAK when the support comes out, not even when the support comes out, but when
I see the money in the account. Until then, maybe, but it could also be their decision
because there are so many applications, they have divided it into incubation centers.
However, we have never had any interaction with TUBITAK. (Entrepreneur F)

The transaction between entrepreneurs and the implementing agencies, mentioned in
section 4.3.2.1., is solid in the first phase of the program. In this transaction,
entrepreneurs also convey their problems, demands, and criticisms about the BiGG
process to the implementing agencies. For example, most entrepreneurs provide
feedback on bureaucratic and financial issues such as insufficient financial support in
the current period, delayed payments, delay in the program schedule, etc. The field
study revealed that entreprencurs’ feedback was reflected through the activities,
meetings, and online chat platforms to the implementing agencies. Furthermore, some
entrepreneurs believe that the agencies communicate with TUBITAK about the
problems and bottlenecks of the program, including those they highlight, but some do
not believe so. After all, implementing agencies interviewed have also raised the same
issues the entrepreneurs highlighted (Figure 21).

| did not attempt anything like that, but there was a serious tendency in the group at

the beginning for early payment. It was paid at the end of December, and the
companies waited two months without money. (Entrepreneur P)

We criticize TUBITAK at the implementing agency stage, but we do not have direct
communication with TUBITAK. (Entrepreneur I)

I think TUBITAK takes it through implementing agencies and collects the data. | think
it seems that we are not taken into consideration too much because we are the last link
of a program. Maybe we forward it to implementing agency and they unite among
themselves and forward it there. They have already made a system a bit like that.
(Entrepreneur D)

You know, my understanding is that they are already in constant contact and meetings
with TUBITAK and they seem to be conveying this type of feedback. But it does not
seem like they can take much action from TUBITAK. Let me put it like that. It is as if
implementing agencies say it, but it does not translate into action. (Entrepreneur C)

Yes. | do not know how it is in reality, but in my eyes, I think that those who carry out

our BiGG process (implementing agencies) are constantly meeting with experts there
(TUBITAK). (Entrepreneur J)

65



Feedback and compliance about the
bureaucratic and financial issues

=

Via implementing agencies

TUBITAK Entrepreneurs

Figure 21: Feedback mechanisms from entrepreneur to TUBITAK

Source: Author’s own depiction

Furthermore, some of the issues raised by entrepreneurs are shorter program duration,
the possibility of financial coaching, grants according to the thematic area and
postponement of company establishment. However, entrepreneurs do not prefer to
give feedback on the program’s implementation to TUBITAK. Besides the non-
existent direct feedback mechanism, two further issues are the reason why
entrepreneurs do not intend to provide feedback to TUBITAK. First, entrepreneurs feel
that feedback is ignored and disregarded by TUBITAK. This may be because
bureaucratic changes are made less frequently, and there is no follow-up mechanism.
Second, the entrepreneurs interviewed think that the procedures in the BiGG program
are written in stone because it is a public support program. An entrepreneur from the
field summarized this mindset well: "We enter the program by accepting the rules in

advance.”

Such a thing (feedback) is never discussed in the group (Whatsapp group) because
everyone actually knows how much the state has, the rules, everything, so we enter
this game on purpose ... There are some unchangeable rules on the TUBITAK side,
we already accept it, that is, TUBITAK does not say that | will give you 200,000 in
advance, for example, we do not talk about it. (Entrepreneur D)

I mean, we complain, but we have never gone and done anything, to be honest, I mean,
we have an accepted situation in such a thing. Because we did not feel much, | mean,
we did not feel like there would be a big change if I go to the administrative and said
these things. (Entrepreneur B)

I think it is being said, but I do not think TUBITAK cares much about it. (Entrepreneur
H)

All feedback mechanisms within the BiGG program are summarized in Figure 22

below. Some feedback has occurred from entrepreneurs to university-based incubators
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(implementing agencies) and from these incubators to policy institutions (TUBITAK).
On the contrary, there is limited interaction as well as weak feedback transfer from
entrepreneurs to policy institution. Some feedback mechanisms between them have

happened via implementing agencies within the BiGG program.

Field experience, problems and Feedback on services
policy feedback and activities
Post-program meetings /’m
Personal contact Direct communication
TUBITAK Impleme.ntmg Entrepreneurs
agencies

\#//

Only via implementing agencies
Feedback and compliance about the bureaucratic and
financial issues

Figure 22: Summary of feedback mechanisms within the BiGG program

Source: Author’s own depiction

4.4. Contributions of interaction to the Entrepreneurial Ecosystem
4.4.1. Entrepreneurs

Several activities within the BiGG program phases facilitate formal and informal
interactions between the actors described above. Those activities provide non-financial
support to entrepreneurs from the idea stage to company formation. Besides, the BiGG
program offers financial grants. Both financial and non-financial support contribute to
the entrepreneurs in their entrepreneurial processes. They gain many opportunities and
achievements through those interactions. For entrepreneurs, three achievements of the
BiGG program are: (1) gaining basic entrepreneurship knowledge and skills, (2)
accessing early-stage finance, and (3) creating new opportunities as BiGG is also a

label, a brand.

As the activities benefited the most from the BiGG program, entrepreneurs interviewed
highlighted training on the business plan, ongoing feedback from mentorship

activities, conducting market research, and meeting potential customers at an early
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stage. First, the BiGG entrepreneurs have gained basic entrepreneurship knowledge
and capabilities, such as preparing a business plan, financial plan, business strategy,
market strategy, etc., through training and mentorship activities. This enables them to
transform their business idea into start-up companies. Second, the entrepreneurs
emphasized that they could better explain their business to third parties thanks to

presentations in the form of pitch talks and customer interviews within the program.

Moreover, several entrepreneurs from STEM?® education backgrounds claim they
could gain multi-faceted thinking about entrepreneurship. They emphasized that they
understand the importance of customer and market, company management, team
formation, and network asides from the R&D or product development. Even if all
entrepreneurs in the BiGG program do not make it to financial grants, they have a
chance to continue in the ecosystem in other opportunities by acquiring mentioned

knowledge and capabilities.

Access to finance for early-stage entrepreneurs is significant for market entry and
development of R&D products. The BiGG program is the only active entrepreneurship
program providing financial grants to early-stage tech-based entrepreneurs. The field
study also approved the importance of that financial grants even if it is seen as
insufficient in the current economic conjuncture. However, entrepreneurs see the
program as more than just support for setting up a company. Most interviewed
entrepreneurs stated they would not have attempted entrepreneurship or could not start
an enterprise without the BiGG program. While others proposed it would be difficult

and painful.

Being a BiGG program winner is valued in the ecosystem and creates new
opportunities; it acts like a brand. Entrepreneurs within the BiGG program tend to
apply complementary support programs and contact investment networks to seek
additional ventures or support. Obtaining a BiGG grant is an asset in the
entrepreneurial ecosystem. For example, Entrepreneur | said, "Having received a grant
from TUBITAK ... gives us an element of confidence in the eyes of customers, investors
and partners, and of course paves the way for us to receive other secondary and

tertiary grants such as KOSGEB.” Entrepreneur N also claims, "I mean, if | need to

28 Abbreviation of Science, Technology, Engineering, and Mathematics
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give a spot title, it is good as a label. When you say that you applied for the BiGG, the
way you are looked at is something. You know, it even contributes to investment or

recruitment process. ”
4.4.2. Implementing agencies

The BiGG framework also provides benefits to the implementing agencies. The
framework encourages these agencies to conduct several entrepreneurship activities.
It also allows them to interact with the other ecosystem actors. These activities and
interactions lead implementing agencies to increase the capacity building of
entrepreneurial activities. This increase in capacity building is through (1) learning by
conducting support activities (i.e., running the big program) and (2) learning by

dealing with various entrepreneurial cases.

As previously described, the BiGG implementation involves a list of activities such as
business idea collection and evaluation, training, mentorship, and network activities.
Over the years, these activities have become helpful learning resources for less
experienced agencies. In other words, this is a type of learning-by-doing practice.
Thanks to the extensive scope of the program, this practice is becoming widespread in
implementing institutions operating in different regions of Turkey. Aside from this
practice, the BiGG implementation also enables the implementing agencies to engage
with a diverse range of entrepreneurial cases from various sectors and technology
levels. With the help of this engagement, the implementing agencies expand their

knowledge and experience.

I think it enlarges the ecosystem, by adding more entrepreneurs. Plus, | criticized it
just now, it may not be very meaningful to support more incubation centers from a
commercial point of view, that is, in the short term. But in the medium or long term,
many incubation centers started to do entrepreneurial processes because of the
program. Afterward, some of them may be BIGG-specific, but there are also good
incubation centers that started or grew with the BIGG. (Implementing Agency A)

Because the contribution of interfaces is very important in this ecosystem. And | think
that the development of the interfaces is a precursor to the development of this BIGG
program, here is the phased, here is the first phase, and I think this is very effective.
(Executive from TUBITAK)

After selecting the right implementing agency, you both improve the competence of
that agency and create more impact locally, I think this is the right model. (Expert B)

69



443. TUBITAK

TUBITAK, as the coordinating institution, gains benefit from interaction with
implementing agencies and entrepreneurs within the BiGG program implementation.
The program has had an ever-changing structure in that many policy changes and
improvements have been implemented since 2012. Those changes are often top-down,
but some feedback from interacting with the field is implemented with the help of
interaction context. Thus, the benefits of TUBITAK are found in the field. TUBITAK
could respond to the program’s shortcomings through (1) learning from

implementation and (2) feedback from the field.

The interaction within the program also creates a learning environment in that
TUBITAK forms an idea of the deficiencies of the program as well as the
entrepreneurial ecosystem. TUBITAK made several top-down policies improving the
efficacy of the BiGG program with the help of implementation in the field. A
progressive policy change in the BiGG program is the decentralization of activities in
the first phase to be implemented through implementing agencies (discussed in Section
4.2). Regarding this change, an executive from TUBITAK stated that they did not find
it effective for TUBITAK to carry out acceleration activities under the program.

TUBITAK had been conducting non-financial activities in the BiGG program for a
while. However, we realized this was a work of expertise, so we tried to procure a
service and prepared videos with lecturers. However, we thought it could be done
better, and who could do it? Of course, the essential stakeholder here is the
Technology Transfer Offices of universities, and private sector organizations that are
experts in this ecosystem. So, we created a different program, the TUBITAK 1601
program, and TUBITAK handed over the first phase to implementing agencies.
(Executive from TUBITAK)

Every year, there was a feedback mechanism to correct the deficiencies in
implementation. Although it may seem like a structure that changes regulations and
legislation every year, this was actually an approach to further improve the ecosystem,
that is, this support. (Expert D)

TUBITAK also follows the operation and result of the program in the field by
receiving reports from entrepreneurs and implementing agencies (mentioned in
Section 4.3.) and attending the entrepreneur's evaluation. They also know how
successful this program is. With that, further examples of minor top-down policy

changes insight from implementation are observed. For example, TUBITAK opened a
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new program called BiGG Plus?® to support mentorship in the interface institutions
because they recognized the need for capacity-building in mentorship activities,
especially for the marketing stage. Another example of learning from implementation
is to include investors and industry representatives to the jury who evaluate the
program candidates. While there are some examples of learning from practice, the

accuracy and effectiveness of these policy changes need to be further examined.

A panel jury at first included only academics. Then we saw that the academics were
always looking at the R&D content. Then we started to involve investors, but this time
the investors started to say, "It is too early, too early for them." Then, we started to
invite industry representatives and entrepreneurs. The most useful ones were former
BiGG program graduates. (Expert A)

The feedback mechanism within the program also gives room for TUBITAK to
improve the program implementation and its impacts on the entrepreneurs. For
example, the financial grant in this program increased two times, once in 2018 and the
second in 2022. Besides, all implementing agencies interviewed stated that the biggest
problem is the insufficient financial grant, and they emphasized that they had conveyed
this to TUBITAK. The IA X state about this policy changes that “In the past, for
example, this grant was 150,000 TL, and then it was increased to 200,000 TL, so this
was something that was already communicated by the implementing agencies, but |
guess they were thinking about it themselves.” While this study was being conducted
in 2022, TUBITAK announced that it had increased the financial grant from 200,000
TL to 450,000 TL, which could be viewed as an improvement in the light of feedback
from the field.

4.4.4. Ecosystem benefit

Aside from the actors’ benefit, the BiGG program implementation has increased
formal and informal interactions in the entrepreneurial ecosystem and brought new
perspectives on policy implications. Two contributions to the entrepreneurial
ecosystem stand out in the field study: (1) bringing various external actors into the

program and (2) extending entrepreneurship awareness through this interaction. In

29 The full name of the program “BiGG+ Mentor Interface”. The aim is to support a qualified
mentoring mechanism to increase the competitiveness of SMEs by bringing their innovative products
to the market. For more details in Turkish, see
https://tubitak.gov.tr/sites/default/files/18842/bigg_cagri_dokumani_30_kobi_sorumlu_rev.pdf
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addition, policy changes by learning from implementation and feedback from the field

set a model for other policy implications in the ecosystem.

The program, with its implementation, enforces the interactions between various
actors in the entrepreneurial ecosystem. Within the implementation framework, the
incubators under universities or private sector companies as the implementing agency
interact with entrepreneurs through provided services and activities within the program
framework. In the universities, academic experts also involve in those interactions as
mentors or trainers. Further interactions are seen when entrepreneurs engage with the

private sector companies (both as customers and funders).

In addition, some external entities, such as investors, are interested in entrepreneurs
under the program and various support organizations, such as mentoring associations
and financial advisory companies, have been established and involved in the program.
For example, an Executive from TUBITAK claimed, “The most popular clients of
venture capital companies or investment funds are BIGG entrepreneurs... they follow
them.” Following this argument, IA A provided a case, “The one that came with the
BiGG application and was very successful in pre-incubation and received an
investment of 25 million dollars.” Furthermore, Expert A stated that some training
service providers and mentorship associations are established to enter the BiGG
ecosystem. Thus, the BiGG program has similarities to an entrepreneurial ecosystem

with various interactions between actors and activities.

These interactions in the ecosystem actors also extend the entrepreneurial activity in
Turkey due to the program implementation at the regional level. TUBITAK has taken
action to increase the number and regional scope of the implementing agencies to
extend the program's impact. According to this decision, the number of implementing
agencies that have a crucial role in the program has gradually increased from 10 in
2015 to 60 in 2022.%° This increase also brings regional expansion. Although the
resources and capacities are unequal as emphasized in the field, those agencies
especially in the less developed regions conduct entrepreneurial activities within the

program framework. Thus, regional expansion of the program helps to emerge

%0 As a reminder that the selection of the implementing agency through the 1601 Capacity Building
Program mentioned in 4.3.1. TUBITAK opens a call for this program in 2016, 2018, and 2020 to
increase the number of implementing agencies.

72



technology-based ideas from those regions and develop these ideas at least in the idea
stage. About this expansion, interviewees also indicated that the entrepreneurship
concept has become widespread and popular, and the awareness of entrepreneurship

has increased in Turkey.

I think this program is an important structure in terms of supporting early-stage
entrepreneurs in Turkey. It is important for entrepreneurship to reach
entrepreneurship services in different regions of Turkey and for technological
initiatives to emerge from there. (Implementing Agency E)

I think its biggest contribution is that it has created its own ecosystem and | find it
successful, and the implementing agencies are successful, even though there are many
of them. They also ensure the promotion and dissemination of the program. (Executive
from TUBITAK)

The BIGG program is setting a model for other policy tools with an ever-changing
structure to address implementation shortcomings. In this study, some top-down policy
approaches, learning from implementation, and feedback from the field turning into
action were observed in the context of interaction (Discussed in Section 4.4.3).
Interaction and feedback mechanisms in the BiGG program creates knowledge in
policy design and help TUBITAK to see the needs, shortcomings, and development
areas of the entrepreneurial ecosystem. Furthermore, accumulated knowledge on
policy design and implementation may enable the production of more effective policy

tools which may contribute to developing the entrepreneurial ecosystem in Turkey.
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CHAPTER 5

CONCLUSION

The entrepreneurship process involves a diverse set of actors and complex social and
financial interactions. This complex set of interactions and activities has recently been
labeled as an “entrepreneurial ecosystem” (Isenberg, 2011; Mason and Brown, 2014;
Stam, 2015; Spigel, 2016; Audretsch and Belitski, 2017). The term entrepreneurial
ecosystem, by definition, emphasizes (1) multi-actor involvement such as
entrepreneurs, universities, and support organizations, (2) the effects of various
elements such as infrastructure, finance, and culture, and (3) the concepts of
collaboration, network, interdependency, and interaction. Due to the complex
structure, there is no one type of entrepreneurial ecosystem, meaning that the elements
and actors that constitute an ecosystem often vary across different contexts. That is
why most studies have attempted to build a conceptual framework of ecosystem
elements and actors in the context of a country, region, city, university, and support
program (Isenberg, 2011; Rice et al., 2014; Stam, 2014; Spigel, 2016; Spigel, 2017;
Miller and Acs, 2017; Stam & van de Ven, 2021). These studies have mainly focused
on examining the functioning of the ecosystem and interactions among structural
elements. However, site-specific research on the interaction and interdependency
between the different actors of a particular ecosystem are limited (Motoyama and
Knowlton, 2016; Theodoraki and Messeghem, 2018; Hernandez-Chea et al., 2021,
Alaassar et al., 2022).

Moreover, only a limited number of studies profoundly examine the interaction
dynamics of the entrepreneurial ecosystem in emerging economies (Junior et al. 2016).
Similarly in Turkey, the entrepreneurial ecosystem concept is commonly used by the
public and private sector actors as well as in media and official documents (Presidency
of Strategy and Budget in Turkey, 2019; KOSGEB, 2016). However, the previous
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research on the entrepreneurial ecosystem has mainly concentrated on the determinants
of entrepreneurial intention, orientation, and motivation (Karadeniz and Ozdemir,
2009; Turker and Selcuk, 2009; Cetindamar et al., 2012; Oner and Kunday, 2016;
Beyhan and Findik, 2018; Tunali and Sener, 2019) and success factors (Benzing et al.
2009), and assessment of support organizations and policies (Akcomak and Taymaz,
2007; Ozdemir and Sehitoglu, 2009; Sungur, 2015) rather than detailed empirical
analysis of the interaction dynamics in the Turkish entrepreneurial ecosystem. In this
thesis, | describe the ecosystem activities and interaction dynamics between the actors
in detail by focusing on a policy tool that supports technology-based entrepreneurs,

the BiGG program.

This thesis makes several contributions to the entrepreneurial ecosystem literature and
provides inputs for policymakers in Turkey. First, it is the first detailed field research
on investigating and describing interaction dynamics of the Turkish entrepreneurial
ecosystem focusing on a public support program. Second, this thesis produces site-
specific descriptions of interactions among entities rather than the outcomes or
elements, which theoretical framework may not be able to, and therefore enrich the
understanding of the entrepreneurial ecosystem in Turkey. Third, investigating the
interaction dynamics of an entrepreneurial ecosystem in Turkey extends the limited
empirical research on ecosystem interactions in emerging economies. Fourth,
revealing the formal and informal interactions and feedback mechanisms within the
ecosystem provides policymakers with input to identify strengths, gaps, and

intervention areas.

The BiGG program implementation enables understanding of the interaction dynamics
in the entrepreneurial ecosystem for two reasons: (1) the program involves a diverse
set of actors, and (2) the program includes several entrepreneurial activities that
involve actors’ interactions and collaboration. In this regard, it provides a natural
environment to investigate the extent of interactions that is, so to say, “produced” or

formed as a by-product by implementing a policy tool.

The main actors involved in the program are TUBITAK as a government-backed
institution, incubators as implementing agencies, and entrepreneurs as beneficiaries.

Several activities within or outside the program framework facilitate the interaction
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and interdependency of these actors as well as others such as trainers, mentors, and
private sector companies. Thus, this thesis has revealed two high-level activities of the
program: (1) the selection of implementing agencies and (2) the implementation of the
program, which facilitates several interactions and interdependencies between the

ecosystem actors (Table 6).

The selection of implementing agencies enables TUBITAK to assign program
implementing agencies with its directives and expectations. However, the
implementation is left to those institutions’ proposed services and models. Thus the
implementing institutions enjoy a certain degree of freedom. Within this activity,
TUBITAK monitors the agencies' activities and provides funds by evaluating them for
the number of successful entrepreneurs under the program. TUBITAK only expects
well-prepared and successful entrepreneurs from the implementing agencies, and the
agencies work to meet these expectations, which defines a multi-party collaborative

environment.

Furthermore, two policy changes in 2020, one that has brought a consortium model
between the implementing agencies and another that transformed the pre-
implementation funding mechanism into a post-implementation performance-based
reward system, have impacted the interaction between implementing agencies. The
program has also allowed underperforming agencies to work jointly with high-
performing ones since 2020. These agencies conduct the program's tasks in a
coordinated manner, and some come together many times to share what kind of
activities or support provides to entrepreneurs. This coordination potentially allows
knowledge spillovers, but limited, from high performing to underperforming agencies.
Outside the consortium, any form of coordination or knowledge-sharing among these
agencies is almost nonexistent, but only a few personal initiatives enable it in a limited
way. Transforming into the performance-based reward system also limits the
interactions among agencies outside consortiums due to increasing competition

between agencies.

Second, the program implementation facilitates several interactions between the actors
in the ecosystem, categorized under (1) formal interactions and (2) informal

interactions (Table 6). Formal interactions refer to more structured interactions
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between the actors framed by the program phases and the procedures. Whereas the
informal interactions are the unseen by-product interactions that | reveal from the

interviews.

Formal interaction involves several activities: (1) training and mentorship, (2) idea
validation, (3) selection of entrepreneurs for the first phase and (4) panel presentation
final evaluation, and (5) progress reporting in the second phase. In the first phase,
implementing agencies provide training, mentorship, and idea validation activities to
entrepreneurs to transform the business idea into a business model and plan. So that
trainers, mentors, and private sector companies are involved in the program through
the implementing agencies' capacity or network. Entrepreneurs have periodic one-to-
one engagements with trainers and mentors to get guidance and feedback to improve
their business plan throughout the first phase. Apart from periodic engagement,
entrepreneurs could receive technical or market advice by finding additional mentors
from the implementing agencies’ network. Furthermore, they also meet private sector
companies via agencies network in the early stage to validate their business model in
the market. With this effort, implementing agencies facilitate interaction by building
bridges between entrepreneurs and other ecosystem actors, and lead to extend the

interaction beyond program boundaries.

The second phase includes more like a procedure that entrepreneurs should complete.
The only activity is that TUBITAK evaluates the entrepreneurs’ business ideas by
conducting a panel presentation. In this phase, entrepreneurs interact with a panel
presentation jury of academics and industry representatives rather than the experts at
TUBITAK. In the end, entrepreneurs are entitled to 450,000 TL grants if they are
completed those procedures. Thus, the program encourages early-stage entrepreneurs
to interact with many ecosystem actors and provides non-financial services in the first

phase, while entrepreneurs are eligible for financial grants in the second phase.

Beyond formal interaction in the framework of the BiGG program, the field study
revealed that the program facilitates unseen informal interactions between (1)
implementing agency and entrepreneur, (2) entrepreneurs, and (3) implementing
agencies. Formal interactions also include informal feedback mechanisms between the

main actors to improve the program implementation. These mechanisms are found
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hierarchically (1) from entrepreneur to implementing agencies and (2) from

implementing agencies to TUBITAK (Table 6).

First, the relationship between the implementing agency and the entrepreneur goes
beyond the program’s scope by (1) taking them into complementary incubation
programs and (2) providing physical facilities for the program winners. Thus, the
complementary services provide ongoing support and interaction between
implementing agencies and entrepreneurs. Ultimately, it enables entrepreneurs to stay
in the ecosystem and develop networks with other ecosystem actors via implementing

agencies.

Second, the BiGG program is a cohort-based program where entrepreneurs go through
the same processes and face similar problems. Entrepreneurs within the BiGG program
are open to interacting face-to-face in the same environment and via online chat groups
that implementing agencies set up. They help each other with program procedures,
additional needs, and building new networks. Furthermore, entrepreneurs often have
access to the network of the previous cohort with the help of chat groups or
implementing institutions. Most of such interactions are for problem-solving and

seldom lead to collaboration.

Third, informal interactions and collaboration of implementing institutions seem weak
other than the interactions in the consortium. Some personal efforts and nonperiodic
post-program meetings of TUBITAK facilitate some knowledge- and experience-
sharing. This knowledge flow is minimal and generally about how successful other
agencies are and what kind of activities they provide within the program. One reason
is that implementing agencies in the ecosystem are competitive in recruiting
entrepreneurs into their networks. Another reason is that transforming the funding
mechanism into a performance-based reward system increases competition between
agencies, which may weaken interaction building and knowledge sharing. Moreover,
the post-program events are conducted only sometimes after the pandemic. Some

online meetings have been conducted but are seen as inefficient in the field.

Finally, this thesis has revealed informal feedback mechanisms between the main
actors to improve the program implementation. The mechanism described is (1) from

implementing agencies to TUBITAK (service providers to policy institution) and (2)
78



from entrepreneurs to implementing agencies or TUBITAK (service providers and
policy institution). First, a non-periodic post-program meeting by TUBITAK and
personal contact channels enable feedback mechanisms between service providers and
policy institutions. With these efforts, implementing agencies often reflect their field
experiences, problems, and observations to TUBITAK. Second, implementing
agencies are open to getting feedback from entrepreneurs about their issues and
experience as well as program activities and implementation. Two findings from the
field, a survey for entrepreneurs, and direct communication via face-to-face or online
make this mechanism available. Lastly, the direct feedback mechanism from
entrepreneurs to TUBITAK is almost nonexistent. Nevertheless, they often provide
their feedback through implementing agencies. However, entrepreneurs do not prefer
to give feedback to TUBITAK because (1) they feel that feedback is ignored and
disregarded, and (2) they think that program procedures are written in stone because
the program is a public initiative. The feedback mechanism among actors within the
program is limited because it is based on rare non-periodic meetings and personal
communication efforts. However, this mechanism may have provided input for policy

institutions to revisit and improve the policy tool.

The interaction within the BiGG program has several contributions to the actors
involved. First, entrepreneurs gain basic entrepreneurship knowledge and skills from
training and mentorship, and access to early-stage finance thanks to the program
framework. A further contribution is to create new opportunities for entrepreneurs
because they attend several network activities via implementing agencies, and success
in the BIGG program is seen as a signaling label in the ecosystem. Second,
implementing agencies conduct various support and network activities, and attend
multiple interactions with other ecosystem actors. It leads to increasing their capacities
through learning by conducting entrepreneurial activities and dealing with various
entrepreneurial cases. Lastly, TUBITAK has potentially learned from the program
implementation and the feedback mechanism. However, it can be said that learning
from the field is limited because only a few examples were seen in the program
framework. One example is the decentralization of non-financial activities in the first

phase to be implemented through incubators by learning from the implementation, and
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another is increasing the amount of financial grants in response to feedback from the
field.

The site-specific findings of the thesis provide an in-depth understanding of the
interaction dynamics in the entrepreneurial ecosystem, insights into how the ecosystem
works, and the program's contributions. So, what do the interactions under the BiGG

program say about Turkey’s entrepreneurial ecosystem?

Public policy tools (the BiGG program) facilitate interactions and knowledge-transfer
among actors in Turkey’s entrepreneurial ecosystem. First, the BiGG program enables
a collaborative relationship between a government-backed institution and incubators
beyond the funding mechanisms. Most public support programs for promoting
interface institutions in Turkey provide financial support rather than creating a
collaborative relationship. Instead, incubators as an implementing agencies in the
BiGG program get several entrepreneurial ideas from various sectors and regions and
provide non-financial support and network activities. While doing that, they cooperate
and coordinate with the government-backed institution. Furthermore, entrepreneurs
have interacted with the incubators within the program framework, and the interaction
among them goes beyond the program scope with complementary services and
network activities. These activities conducted by the incubators also enables different
types of interaction and network by bringing various external actors into the program

framework.

These interactions within the program have significantly contributed to Turkey's
entrepreneurial ecosystem. For example, implementing agency model, including
collaborative interactions, helps to extend entrepreneurship awareness in different
regions funded by government-backed institutions, attract technology-based ideas
from those regions, and to deliver early-stage finance and non-financial support to
them. However, the thesis is limited in assessing the quality of these activities, and
future studies may investigate the content of entrepreneurial activities and evaluate

their quality in less developed regions.

Besides, the implementation of the BiGG program acts as an isolated ecosystem with
several entrepreneurial activities involving actors’ interactions and collaboration. In

emerging economies, incubators and accelerators play an intermediary role in bridging
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entrepreneurs and other ecosystem actors (Mair et al., 2012; Goswami et al., 2015; van
Rijnsoever, 2022). Similarly, university-based incubators under the BiGG program
expand the isolated structure of the program to a certain extent. These organizations
grow the program boundaries through other entrepreneurial activities and connecting
entrepreneurs with mentors, private sector companies, and investors. Thus, incubators
with this effort increase the interaction dynamics within the BiGG program as well as
the overall ecosystem. Still, this thesis cannot answer whether this network is available
for less developed regions. Further studies would aim to research on interaction and
network of entrepreneurship support organizations in the less developed regions of

Turkey.

On the other hand, the thesis reveals limited interactions, coordination, and knowledge
transfer between incubators in the entrepreneurial ecosystem because they compete in
attracting entrepreneurs from the ecosystem. On the other hand, Motoyama and
Knowlton’s (2016) study finds that government sponsorship enables coordination
among local entrepreneurship support organizations in St. Louis. Another study by
Alaassar et al. (2022) argues that interaction dynamics of the ecosystem enable both
financial and knowledge transfer between various actors in Singapore. Similarly, the
BiGG program facilitates a certain level of interaction and coordination among
incubators from different regions and creates limited knowledge sharing between
them. However, competition between incubators seems to have isolated this
knowledge sharing within the consortium of the BiGG program instead of spreading
it throughout the ecosystem. Thus, the knowledge spillover from high-capacity to low-
capacity incubators or universities is not Substantial in Turkey’s entrepreneurial

gcosystem.

Public policy tools (the BiGG program) help the intention of creating sub-ecosystems.
The interaction among government-backed institutions and university-based
incubators within the BiGG program enables the intention of creating sub-ecosystems
in various regions. The thesis suggests that implementing agencies especially from less
developed regions have improved their capacities within the program scope. Because
the program encourages them to conduct entrepreneurial support activities, deal with
various entrepreneurial cases, and limited knowledge-sharing from other incubators.
Moreover, this intention relies on the top-down ecosystem approach in that resources
81



and facilities are created and shaped by the government as the “feeder” of an ecosystem
(Feld, 2012; Stam, 2015; Colombo et al., 2019). Government-backed institution and
incubators within the support program are anchor actors to promote the formation of
sub-ecosystems in Turkey’s entreprencurial ecosystem (Colombelli et al., 2019).
However, this thesis is limited in investigating these sub-ecosystems due to focusing
on high-capacity incubators. Only some expert opinions about these sub-systems were
revealed from the field study. Further studies may examine how the ecosystem works
in the less developed regions and how well these sub-ecosystems can interact with

other ecosystem actors and facilities in Turkey.

The BiGG program behaves as an ecosystem due to including several entrepreneurial
activities and a certain level of interaction among various actors from the ecosystem.
Several studies emphasize the evolutionary nature of the ecosystem through the
interaction between elements and actors over time (Cohen, 2006; Malecki, 2018; Cho
etal., 2022). Colombelli et al. (2019) argue that the entrepreneurial ecosystem changes
from hierarchical to relational governance as it evolves into birth, transition, and
consolidation phases. The program implementation has also experienced many
transformations since 2012, and the actors have evolved and expanded. In the early
implementation of the BiGG program, TUBITAK is an anchor actor that only provides
financial support to entrepreneurs. Then, university-based incubators have been
involved in the program framework for providing non-financial support and other
entrepreneurial activities. These incubators also expand the isolated ecosystem by
bridging various actors from an overall ecosystem in Turkey. Thus, the interaction
dynamics within the BiGG, as it is now, have been closing to relational governance
than hierarchical governance. This type of interaction shows that the BiGG program
has been starting to become a more established and stated ecosystem with the
implementing agencies from some developed regions in Turkey. In addition, the
evolution, development, and sustainability of the entrepreneurial ecosystem in Turkey

may be investigated in future studies.

Feedback channels for entrepreneurship policies are not sufficient to shape ecosystem

policies. The policy decisions could be more effective when a policy decision is made

through bottom-up feedback, stakeholder engagement, and consultation in the

entrepreneurial ecosystem (Autio and Levie, 2017). The thesis reveals that a few policy
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decisions for the BiGG program have top-down approaches to impact the
entrepreneurial activity and interaction dynamics in the ecosystem. For example, the
consortium model enables a certain level of collaboration and knowledge-sharing
among incubators, whereas performance-based funding limits these interactions by
increasing the competition. Although some feedback mechanisms exist between actors
involved in the program, government-backed institutions cannot respond rapidly to
feedback from the field due to bureaucratic responsibilities. The deficiency of the
feedback mechanisms may build a barrier to effective policy-making and potential

benefits for the entrepreneurial ecosystem.
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5.1. Policy Recommendation

This section includes five policy implications for increasing the contribution of the
BiGG program to the entrepreneurial ecosystem and four policy recommendations for
increasing the efficiency of the BiGG program. Policy implications based on the
findings of this thesis may give insight into improving the entrepreneurial ecosystem

in Turkey as well as be helpful for TUBITAK and other policy institutions.
Policy implications for increasing impacts on the ecosystem

Developing complementary programs for the market stage: The field study has
revealed that entrepreneurs initiate or are guided by implementing agencies to attend
other incubation or acceleration programs in the implementing agencies after the BiGG
program. In these programs, the training, mentorship, and networking activities for
market and investment processes were seen as critical and complementary in preparing
for post-BiGG processes. They are also seeking additional public financial grants for
later stages. Furthermore, the public support program providing non-financial training
and mentorship for the ones in the market stage is limited in Turkey’s entrepreneurial
ecosystem. At this point, it would be critical for policymakers to conduct specific
programs that promote non-financial support and network activities for the market
stage or encourage to development of equivalent programs under implementing
agencies. In this way, entrepreneurs are expected to be more successful at the market

stage.

Strengthening the feedback mechanisms within the program as well as the overall
ecosystem: A hierarchical feedback mechanism from the field to TUBITAK is
investigated in this thesis. However, the feedback mechanisms within the program are
irregular and rely on individual networks. Implementing agencies could convey their
field experiences, entreprencurs’ demands, and the bottlenecks of the ecosystem on
TUBITAK through personal communication channels and non-periodic meetings.
Meanwhile, the mechanism that TUBITAK gives feedback to the implementing
agencies to improve their entrepreneurial activities is non-existent. To this end, it is
significant that policy institutions, such as TUBITAK, improve regular feedback

channels and organize activities for learning from the field. It would reinforce the
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impact and contribution of the policy-implementing tools and provide input into

developing new policies that respond to the needs of entrepreneurs.

Encouraging experience-sharing among university-based incubators: The field
study has showed that knowledge- and experience-sharing between the implementing
agencies is very limited outside the consortium. In addition, the performance-based
reward mechanism in the program increased competition between implementing
agencies, leading to further reduced knowledge sharing. Besides, the field study also
revealed the competition among these organizations in the same region to attract
entrepreneurs. Thus, establishing platforms or organizing regular activities where
successful support organizations could share their experiences may help low-capacity
organizations improve more effective and efficient support activities. This would
contribute to the BiGG program implementation and increase the quality of the

entrepreneurial support mechanisms in the incubators under universities.

Bringing back the funding mechanism for underperforming implementing
agencies: Last five years, TUBITAK has involved many institutions as an
implementing agency in different regions of Turkey, aiming to expand the program’s
impact and reach entrepreneurs from all regions. At the same time, those agencies have
been funded in the pre-implementation process by TUBITAK until 2020. Then,
TUBITAK made the policy change transforming the funding mechanisms into a
performance-based reward system. The field study emphasized that this policy change
led implementing agencies to use internal capacity. Still, not all implementing agencies
have the same performance, and the same range or quality of services makes it
challenging to achieve this aim. Bringing back the funding mechanism for
underperforming agencies would make entrepreneurial activities and support tools

more quality, diverse and influential in those regions.

Involving venture capitalists in the BiGG process: The BiGG program enables
early-stage entrepreneurs to interact, formally or informally, with various ecosystem
actors, such as incubation centers, mentors, private sector companies, etc. However,
the mechanism involving venture capitalists, investment funds, or angel investors in
the BiGG processes is non-existent except for the informal networking activities

within the implementing agencies. TUBITAK once tried to address this by involving
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investors as a panelist in entrepreneurs’ evaluations, but it was found ineffective
because BiGG entrepreneurs are seen early for the investment stages. However, the
field study showed that some entrepreneurs could meet investors at the early stage
through implementing agencies and even receive investments. Considering that the
program continues for 12 months, it may be helpful to establish a network platform
where investors and entrepreneurs meet or mechanisms that enable the most successful
BiGG entrepreneurs to meet with investors in pitch-deck format. This way, early-stage

entrepreneurs may be discovered, followed, and scaled faster.
Policy implications for increasing the efficiency of the BiGG Program

Avoiding top-down policy changes without informing the implementing agencies:
This study investigates two top-down policy changes in 2020 concerning
implementing agencies (consortium model and performance-based reward system
mentioned in 4.3.1.). Most implementing agencies interviewed stated that top-down
decisions were sudden and without briefing. Furthermore, in the same year, TUBITAK
announced additional calls for the BiGG during the Pandemic and also opened the call
for the green economy. Some agencies stated that they found it challenging to adapt
additional calls immediately. Therefore, TUBITAK and other policy institutions could
make major policy changes by informing the other ecosystem actors for the sake of
coordination. It may even be more effective if this information sharing becomes

obtaining feedback from the field regarding a possible policy change.

Postponing the obligation of company formation to a later stage: The fieldwork
showed that it is not realistic for most entrepreneurs to make sales immediately after
BiGG support. Entrepreneurs interviewed also stated that it was too early to start a
company, giving them financial burdens. Postponing company formation within the
BiGG program is critical for entrepreneurs. However, there needs to be an official
company so that public initiatives can make financial transactions, which creates a
paradox here. Considering the financial grant is provided in installments, TUBITAK

may provide a part of the grant with repayment conditions.

Revisiting the amount of the financial grant concerning the entrepreneur’s field:
The BiGG program accepts entrepreneurs from various fields but with a certain level

of innovation and technology. Furthermore, entrepreneurs within the BiGG program
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could pursue software or hardware development and advanced R&D processes.
However, this diversity brings different financial needs. For example, some hardware
development needs to import tools and equipment, which brings more financial burden
than software development. However, the financial grants of the BiGG are constant
for all entrepreneurs regardless of their field. Diversifying the financial grant following
the needs of different areas would maintain its structure that addresses all sectors and

its broad impact.

Establishing a structure where the implementing agency decides the
entrepreneur’s final evaluation: This thesis has revealed that the interaction between
TUBITAK and entrepreneurs is limited in the final evaluation phases. These limited
interactions also only bring a little benefit to entrepreneurs, except that it creates more
procedures. Moreover, the implementation agencies conducted a large part of the
program activities, but TUBITAK made the final evaluation and decision of the
program winners. However, the final evaluation of the BiGG may be left to the
implementing agencies without changing the selection method (panel presentation).
Almost all implementing agencies interviewed conducted the same selection process
to simulate the final evaluation. More prominent and experienced agencies could be
selected for this assignment, and even this can be organized as a separate TUBITAK

program where such agencies receive extra funding.
5.2. Limitations and future studies

The implementing agencies under the BiGG program, i.e., incubators, have operated
in different regions and offer different types and quality of support. This study
investigates the ecosystem dynamics by selecting high-performing agencies from two
major cities in Turkey. It may be possible to better understand the ecosystem dynamics
by examining implementing agencies in different regions and with various capacities.
Furthermore, this study did not aim to explore the details of entrepreneurial activities
of incubators outside the scope of BiGG. It may conduct a more extended and
comprehensive study investigating all activities in the Turkish entrepreneurial

ecosystem.

Within the scope of this thesis, entrepreneurs interviewed were reached through

implementing agency arrangements. However, not every entrepreneur from each
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agency could be interviewed; in two of them, only one entrepreneur was interviewed.
A further study may take the early-stage entrepreneurial processes of entrepreneurs in
the ecosystem to examine different actors, support mechanisms, and entrepreneurial
activities outside the BiGG program. This would provide a more comprehensive

picture of the ecosystem in Turkey.
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APPENDICES

A. SEMI-STRUCTURED INTERVIEW FORMS

A.l. EXECUTIVES AT TUBITAK
e About the TUBITAK BiGG Program

1. What processes do entrepreneurs go through in the Techno-Entrepreneurship
Capital Program (BiGG) from the idea stage of the entrepreneur to the end of the
support program?

2. According to which criteria are thematic calls determined? For example, trends in
the world or in Turkey. Could you tell me about this decision process?

3. How many people can we talk about a core team in the BiGG program
(TEYDEB)?

a. What are the roles and responsibilities of this core team in running the
program?

4. In the third phase of the program, entrepreneurs are evaluated by TUBITAK and
are eligible for BiGG support. Could you tell me about this selection process?

a. Which criteria are used to select the entrepreneurs?
b. Who evaluates them? Is it always the same team?

5. Implementing agencies offer certain trainings/competitions/mentoring services to
entrepreneurs. In the third phase of the BiGG program, could entrepreneurs
receive non-financial services such as certain trainings and/or mentorship by
TUBITAK under other programs? Can you elaborate on these supports?

6. Do you think that the financial support in the BiGG program (200,000 Turkish
Lira) is sufficient? Does TUBITAK receive feedback on this? Is it discussed in
TUBITAK?

¢ Role of implementing agencies

7. The BiGG program is a rare example that the public institution transfers one
stage of the support program to private sector-university support organizations.
What do you think about this decision and its consequences?
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

Under which TUBITAK program, for how long and according to which criteria
are the implementing agencies selected?

To what extent is the implementing agency free to design and implement the
processes under the program?

What is the relationship between the implementing agencies and TUBITAK?
Such as periodic reporting, meetings, etc. Is there a coordination or direction?
Can you give examples of formal and informal interactions between TUBITAK
and implementing agencies?

According to your observations, to what extent is the interaction and experience
sharing among implementing agencies in Turkey? Do you, as TUBITAK,
conduct activities to encourage this interaction?

Do you receive feedback on the program design and development areas from the
entrepreneurs supported under the BiGG program (i.e., any direct or indirect
information transfer through all kinds of formal or informal interaction)? Could
you give an example?

Well, do you receive feedback from the implementing agencies on program
design and deficiencies (through all formal and informal interactions)? Could you
give an example?

In your opinion, what are the most important contributions of the BIGG program
to the entrepreneurial ecosystem in Turkey? How would these contributions be
sustainable?

What are your thoughts on the BiGG program future?

a. Inwhich areas do you think it is open to change or develop? Do you think
there are things that need to change?

b. Is it possible for TUBITAK to have a model in which all processes are
only left to implementing agencies and TUBITAK only act as a funder?

A.2. FOR THE MANAGER OF IMPLEMENTING AGENCY

1.

About the implementing agency

Could you briefly tell us about the institution (name of the institution)?

a. What is the year of foundation?

b. What kind of organization model did it follow? (e.g., university/academia,
independent investor, public or private sector funded)?

c. How would you describe the institution in terms of capital structure? For-
profit, non-profit, under university, etc.

d. How many people in your organization work for the incubation or
acceleration programs?
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

e. From which sectors do more entrepreneurs participate in your program?
Do you notice any clustering? Do you give priority on certain sectors?

. Which services do you provide? Are there particular services that are emphasized

or focused?
Is the acceleration or incubation program on a strict schedule? How flexible is it?

Do you outsource non-financial support to entrepreneurs or are all provided by
human resources from the institutions?

Does your support program have a written curriculum? Are support activities also
delivered online? Are these still accessible afterwards?

Could you tell me about your mentoring network?
a. How many active mentors do you have?
b. How often do they provide support to entrepreneurs?
Do you observe any competition in your program applications?
a. On average, how many entrepreneurs apply to your support program?
b. On average, how many of them do you accept?
c. On average, how many entrepreneurs do you graduate per year?
d. Has this trend been increasing in recent years?

Do you offer alternatives to entrepreneurs who are rejected from the program? If
so, what kind of alternatives?

What are the opportunities you provide to entrepreneurs outside the BiGG
Program?

Are there any services, support, etc. you would like to add?

TUBITAK BiGG program and implementing agencies

How long have you been an implementing agency in the BiGG program? What is
the aim of being an implementing agency?

Have you guided entrepreneurs to the BiGG program before you became an
agency?

Could you tell me about the services you provided at your institution during the
program? What do you think about the role of implementing agencies in the
BiGG program? Why are implementing agencies important for this process? Do
you think they play a key role?

On average, how many entrepreneur candidates apply to the BiGG program per
year via your institution?
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15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

Do you guide entrepreneurs, who are already in other programs, to BiGG? If so,
why?

Do you think the application process for the TUBITAK BiGG program is
competitive? What is your reflection on more or less competitive compared to the
acceleration or incubation application process?

On average, what percentage of the applicants to the BiGG program do you
accept?

Do you think your institution provide distinctive services when you consider
other implementing agencies?
a. Can you give examples of distinctive services?

b. Do you think that these distinctive features help the entrepreneurs in your
program one step ahead in the TUBITAK BiGG process?

To what extent do you follow other implementing agencies? How often do you
communicate with them and for what purposes? To what extent do you think
there is interaction and experience sharing between implementing agencies?

Do you think there is competition between implementing agencies to attract
entrepreneurs from the ecosystem?

What kind of knowledge or skills does entrepreneurs have when they go through
your program within the BiGG scope?

a. Do you think entrepreneurs from your program is ready to start a
company? Should they go through additional program?

Let's think of the incubation or acceleration program and the BiGG program as
two separate processes. Do you think there are overlapping or repeating
processes (training, support, network relations, etc.) in these two? If so, could
you give an example?

Based on your own experience, if you could change one thing in the BIGG
program, what would it be? What should be done differently to make the BIGG
process more efficient and effective?

Do you think they are overcrowded or redundant processes in the BiGG program
framework?

Do you think the interaction between the implementing agency and TUBITAK is
beneficial for those who design and run the BiGG program?

a. Could you give specific examples of what policy makers have learned
from this interaction?

b. Could policy suggestion or feedback from implementing agency and
entrepreneur, share with TUBITAK officials?
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c. Have such suggestion or feedback impacted on changing BiGG
implementation? Can you give an example?

d. Is it possible for the program to be sustained without public support and
to be beneficial for innovation-based initiatives? What do you think is
needed for sustainability?

26. Could you share your thoughts on the effectiveness and widespread impact of the
BiGG program?

A.3. ENTREPRENEURS
e About the BiGG program

1. Have you applied for any public support program other than BiGG program?
Which ones did you apply for, and which ones did you receive?

2. As an entrepreneur, have you participated in any pre-incubation, incubation, or
acceleration programs? If so, under which institution did you participate in the
program?

a. When did you enter the program? (Before/after the BiGG program, during
the company establishment phase of the BiGG program)

b. How long did the program take?

c. What type of support did you receive? What kind of activities did you
participate in during the program?

d. d. What are the three services you benefited the most from the pre-
incubation, incubation, or acceleration program?

e. What are the most important contributions of the program to your
entrepreneurship process? (Integration into business networks, market
preparation, investor relations, etc.)

3. What support did you receive during the BiGG process (e.g., training, mentoring,
etc.)?

4. What are the three most important supports you benefited from during the BiGG
process?

5. What kind of knowledge and skills do you think an entrepreneur who has
received BiGG support - if he/she has participated in a pre-incubation,
incubation, or accelerator program - would have?

6. Do you think an entrepreneur who has received the BiGG support - if he/she has
participated in a pre-incubation, incubation, or accelerator program - is ready to
start a company? Are they ready for the market stage?
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

What are the most important contributions of BiGG program to your
entrepreneurship process?

Did your relationship with the incubators continue during the company
establishment phase of the BiGG program, and how? Did this relationship
continue after the BiGG program?

How do you think your entrepreneurship process would have been if you had not
received BiGG support?

Did you face any negative or undesirable situation for your entrepreneurship
process in the BiGG program?

During the BiGG program process, do entrepreneurs give feedback to incubator
staff about the BiGG program? If yes, could you give an example? (Any direct or
indirect information transfer through all kinds of formal or informal interaction)
During the program process, do entrepreneurs give feedback to executives at
TUBITAK about the BiGG program? If yes, could you give an example? (Any
direct or indirect information transfer through all kinds of formal or informal
interaction)

Based on your own experience, if you could change one thing in the BIGG
program, what would it be? What should be done differently to make the BIGG
process more efficient and effective?

When you think about the BiGG program activities (training, financial support,
network activities, etc.), do you think that there are overcrowded or redundant
activities?

About the entrepreneurs

Could you briefly describe what your startup does?
a. What year did you found your startup?
b. In which sector does your startup operate?
c. Isyour startup based in Turkey?

d. How many co-founders? (Gender, field of education, professional or work
experience)?

e. Excluding the co-founders, how many people work in your company?

f. Have you made sales? If yes, how long after the establishment did you
make the first sale?

g. Has your startup received investment? How many times and what was the
amount? If you received investment, through which channel did you find
the investment?
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A.4. EXPERTS

1.

How are technology-based entrepreneur training programs in general
(TUBITAK-BIGG in particular) designed in Turkey? Where does the
intervention idea and framework come from?

a. What is the level of interaction and coordination between policy
institutions (TUBITAK, KOSGEB, Ministry of Industry and Technology,
and others) in designing technology-based entrepreneurship programs?

Do you think there are enough support programs for technology-based
entrepreneurship in Turkey? Do you agree that these programs provide support
for the entire entrepreneurship process (i.e., from idea to market stages)?

Let’s think about the TUBITAK BiGG program. The government-backed
institution transfers a phase of the support program to private sector or
university-based implementing agencies. What is your opinion or reflection about
the implementing agency model? What do you think about this decision and its
consequences?

In your opinion, how is the interaction and experience sharing among
implementing agencies? Could you give examples and anecdotes that reflect the
level of interaction? Are activities organized to encourage this interaction and
experience sharing?

How is the interaction between ecosystem stakeholders (entrepreneurs,
accelerators, experts, investors, etc.) and policy institutions? How do these
stakeholders influence policy decisions? Could you give examples and anecdotes
that reflect the level of interaction?

In your opinion, what are the most important contributions of the BIGG program
to the entrepreneurial ecosystem in Turkey? How would these contributions be
sustainable?

. What are your thoughts on the BiGG program future?

a. In which areas do you think it is open to change or develop? Do you think
there are things that need to change?

b. Is it possible for TUBITAK to have a model in which all processes are
only left to implementing agencies and TUBITAK only act as a funder?
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B. CODEBOOK

B.1. Implementing Agency (1A)

Ecosystem

Overview of the ecosystem

Contributions of the program

Overview of the IA model in the BiGG

Competition in applications to other IA programs

Entrepreneurs’ transition between [A programs

Overview of the consortium model in the program

Collaboration

Among IA within consortium

Among entrepreneur within 1A

Interaction

Not being aware of TUBITAK's decisions

Getting feedback from entrepreneurs

Among IAs

Between IA and TUBITAK

IA activities in the BiGG process

Suggesting alternatives other than the BiGG

Target-oriented trainings

BIGG and pre-incubation together (critical)

Selection criteria for BIGG

Incorporation and accounting trainings

Performance of BiGG entrepreneurs in the market

Knowledge and skills of BiGG entrepreneurs

Readiness of BiGG entrepreneurs for establishment

Relationship between 1A and entrepreneurs after the BiGG

IA network activities

BIGG mentoring

BIGG training

Independent on training content

Competition in the BIGG application

Intra-1A elimination in BIGG process

BiGG application process

BiGG success rates of the I1A

IA other programs and services
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Acceptance rate in other UK programs

Sectoral agglomeration

IA non-financial support (training)

IA mentorship activities

Other services (physical space, networking etc.)

Program schedules

Outsourcing

Entrepreneurs’ rotation

Distinctive services of 1As

Entrepreneur’s motivation for the BIGG

Providing advantages in other support mechanisms

For financial support

For reputation

Program bottlenecks and development areas

Long process for ready ones

Competition between 1As

Too much bureaucracy for entrepreneur

Inflexibility of the program

Evaluation of IA is problematic

IA need to specialize thematic areas

Results of transition to a reward system

Difficulty in finding qualified applicants

Reasons of dropping applications

Too many calls for the program

Insufficient financial grant

Opinion on TUBITAK as funder, IA as executors

Insufficient time of the training

Too many IAs

Uncertain schedule and delays

Solutions to speed up the process

I1As need to be self-sustaining

1As need to be funded

Need to be contacted between entrepreneurs and TUBITAK

Need to follow-up BIGG entrepreneurs

Need to open thematic calls

Company formation postponement

IA demography

Number of employees

Organizational structure
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B.2. TUBITAK

Interaction

Between TUBITAK and 1A

Among IAs

Between TUBITAK and entrepreneur

Encouragement of interaction among 1As

Cooperation

Differences small and large city entrepreneur

Increasing entrepreneurial activity in least developed cities

Competition over cooperation among IAs

Consortium; know-how transfer between IAs

Promoting ecosystem collaboration

Feedback anecdotes

Feedback channels for 1As

Post-program meetings

No channels for entrepreneurs

Getting ideas from the ecosystem for policy change

Criticisms on bureaucracy

Widespread of the program

Obijective of program dissemination

Number of 1As

Diffusion of knowledge from large to other 1As

Business plans starting to look alike

Ecosystem

IA’s learning and establishing a funding system

Creating an ecosystem by the BiGG program

Contribution of the program to the ecosystem

Entrepreneur's motivation for choosing BIGG

For financial support

For reputation

Reasons of dropping applications

BIGG- preparation for establishment and market

Not ready for investment

Readiness for the market

Readiness for the establishment

BIGG plus: market-oriented mentor support

Need to test market fitness

IA model (decentralization)
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Too many IAs

Success of the 1As

Specialization of 1As versus outsourcing

The bottleneck in human resources of the 1As

Turning into internal resources with a reward system

IA need to specialize for thematic areas

Selection of 1As

Selection criteria

Evaluation of 1As

Entrepreneur selection and evaluation processes

BIGG process, execution, and implementation

Processes in each phase

Decentralization of the program

TUBITAK's guidance to other supports after BIGG

Too many calls during the year

Performance evaluation of 1As

Elimination of underperforming IAs

Panel presentation

Face-to-face presentation before

Investors participating in the panel

Industry representatives participating in the panel

IA continues to support in 2" phase

Post-panel company establishment

Policy changes; performance-based fund and consortium

They cannot form consortia on their own

Opening call for thematic areas

Program acceptance rate

BiGG development areas

Need to reduce number of 1As

Need to increase the financial grant

Need to reduce competition

BIGG as a field of experimentation

Opinion on TUBITAK as funder, 1A as executors

Fewer entrepreneurs for increased support

Human resources (TUBITAK)

Number of executives for the program

No time for policy design due to workload
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B.3. ENTREPRENUER

Interaction among entrepreneurs

Meeting together previous cohorts

Consultation from 1A to meet entrepreneurs

Being in the same environment

Online chat groups

Cooperation/assistance among entrepreneurs for problem-solving

Contribution of the BiGG program

Grant only pre-seeded

Readiness for establishment + parallel programs

Knowledge and skills + parallel programs

Readiness for the market + parallel programs

Interaction between entrepreneurs and TUBITAK (weak)

Interaction between entrepreneurs and implementing agency

Activities, close relationship, problem solving

Relationship with 1A after the BiGG

Informal interaction via online chat groups

Online activities restricting interaction

IA getting feedback by surveying entrepreneurs

Direct feedback via personal communications

No preferring to give feedback

Does the UK communicate entrepreneur feedback?

Weak follow-up mechanism after the program

BiGG program activities and its contributions

BiGG process under 1A

BiGG training and mentorship

Other activities within the 1A

Qualifiers within the UK

Three most important contributions

UK parallel activities and programs

Participation in a parallel incubation/acceleration program

Three services benefiting from these programs

Parallel program activities

Program bottlenecks and development areas

Bureaucracy and too much paperwork

Long duration of the process

Company formation postponement
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Financial burden of establishment after BiGG

Improving network/visibility activities

Company processes / financial coach opportunity

Insufficient time of the training

Insufficient financial grant

Challenge of providing gradual granting

Increasing financial management

Uncertain schedule and delayed payments

Close contact environment for more feedback channels

Development of PRODIS system

Need to provide grant according to thematic area

Accountant in the market is problematic

Failure of referee appointment

Improving networking activities needs for the market

Clear explanation of the BiGG process

Entrepreneur Demography

B.4. EXPERT

Program bottlenecks and development areas

Too many IAs

Insufficient financial grant

Need to focus on market and customer

Panelists need to have commercial perspective

Uncertain schedule and delays

Opinion on TUBITAK as funder, IA as executors

Need to follow-up BIGG entrepreneurs

Interaction

Between IA and entrepreneurs

Among IAs

Between IA and TUBITAK

Among all ecosystem actors

Contribution of the BiGG program to ecosystem

Overview of the UK model

Overview of the consortium model

Awareness and popularity of entrepreneurship

Government policy fill the financial gap

Widespread of support through government policy

Increasing capacity of 1A in different regions

Delivering various supports to entrepreneurs via I1As

Specialization of 1As
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Providing non-financial support

Need mechanism for the sustainability

Increasing interaction within the ecosystem

Entrepreneur's motivation for choosing BIGG

Opinions on 1A model

IA in the independent curriculum

Selection and filter of entrepreneurs

BiGG program and additional incubation

Guiding other facilities via 1As

Human resource circulation in the 1As

Increasing the network of the program via 1As

Content and transformation of the BiGG

History of the BIGG program

Decentralization of the program

Performance-based reward to 1As

Panel participants (academics, investors, industrialists)

Applying for a second time

State of the technology-based entrepreneurship support

Importance of government intervention

Support program for different entrepreneurship stage

High intervention in entrepreneurship support

The potential of the ecosystem is high

Need to study identifying ecosystem deficiencies

Getting feedback from the ecosystem

Designing entrepreneurship policy

National strategies into policy through consultation

BIGG process includes high feedback
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D. TURKISH SUMMARY / TURKCE OZET

Girisimcilik, cesitli aktorlerin karmasik sosyal ve finansal etkilesimlerini iceren bir
siireg olarak tanimlanabilir. Bu karmasik etkilesimler ve faaliyetler kiimesi son
zamanlarda "girisimcilik ekosistemi" olarak adlandirilmaktadir (Isenberg, 2011;
Mason ve Brown, 2014; Stam, 2015; Spigel, 2016; Audretsch ve Belitski, 2017).
Girisimcilik ekosistemi tanim geregi (1) girisimciler, iniversiteler ve destek
kuruluglart gibi ¢ok aktorli katilimimi, (2) altyapi, finans ve kiiltiir gibi ¢esitli
unsurlarin etkilerini ve (3) isbirligi, karsilikli bagimlilik, network ve etkilesim
kavramlarin1 6ne ¢ikarmaktadir. Bu yapisiyla tek tip bir girisimcilik ekosistemi
olmamakla birlikte bir ekosistemi olusturan unsurlar ve aktorler genellikle farkli
baglamlarda ¢esitlilik gostermektedir. Dolayisiyla gecmis caligmalar iilke, bolge,
sehir, tiniversite ve destek programi baglaminda ekosistem dinamiklerini incelemis,
unsurlar1 ve aktorlerine iliskin kavramsal bir g¢er¢eve olusturmaya odaklanmistir
(Isenberg, 2011; Rice vd., 2014; Stam, 2014; Spigel, 2016; Spigel, 2017; Miller ve
Acs, 2017; Stam ve van de Ven, 2021). Ekosistemin farkli aktorleri arasindaki
etkilesim lizerine saha arastirmalari ise girisimcilik literatliriinde sinirl kalmaktadir.
(Motoyama ve Knowlton, 2016; Theodoraki ve Messeghem, 2018; Hernandez-Chea
vd., 2021; Alaassar ve digerleri, 2022). Bu ¢alismalar, belirli bir baglamda girisimcilik
ekosisteminin dinamiklerini aragtirmanmn 6nemli oldugunu gostermektedir. Bu tez,
Tiirkiye'deki belirli bir destek programi baglaminda ekosistem unsurlarinin ve

aktorlerinin detayli bir sekilde incelenmesiyle bu cabalara katkida bulunmaktadir.

Girigimcilik ekosistemi iizerine yapilan aragtirmalarin ¢ogu gelismis ekonomilere
odaklanmistir. Ancak, gelismis ekonomilere dayanan c¢erceve gelismekte olan
ekonomilerdeki ekosistemi agiklamakta eksik kalmaktadir. Ote yandan, gelismekte
olan ekonomilerde girisimcilik ekosisteminin etkilesim dinamiklerini derinlemesine
inceleyen smirli sayida g¢aligma bulunmaktadir (Junior vd. 2016). Tirkiye’deki
girisimcilik ekosistemi iizerine yapilan Onceki arastirmalar ise ekosistemindeki
etkilesim dinamiklerinin ayrintili  ampirik analizinden ziyade, girisimcilik
aktivitelerinin belirleyicileri (Turker ve Selguk, 2009; Tunali ve Sener, 2019) ve basari
faktorleri (Benzing vd. 2009) ile destek kuruluglar1 ve politikalarinin degerlendirilmesi

(Akcomak ve Taymaz, 2007; Ozdemir ve Sehitoglu, 2009; Sungur, 2015) iizerine
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yogunlagmistir. Bu tezde, teknoloji tabanli girigsimcileri destekleyen 6nemli bir politika
arac1 olan TUBITAK BiGG programina odaklanarak ekosistem faaliyetlerini ve

aktorler arasindaki etkilesim dinamiklerini detayli agiklamaktadir.

Bu tez, Tirkiye'nin girisimcilik ekosistemindeki aktorler arasindaki etkilesimleri
incelemektedir. Bunu kapsamda, Tiirkiye'nin en énemli kamu destek programi olan
TUBITAK''n Bireysel Geng Girisimcilik (BiGG) Programi'na odaklanmaktadir.
TUBITAK BiGG programi uygulanmasinimn iki nedenden otiirii Tiirkiye girisimeilik
ekosistemi etkilesim dinamiklerinin anlagilmasina katki saglamaktadir: (1) programda
farkli aktorler yer almakta ve (2) program, aktorlerin etkilesimini ve igbirligini tesvik
eden cesitli girisimcilik faaliyetlerini icermektedir. Bu baglamda, bu politika araci,
aktor etkilesiminin boyutunu arastirmak igin dogal bir ortam sunmaktadir. Programda
yer alan ana aktorler; devlet destekli bir kurum olarak TUBITAK, uygulayici
kuruluslar olarak {niversite kulugka merkezleri ve program yararlanicis1 olan
girisimcilerdir. Program c¢ergevesi i¢inde veya disindaki cesitli faaliyetler, bu
aktorlerin yani sira egitmenler, mentorlar ve 6zel sektor firmalar1 gibi diger aktorlerin

etkilesimini de kolaylastirmaktadir.

Arastirma ii¢ ana soru etrafinda sekillenmektedir: (1) BiGG programi ne tiir
etkilesimleri kolaylagtirmaktadir? (2) Programi yiiriiten veya programa katilan ¢esitli
aktorler nasil etkilesime girmektedir? (3) Bu etkilesimler ne tiir faydalar ya da geri
bildirimler sagliyor? Bu tez, bu sorulari arastirarak BiGG programi cergevesinde
gergeklesen faaliyetlerin, aktorlerin ve etkilesimlerin detayli bir analizini, anlatimini
ve dokiimantasyonunu sunmaktadir. Bu etkilesimlerin nasil gergeklestigini anlamak
Tiirkiye girisimcilik ekosistemine etkilerini ve limitlerini ortaya ¢ikarmaya yardimct
olmaktadir. Bu etkiler ve limitler dogrultusunda bu tez, politika ¢ikarimlari i¢in de bir

temel saglamaktadir.

Tezin bulgulari, girisimcilik ekosistemi literatiiriine katkilarin yani sira Turkiye'deki
politika yapicilar icin dnemli girdiler saglamaktadir. i1k olarak bu tez Tiirkiye'de kamu
destek programina odaklanarak girisimcilik ekosisteminin etkilesim dinamiklerini
arastiran ve tanimlayan ilk detayli saha arastirmasidir. Ikincisi, bu tez, kantatif
sonuglardan ziyade aktorler arasindaki etkilesimlerin sahaya 0zgii tanimlarmi
tiretmekte ve dolayisiyla Tiirkiye'deki girisimcilik ekosisteminin anlagilmasini

zenginlestirmektedir. Ugiincii olarak, Tiirkiye'deki bir girisimcilik ekosisteminin
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etkilesim dinamiklerinin arastirilmasi, gelismekte olan ekonomilerdeki ekosistem
tizerine yapilan smirli ampirik arastirmalara katki saglamaktadir. Dordiinciisii,
ekosistem igindeki resmi ve gayri resmi etkilesimlerin ve geri bildirim
mekanizmalarinin ortaya ¢ikarilmasi, politika yapicilara ekosistemin giiglii yonleri,

eksiklikleri ve miidahale alanlarini belirlemek i¢in girdi olugturmaktadir.

Calismanin bulgular1 iki asamalidir. i1k olarak, aktdrlerin TUBITAK BiGG programi
kapsamindaki etkilesimleri ayrintili olarak anlatilmaktadir. Bu etkilesimler program
stiresince gerceklesen iki iist diizey faaliyet altinda ortaya ¢ikmaktadir: (1) uygulayici
kuruluslarin  se¢cimi ve (2) farkli girisimcilik aktivitelerini igeren programin
uygulanmasi. Ayrica, saha calismasiyla ortaya ¢ikarilan, analiz edilen ve belgelenen
tiim bu etkilesimler iki kategori altinda gruplandirilmistir: (1) resmi ve (2) gayri resmi
etkilesim. Resmi etkilesimler, program asamalart ve prosediirleri aracigiyla
cercevelenen aktorler arasindaki etkilesimleri ifade etmektedir. Gayri resmi
etkilesimler ise sahadan ortaya ¢ikarilan, goriinmeyen ve yan iriin niteligindeki
etkilesimlerdir. Ikinci olarak, bu etkilesimlerin girisimcilere, uygulayict kuruluslara,
TUBITAK'a ve genel ekosisteme katkilarmni tartigilmaktadir. Tiim bu bulgular 1sinda
bu tez programa ve Tiirkiye girisimcilik ekosistemine iliskin politika Onerileri

sunmaktadir.

Uygulayic1 kuruluslarin segimi, TUBITAK'in program uygulayici kuruluslarini kendi
direktifleri ve beklentileriyle gorevlendirmesine olanak tanimaktadir. Ancak
uygulama, bu kuruluslarin 6nerdigi hizmet ve modellere birakilmakta, boylece
uygulayict kuruluslar belirli bir serbestlige sahip olmaktadir. Bu faaliyet kapsaminda
TUBITAK, ajanslarin faaliyetlerini izlemekte ve program kapsaminda basarili
girisimci sayisina gore degerlendirerek fonlamaktadir. TUBITAK’m uygulayict
kuruluslardan beklentisi iyi hazirlanmis ve basarili girisimciler, uygulayict kuruluslar
ise bu beklentileri karsilamak i¢in ¢alismakta, bu da ¢ok tarafli bir igbirligi ortamin1

tanimlamaktadir.

Ote yandan, 2020 yilinda uygulanan iki politika degisikligi, uygulayic1 kuruluslar
arasindaki etkilesimi etkiledigi goriilmektedir: (1) uygulayict kuruluglar arasi
konsorsiyum ve (2) uygulama dncesi fonlama mekanizmasinin performansa dayali fon
sistemine déniismesi. 2020 yili itibarryla TUBITAK BiGG programi diisiik

performansh ajanslarin yiiksek performansli ajanslarla ortak ¢alismasina izin
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vermistir. Bu ajanslar programin gorevlerini koordineli bir sekilde yliriitmekte ve
bazilar1 ne tiir faaliyetler veya destekler sagladiklarini paylasmak iizere bir araya
gelmektedir. Bu koordinasyon, yiiksek performans gosteren ajanslardan diisiik
performans gosteren ajanslara smirli da olsa bilgi aktarimint miimkiin kilmaktadir.
Konsorsiyum disinda ise birkag kisisel girisim disinda s6z konusu kuruluglar arasinda
herhangi bir koordinasyon veya bilgi paylasimi neredeyse hi¢c bulunmamaktadir. Tam
tersine, performansa dayali fon sisteminin ise uygulayici kuruluslar arasinda rekabeti
artirdigi ve konsorsiyum digindaki etkilesimi daha da smirli hale getirdigi

gorulmektedir.

Programin uygulanma siireci ise ekosistemdeki aktorler arasinda (1) resmi ve (2) gayri
resmi olmak {izere ¢esitli etkilesimleri kolaylastirmaktadir. Resmi etkilesimler ¢esitli
faaliyetleri icermektedir. ilk asamada; (1) egitim ve mentorluk, (2) fikir dogrulama,
(3) girisimcilerin se¢imi ve ikinci agsamada (4) panel sunumu ve nihai degerlendirme
ve (5) gelisme raporu teslimi. Programi birinci asamasinda {1k asamada uygulayici
kuruluslar; egitim, mentorluk ve fikir dogrulama gibi faaliyetler diizenleyerek
girisimcilerin is fikirlerini uygulanabilir bir i modeli ve planina déniistiirmelerine
yardimc1 olmaktadir. Boylece ekosistemdeki cesitli egitmenler, mentorlar ve 6zel
sektor sirketleri, uygulayici kuruluslarin kapasitesi veya dis baglantilar1 araciligiyla
programa dahil olmaktadir. Girisimciler, ilk agsama boyunca is planlarin1 gelistirmek
icin rehberlik ve geri bildirim almak iizere egitmenler ve mentorlarla periyodik olarak
bire bir goriismeler yapmaktadir. Periyodik goriismelerin yani sira girisimciler,
uygulayict kuruluslarin agindan ek mentorlar bularak teknik veya pazar tavsiyelerini
karsilayabilmektedir. Ayrica, i3 modellerini piyasada dogrulamak icin erken bir
asamada ajanslar ag1 aracilifiyla 6zel sektor sirketleriyle de tanisirlar. Bu aktiviteler
araciligiyla uygulayici kuruluslar, girisimciler ve diger ekosistem aktorleri arasinda
koprii gorevi gorerek etkilesimi kolaylastirmakta ve etkilesimi program sinirlarinin

Otesine tasimaktadir.

Ikinci asama aktiviteleri ise daha cok girisimcilerin basariyla tamamlamasi gereken bir
dizi prosediirii icermektedir. Onemli olabilecek faaliyet ise TUBITAK'in bir panel
sunumu diizenleyerek girisimcilerin is fikirlerini degerlendirmesidir. Bu asamada
girisimciler, TUBITAK'in atadig1 akademisyenler ve sektdr temsilcilerinden olusan

bir panel sunum jiirisi ile etkilesime girmektedir. Bu siire¢lerin sonunda girisimciler
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450.000 TL hibe almaya hak kazaniyor. Ozetle program ilk asamada erken asama
girisimcilerin pek ¢ok ekosistem aktoriiyle etkilesime girmelerini tesvik etmekte ve
finansal olmayan hizmetler saglarken ikinci asamada girisimciler finansal hibeye hak

kazanmaktadir.

Calisma kapsaminda saha calismasi, BiGG programi ¢ercevesinin Otesinde bu
programin aktorler arasinda goriinmeyen gayri resmi etkilesimleri kolaylagtirdigini
ortaya koymustur. Bu etkilesimler (1) uygulayici kurum ile girisimci, (2) girisimciler
ve (3) uygulayict kurumlar arasinda goriilmektedir. Ayrica, resmi etkilesimler,
program uygulamasini iyilestirmek i¢in ana aktOrler arasindaki gayri resmi geri
bildirim mekanizmalarin1 da tetiklemektedir. Bu mekanizmalar hiyerarsik olarak (1)
girisimciden uygulayic1 kuruluslara ve (2) uygulayici kuruluslardan TUBITAK'a

kadar uzanmaktadir.

Ilk olarak, uygulayici kurum ile girisimei arasindaki iliski, (1) girisimcileri
tamamlayici kulugka programlarma alarak ve (2) program kazananlar1 i¢in fiziksel
olanaklar saglayarak programin kapsaminin oOtesine ge¢cmektedir. Tamamlayici
hizmetler, uygulayict kuruluslar ve girisimciler arasinda devam eden destek ve
etkilesimi miimkiin kilmaktadir. Nihayetinde, girisimcilerin ekosistemde kalmalarini
ve uygulayict kurumlar aracilifiyla diger ekosistem aktorleriyle baglantilar

kurmalarina imkan saglamaktadir.

Ikinci olarak, BiGG programi girisimcilerin aymi siireglerden gectigi ve benzer
sorunlarla karsilastigi kohort tabanli bir programdir. BiGG programindaki
girisimcilerin, uygulayict kuruluslarin kurdugu ¢evrimigi sohbet gruplarinda ve ayni
ortamda yiiz ylize etkilesime acik oldugu saha g¢alismasinda gorulmektedir. Bu
etkilesim ile girisimciler program prosediirleri, ek ihtiyaglar ve yeni aglar kurma
konusunda birbirlerine yardimci olmaktadir. Ayrica saha calismasi, girisimcilerin
sohbet gruplar1 araciligiyla veya uygulayict kurumlarin yonlendirmesiyle onceki
BiGG girisimcilerine eristigini gostermektedir. Bu tiir etkilesimlerin ¢ogu sorun

cozmeye yonelik olup nadiren isbirligine tesvik etmektedir.

Ucgiincii  olarak, konsorsiyum disinda uygulayict kurumlar arasi gayri resmi
etkilesimler ve isbirlikleri zayiftir. TUBITAK'm periyodik olmayan program sonrasi
toplantilar1 ve bazi kisisel cabalar1 sinirli derecede bilgi ve deneyim paylasimini

kolaylastirmaktadir. Bu bilgi akis1 asgari diizeyde olup genellikle diger kurumlarin ne
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kadar basarili olduklari ve program kapsaminda ne tiir faaliyetler sagladiklari ile
ilgilidir. Bunun bir nedeni, ekosistemdeki uygulayict kuruluslarin girisimcileri kendi
aglarma katma konusunda rekabetci olmalaridir. Bir diger neden ise fonlama
mekanizmasinin performansa dayali bir 6diil sistemine doniistiiriilmesinin s6z konusu
kuruluslar arasindaki bu rekabeti artirmasidir. Ayrica, program sonrast etkinlikler
pandemi sonrasinda periyodik olarak gerceklesmemis, bazi ¢evrimigi toplantilar

sahada verimsiz olarak gorilmektedir.

Son olarak bu tez, program uygulamasimi iyilestirmeye yonelik aktorler arasindaki
gayri resmi geri bildirim mekanizmalarini ortaya ¢ikarmistir. Bu geribildirimler (1)
uygulayict kurumlardan TUBITAK'a (hizmet saglayicilardan politika kurumuna) ve
(2) girisimcilerden uygulayict kurumlara veya TUBITAK'a (hizmet saglayicilar ve
politika kurumu) seklindedir. Birincisi, TUBITAK tarafindan program sonrasi toplanti
(periyodik olmayan) ve kisisel iletisim kanallari, hizmet saglayicilar ve politika
kurumlar1 arasinda geri bildirim mekanizmalarint miimkiin kilmaktadir. Bu sayede
uygulayict kuruluglar saha deneyimlerini, sorunlarim1 ve goézlemlerini bir bakima
TUBITAK'a yansitabilmektedir. Ote yandan uygulayici kuruluslar, girisimcilerden
kendi sorunlar1 ve deneyimlerinin yani sira program faaliyetleri ve uygulamalar
hakkinda geri bildirim almaya agiktir. Sahadan elde edilen bulgular, girisimcilere
yonelik anketler ve yiiz yiize/¢evrimici olarak dogrudan iletisim aracilifiyla bu
geribildirim mekanizmanin var oldugunu kanitlamaktadir. Son olarak, girisimcilerden
TUBITAK'a dogrudan geri bildirim mekanizmasi neredeyse yok denecek kadar azdir.
Fakat girisimciler olas1 geri bildirimlerini genellikle uygulayici kuruluslar araciligiyla
TUBITAK’a iletebilmektedir. Ancak girisimciler TUBITAK'a geri bildirimde
bulunmamay1 tercih etmektedir. Bunun iki nedeni saha g¢alismasindan ortaya
cikmistir. Birincisi, girisimcilerin geri bildirimlerin g6z ardi edildigini ve dikkate
alinmadigimi hissetmeleri, ikincisi ise kamu destek programi olmasi nedeniyle
prosediirlerin degismeyecegini diisiinmeleridir. Program igindeki aktorler arasindaki
geri bildirim mekanizmalari, periyodik olmayan nadir toplantilara ve kisisel iletisim
cabalaria dayandig i¢in sinirlidir. Ancak bu mekanizma, politika yapici kuruluslarin,
kamu destek programlarmi ve politikalarini yeniden gézden gecirmesi ve iyilestirmesi

acisindan kritiktir.
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Tezin bulgular1 BiGG programi kapsamindaki etkilesimlerin ilgili aktorlere g¢esitli
katkilar sagladigini ortaya koymaktadir. ilk olarak, girisimciler egitim ve mentorluk
sayesinde temel girisimcilik bilgi ve becerileri kazanmakta, program sayesinde erken
asama finansmana erisebilmektedir. Bir diger katki ise, uygulayict kurumlar
araciligiyla cesitli network faaliyetlerine katilmalar1 ve programda elde edilen
basarin ekosistemde bir etiket olarak goriilmesi nedeniyle girisimciler i¢in yeni
firsatlar yaratmasidir. ikinci olarak, uygulayici kuruluslar cesitli destek aktiviteleri
diizenlemekte, network faaliyetleri yiiriitmekte ve diger ekosistem aktorleriyle gesitli
etkilesimlere katilmaktadir. Uygulayic1 kuruluslar bu faaliyetler araciligiyla ve farkl
girisimcilik vakalarindan 6grenme yoluyla kapasitelerini artirabilmektedir. Son olarak
TUBITAK, program uygulamasindan ¢ikarimla ve sahadan gelen geri bildirimlerle
belirli bir know-how elde edebilmektedir. Ancak program cergevesinde sadece birkag
ornek goriildiigii i¢in sahadan 6grenmenin sinirli oldugu sdylenebilir. Bunlardan biri,
uygulamadan dersler ¢ikararak ilk asamada finansal olmayan destek faaliyetlerini
kulucka merkezlerine devrederek siireci merkeziyetsiz bir yapiya doniistiirmesidir.
Diger ornek ise sahadan gelen geri bildirimlere yanit olarak mali hibe miktarmin

artirilmasidir.

Tezin sahaya 6zgii bulgulari, girisimcilik ekosistemindeki etkilesim dinamiklerinin
derinlemesine anlasilmasina, ekosisteminin nasil isledigine ve programin katkilarina
dair icgdrii saglamaktadir. Peki, TUBITAK BiGG prograni kapsamindaki etkilesimler

Tirkiye girisimcilik ekosistemini hakkinda ne soyliiyor?

Kamu politikas1 araglar1  (yani BiGG programi) Tiirkiye'nin girisimcilik
ekosistemindeki aktdrler arasi etkilesimi ve bilgi aktarimim kolaylastirmaktadir. Ilk
olarak BiGG programi, devlet destekli bir kurum ile kulugka merkezleri arasinda
finansman mekanizmalarinin 6tesinde bir igbirligi olusturmaktadir. Tiirkiye'de arayiiz
kuruluslarii tesvik etmeye yonelik kamu destek programlarimin birgogu, isbirligine
dayal bir iliski olusturmaktan ziyade finansal destek saglamaktadir. Ote yandan,
BiGG programinda uygulayict bir kurulus olarak kulugka merkezleri, c¢esitli
sektorlerden ve bolgelerden girisimei fikirleri toplamakta, finansal olmayan destek
saglamakta ve onlar1 iyi hazirlanmis sekilde kamu kaynaklarina ulastirmaktadir. Bunu,
devlet destekli kurumlarla igbirligi ve koordinasyon halinde yiiritmektedir. Ayrica,

girisimciler program kapsaminda kulugka merkezleri siki iligskiler kurmakta, bu sayede
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tamamlayic1 hizmetler ve network faaliyetleri ile program kapsaminin Otesine
gegmektedir. Kulucka merkezleri tarafindan yiriitilen bu faaliyetler, gesitli dis
aktorleri program g¢ercevesine dahil ederek farkli etkilesim ve ag tiirlerini de miimkiin

kilmaktadir.

Program kapsamindaki bu etkilesimler Tiirkiye'nin girisimcilik ekosistemine dnemli
katkilar saglamistir. Ornegin, isbirligi yoluyla uygulayici kurulus modelinin
uygulanmasi, devlet destekli kuruluslarin farkli boélgelerde girisimcilik bilincinin
yayginlastirilmasina, bu bolgelerden teknoloji tabanli fikirlerin toplanmasina ve bu
fikirlere erken asama destekler saglanmasina yardimei olmaktadir. Fakat bu tez s6z
konusu faaliyetlerin kalitesini degerlendirmekte smirli kalmaktadir. Sonraki
calismalar girisimcilik faaliyetlerinin igerigini arastirarak az gelismis bolgelerdeki

girisimcilik faaliyetlerinin kalitesine iligkin bulgular sunmasi kritiktir.

BiGG programi, aktorlerin etkilesimlerini ve isbirligini igeren ¢esitli girisimcilik
faaliyetlerini igeren izole bir ekosistem yapisindadir. Gelismekte olan ekonomilerde
kulugka merkezleri ve benzeri yapilar girisimciler ve diger ckosistem aktorleri
arasinda koprii kurmada araci bir rol oynamaktadir (Mair vd., 2012; Goswami vd.,
2015; van Rijnsoever, 2022). Benzer sekilde, BiGG programi kapsamindaki {iniversite
temelli kulucka merkezleri, programin izole yapisini bir 6lgiide genisletebilmektedir.
Bu kuruluglar farkli network faaliyetleriyle girisimcileri mentorlar, 6zel sektor
sitketleri ve yatinmcilarla bulusturarak programin ¢eperini genisletmektedir.
Dolayisiyla, kulucka merkezi gibi yapilarin hem BiGG programi i¢cindeki hem de genel
ekosistemdeki etkilesim dinamiklerini arttirdig1 s6ylenebilir. Yine de bu tez, bu agin
daha az gelismis bolgeler icin mevcut olup olmadigina cevap verememektedir. fleride
yapilacak c¢aligmalar, Tiirkiye'nin az gelismis bdlgelerindeki girisimeilik destek

kuruluslarinin etkilesimini ve agini arastirmay1 amaglamaktadir.

Ote yandan tez, girisimcilik ekosistemindeki kulugka merkezleri arasinda sinirl
etkilesim, koordinasyon ve bilgi transferi oldugunu ortaya ¢ikarmaktadir. Bunun
sebeplerinden biri kulucka merkezlerinin girisimcileri ¢ekme konusunda rekabet
halinde olmalaridir. Ote yandan, Motoyama ve Knowlton'm (2016) galismasi, devlet
sponsorlugunun St. Louis'deki yerel girisimcilik destek kuruluslar1 arasinda
koordinasyonu tetikledigini ortaya koymaktadir. Alaassar ve digerleri (2022)

tarafindan yapilan bir baska caligma ise ekosistemin etkilesim dinamiklerinin
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Singapur'daki cesitli aktorler arasinda hem finansal hem de bilgi transferini miimkiin
kildigin1 savunmaktadir. Benzer sekilde, BiGG programi da farkli bolgelerdeki
kulucka merkezleri arasinda sinirli da olsa bir etkilesimi, koordinasyonu ve bilgi
paylagimini tetikledigi goriilmektedir. Fakat kulugka merkezleri arasindaki rekabetin
bu bilgi aktariminin ekosistemde yayginlagsmasi yerine program kapsamindaki
konsorsiyum igine izole ettigi goriilmektedir. Dolayisiyla, Tiirkiye ekosisteminde
yuksek kapasiteli kulugka merkezlerinden diisiik kapasiteye bilgi aktarimi kayda deger
diizeyde degildir.

Kamu politikasi araglar1 (BiGG programi) farkli bolgelerde tiniversiteler altinda alt
ekosistemler olusturma niyetine yardime1 olmaktadir. BiGG programi kapsaminda
devlet destekli kurumlar ve liniversite tabanli kulucka merkezleri arasindaki etkilesim,
cesitli bolgelerde bir alt ekosistem olusturma niyetini miimkiin kilmaktadir. Bu alt
ekosistemler, kaynaklarin ekosistemin "besleyicisi" olan devlet tarafindan
olusturuldugu ve sekillendirildigi yukaridan asagiya ekosistem yaklasimina
dayanmaktadir (Feld, 2012; Stam, 2015; Colombo vd., 2019). Ayrica, devlet destekli
kurumlar ve kulugka merkezleri, Tiirkiye'nin girisimcilik ekosisteminde bu niyeti
tesvik eden capa aktorlerdir (Colombelli vd., 2019). Ayrica bu tez, s6z konusu
bolgelerdeki uygulayict kuruluslarin girisimcilik destek faaliyetleri diizenleyerek,
cesitli girisimcilik vakalariyla ilgilenerek ve program kapsaminda smirli bilgi
paylasimi yaparak kapasitelerini gelistirdiklerini 6ne siirmektedir. Ancak yliksek
kapasiteli kulucka merkezlerine odaklanildigindan bu tez az gelismis bolgelerdeki alt
ekosistemleri irdeleyememektedir. Ileride yapilacak calismalar, ekosistemin az
gelismis bolgelerde nasil isledigini ve bu alt ekosistemlerin Tiirkiye'deki diger

ekosistem aktdrleri ve tesisleriyle ne kadar iyi etkilesim kurabildigini inceleyebilir.

BiGG programi, gesitli girisimcilik faaliyetlerini igermesi ve ekosistemdeki cesitli
aktorler arasinda belirli bir diizeyde etkilesim olmasi nedeniyle bir ekosistem gibi
davranmaktadir. Cesitli ¢alismalar, zaman iginde unsurlar ve aktorler arasindaki
etkilesim yoluyla ekosistemin evrimsel dogasini vurgulamaktadir (Cohen, 2006;
Malecki, 2018; Cho vd., 2022). Ornegin; Colombelli ve digerleri (2019) tarafindan
yapilan caligma, girisimcilik ekosisteminin zaman i¢inde dogum, gecis ve
konsolidasyon asamalarina evrilirken hiyerarsik yonetisimden iliskisel yonetisime

dogru degistigini savunmaktadir. Program uygulamasi da 2012'den bu yana bir¢ok
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gelisme ve donilisiim yasamis, dahil olan aktorler gelisip genislemis, bu da program
dinamiklerini ve etkilesim dinamiklerini etkilemistir. BiGG programimin ilk
uygulamasinda TUBITAK, girisimcilere yalmzca mali destek saglayan bir gapa
aktordiir. Daha sonra, liniversite tabanli kulugka merkezleri, finansal olmayan destek
ve diger girisimcilik faaliyetlerini saglamak i¢in program ¢ergevesine dahil olmustur.
Bu kulugka merkezleri ayn1 zamanda Tiirkiye'deki genel ekosistemden gesitli aktorler
arasinda koprii kurarak izole ekosistemi genisletmistir. Dolayisiyla, BiGG igindeki
etkilesim dinamikleri, su anki haliyle, hiyerarsik yonetisimden ziyade iliskisel
yonetigime yaklagmistir. Bu tiir bir etkilesim, BiGG programinin Tirkiye'deki bazi
geligsmis bolgelerde daha yerlesik ve belirgin bir ekosistem haline gelmeye basladigini
gostermektedir. Buna ek olarak, Tiirkiye'deki girisimcilik ekosisteminin evrimi,
gelisimi ve slirdiirtilebilirliginin  gelecekteki caligmalarda arastirilmasi Onemli

olacaktir.

Girisimcilik politikalarina yonelik geri bildirim kanallari, Tirkiye'nin girisimcilik
ekosisteminde ekosistem politikalarin1  sekillendirmek i¢in yeterli degildir.
Girisimcilik ekosisteminde agsagidan yukartya geri bildirim, paydas katilimi ve istisare
yoluyla politika karar1 alinmasinin daha etkili ve verimli olacagi 6ne siirtilmiistiir
(Autio ve Levie, 2017). Bu tez, BiGG programi i¢in alinan birkag politika kararinin
yukaridan asagiya yaklasimlara sahip oldugunu ve ekosistemdeki girisimcilik
faaliyetlerini ve etkilesim dinamiklerini etkiledigini ortaya koymaktadir. Ornegin,
konsorsiyum modeli kulugka merkezleri arasinda belirli bir diizeyde isbirligi ve bilgi
paylasimina olanak saglarken, performansa dayali finansman rekabeti artirarak bu
etkilesimleri sinirlamaktadir. Ek olarak, programa dahil olan aktorler arasinda bazi
geri bildirim mekanizmalar1 bulunsa da devlet destekli kurumlar biirokratik
sorumluluklar nedeniyle sahadan gelen geri bildirimlere hizli yanit verememektedir.
Politika kararlar1 ig¢in geri bildirim mekanizmalarinin eksikligi, etkili politika
olusturma ve girisimcilik ekosistemi igin potansiyel faydalar Ooniinde bir engel

olusturdugu soylenebilir.

Bu bulgular 1ginda, programin katkilarini artirmaya yonelik yonelik bes politika dnerisi
ve programin etkinligini artirmaya yonelik ise dort politika 6nerisi sunulmaktadir. Bu

tezin bulgularina dayanan politika onerileri, Tiirkiye'deki girisimcilik ekosisteminin
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iyilestirilmesi konusunda fikir verebilecegi gibi TUBITAK ve diger politika kurumlari

icin de faydali1 olacaktir.

Ekosistem iizerindeki etkilerin artmasima yonelik politika ¢ikarimlar:

Girisimcilik pazar asamasi i¢cin tamamlayici destek programlarin gelistirilmesi
Program kapsaminda ve ekosistemdeki geri bildirim mekanizmalarinin
guclendirilmesi

Universite tabanli kulucka merkezleri arasmda deneyim paylasimmin tesvik
edilmesi

Diisiik performans gosteren uygulayict kuruluslar igin program kapsamindaki
finansman mekanizmasinin geri getirilmesi

Yatirimcilarin BiGG programa stirecine dahil edilmesi

BiGG programin etkinliginin artirilmasina yonelik politika ¢ikarimlar:

Yukaridan asagiya politika degisikliklerinden kagmilmasi

Sirket kurma yiikiimliiliigiiniin programin daha ileri bir agamasina ertelenmesi
Girisimcinin sektoriine gére mali hibe miktarinin yeniden gézden gegirilmesi
Girisimcinin program kapsamindaki nihai degerlendirmesine uygulayict kurulugun

karar verdigi bir yap1 olusturulmasi
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