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ABSTRACT

PROBLEMS FACED BY YOUNG ENTREPRENEURS BENEFITING
FROM KOSGEB STATE SUPPORT

Akyol, Muhammed Veli
M.S., Department of Business Administration

Supervisor  : Assoc. Prof. Dr. Adil Oran

January 2020, 143 pages

This Master’s thesis aims to determine the problems faced by young
entrepreneurs benefiting from state support in Turkey. It describes and examines
the results of a survey completed by more 1,000 young entrepreneurs benefiting

from the KOSGEB Entrepreneurship Support Program.

The survey participants were asked about four different subjects. The impact of
gender differences, education level, regions, and sector of entrepreneurs on
problems of young entrepreneurs were also investigated. The results were
interpreted and analyzed statistically. The problems of young entrepreneurs who
benefit from state support in Turkey are compared with those of young

entrepreneurs in other countries.

Keywords: KOSGEB, Entrepreneurship, State Support, Young Entrepreneurs
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KOSGEB DEVLET DESTEGI ALAN GENC GIRISIMCILERIN
KARSILASTIGI PROBLEMLER

Akyol, Muhammed Veli
Yiiksek Lisans, Isletme Boliimii

Tez Yoneticisi : Dog. Dr. Adil Oran

Ocak 2020, 143 sayfa

Bu yiiksek lisans tezi Tiirkiye’deki devlete destegi alan geng girisimcilerin
problemlerini ortaya koymayr amaglamaktadir. Ilk olarak, binden fazla
KOSGEB Girisimcilik Destek Programi’ndan faydalanan geng girisimei ile

anket yapilmistir. Yapilan anket sonuglar1 incelenmistir.

Anket katilimcilart 4 farkli baslik altinda incelendi. Geng girisimcilerin cinsiyet
farkliliklarinin, egitim seviyelerinin, yasadiklar1 bolgelerin ve bulunduklar
sektorlerin; karsilastiklar1 problemlere etkisi hesaplandi. Sonuclar istatistiksel
olarak analiz edildi ve yorumlandi. Tiirkiye’de devlet destegi alan geng

girisimciler ile diinyadaki geng¢ girisimcilerin problemleri karsilastirildi.

Anahtar Kelimeler: KOSGEB, Girisimcilik, Devlet Destekleri, Geng

Girisimciler
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Over the past decade, youth unemployment has become one of the most
economically and socially problematic issues around the world. Youth
unemployment has negative effects on not only individuals but also on
governments. A low income and exclusion from society are some of the negative
individual effects on young unemployed people. In addition, an idle workforce
diminishes output and squanders potential (OECD and European Commission,
2012). Moreover, when a country faces economic difficulties, young people are
more severely affected than other adults because of their increased likelihood to
be in temporary employment and the difficulty of finding their first job (OECD
and European Commission, 2012). The youth unemployment rate is generally
higher, sometimes even at least double, that of other ages. In 2018, while the
unemployment rate in the European Union for all ages was 6.3%, the youth
unemployment rate was 15.2% (Eurostat, 2019). In Turkey, the unemployment
rate for people aged 15-65 years is 13.3%, compared to 23.2% for those aged 15-
24 years, according to the Turkish Statistical Institute (2019).

In all countries, entrepreneurship plays an important role in reducing
unemployment by creating job opportunities (Chigunta, 2002). Self-employment
can be an option to address youth unemployment. Starting their own business is
more attractive for young people (45%) than for other adults (37%). For this
reason, many countries and international organizations support youth

entrepreneurship through financial support, training, mentoring and business



networking (OECD, 2014). Governmental organizations, such as KOSGEB in
Turkey, the Small Business Administration (SBA) in the United States and the
Federal Ministry for Economic Affairs and Energy (BVMW) in Germany, are

responsible for supporting small businesses.

This study discusses the importance of entrepreneurship, particularly youth
entrepreneurship, and its associated problems. The relevant governmental
institutions of Turkey, the United States and Germany and their support programs
are introduced. The problems of youth entrepreneurship are then described with
reference to a literature review. Lastly, the results of a survey conducted with
1,089 people who have benefited from KOSGEB Entrepreneurship Support in

Turkey are presented.

Entrepreneurship is common and is of major importance for scholars. Sociology,
psychology, anthropology, and economy are some of the disciplines that focus
on the concept. In addition, entrepreneurship courses are offered at both
undergraduate and graduate levels. Entrepreneurship can be described as the
actions of risk-takers, who create ventures in a new enterprise or existing
enterprise (Hébert & Link, 1989). Oxford (2019) defines entrepreneurship as an
activity that takes financial risks and aims for businesses to remain profitable, or
the setting up of a new business. On the other hand, Audretsch (2003) describes
entrepreneurship as “activities fostering innovative change has its attraction, such
simplicity also masks considerable complexity”. Audretsch (2003) states that
there are many different definitions of entrepreneurship according to different

scholars and different perspectives, such as management and the economy.

Over the last century, the acceptance and perception of entrepreneurship have

changed considerably. After World War II, the importance of small businesses



appeared to be diminishing. For political and social reasons, small businesses
needed to be protected. In recent years, this perception has changed dramatically.
Entrepreneurship plays an important role in economic and social development

around the world (Audretsch, 2003).

In recent years, globalization has changed paradigms around the world. In the
scope of this change, globalization did not decrease the importance of SMEs;
conversely, it emphasizes the significance of SMEs. There are two reasons why
SMEs are important. First, because of low-cost production in foreign countries,
large-scale enterprises became less competitive in the domestic market.
Countries were thus forced to find new solutions. Second, the knowledge-based

economy made SMEs valuable again (Audretsch & Thurik, 2001).

Audretsch (2003) explicitly explains the value of SMEs in the knowledge-based
economy. After large enterprises lost their competitive advantage against foreign
countries, they had three possible solutions to regain market share: (1) reducing
costs by lowering wages; (2) reducing costs with the knowledge-based economy;
and (3) moving operations to another country. They tried the last two options. As
the last option decreases employment in domestic countries, the second option
became more popular. The knowledge-based economy is required to increase
technology, innovation and research and development (R&D). A highly skilled
workforce is required for the knowledge-based economy. Although SMEs have
not made sufficient investment in technology, innovation, and R&D, owners of
SMEs have experience from their background in third-party firms, such as

universities, laboratories, and research centers.

A highly skilled and educated labor force can strengthen the knowledge-based

economy (Audretsch, 2003). Newly emerging industries such as biotechnology,



computer software, the Internet and telecommunications require a well-educated
workforce. Each year, Forbes (2017) announces the most valuable brands, of
which the four most valuable, Apple, Google, Microsoft, and Facebook, belong
to the technology sector. The founders of these four companies were all below

the age of 30 and students at top-ranked universities at the time of founding.

Global Entrepreneurship Monitor’s Global Report (2019) provides significant
information about entrepreneurship activity in Turkey. According to the report,
Turkey is second out of 42 countries in terms of its Total Entrepreneurship
Activity Stage, namely high growth and job creation expectations. Moreover, the
rate of growth in the medium and high technology sectors increased from 1.54%
in 2016 to 4.42% in 2018. Turkey’s new policies of entrepreneurship support are
mostly aimed medium and high technology entrepreneurship (GEM, 2019).

According to the Turkish Statistical Institute (2018), 15.8% of Turkey’s
population is aged between 15 and 24, the youth unemployment rate is 20.3%,
and the rate for young people not in education, employment or training (NEET)
1s 24.5%. The OECD (2018) states that the average NEET percentage for the 15-
29 year age group was 13.2% across the OECD in 2017, compared to 27.2% in
Turkey. To reduce its high youth unemployment rate, Turkey could benefit from
youth entrepreneurship in terms of technology, current organization and market

approaches (OECD, 2009).

For these reasons, the Turkish government has set up support policies for
young entrepreneurs. The government offers young entrepreneurs grants,
subsides, and tax and insurance incentives. According to the Republic of
Turkey General Directorate of Revenue Brochure (2018), young

entrepreneurs are exempt from paying personal income tax for revenues of



up to 75.000 TL for three years. Additionally, the brochure states that young
entrepreneurs are exempt from employer insurance premium payments for a
year. Moreover, there are many governmental institutions supporting youth
entrepreneurship. For example, the Small and Medium Enterprises
Development and Support Administration (KOSGEB) supports young
entrepreneurs in all sectors, whilst the Scientific and Technological Research
Council of Turkey (TUBITAK) supports young entrepreneurs, especially in
the medium and high technology sector. Development agencies also support

young entrepreneurs in local development projects.



CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1. Small and Medium-Sized Enterprises

In this thesis, KOSGEB is regarded as the main state support organization in
Turkey. KOSGEB focuses on supporting all small and medium enterprises, not
only young people owned enterprises. Before starting with KOSGEB’s supports,
it is better to give information about small and medium enterprises and their

importance.

There is no exact definition for small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) in
the world. Most people acknowledge SMEs as smaller version of large
enterprises, but both types have distinctive features and they are heterogeneous,
in many perspectives. The stage of development, type of ownership and business
sector of SMEs and large-scaled enterprises may differ most of the time. Also,

the subject of SMEs differs among countries and sectors.

In European Union, SMEs are firms employing maximum 250 people and having
annual turnover maximum EUR 50 million or their annual balance sheet has
maximum EUR 43 million according to EU recommendation 2003/361
(European Union, 2003). In the United States, SME definition can be different
from sector to sector. In wholesale trades, for instance, the definition of SME has

100 employees or less, whereas in manufacturing it has 500 employees or less



(SBA, 2017). But most countries define SMEs having employees between 10 and
250 people (WTO, 2016).

In Turkey, enterprises consisting of less than 250 employees and having annual
return less than 40 million Turkish Liras considered as SMEs (Ministry of
Science, 2012). A company with less than 10 employees, is called micro firm,
less than 50 but more than 10 employees is called small-sized firm and less than
250 but more than 50 employees called medium-sized firms. In this piece of

work, the SME concept is used considering its Turkish definition.

OECD emphasizes that SMEs and entrepreneurs are driving forces for an open
and wealthy country when the economic growth is low, trade and investments
are poor and inequalities are high. (OECD, 2017) Especially, SMEs and
entrepreneurs are significant for countries frequently facing economic crisis, such
as Turkey. Also, through globalization and technological development, the
international business gained momentum and new start-ups, enterprises aged up
to 3, have emerged. Thus, SMEs take place of large and bulky businesses,
because SMEs are faster and more flexible to adapt changes and customer needs

than large-scaled firms. (Piskinsiit, 2011)

According to OECD, SMEs are important actors of economies in all countries,
in terms of turnover, employment, and export rate. In OECD countries, SMEs are
responsible for 60% of total turnover. In most countries, start-ups, generates the
employment between 4% to 15% of total employment. The share of SMEs in
export is between 10% to 40%, but that changes among countries, in developed

countries that share is relatively smaller. (OECD, 2011)



In some industries, incumbent firms get huge profits. New entrances are
motivated by that profit. By the help of the increase of supply, industry’s leaders
decrease the prices. Thus, entrepreneurship can restore the equilibrium in
industries and discipline the existent firms. (Audretsch, 2003)

Besides, according to many empirical evidences SMEs account for new
employment more than expected. Birch (1981), working on U.S. job generation,
states that the main new job provider of U.S. is SMEs, not large-scaled firms.
Similarly, the findings of Davis, Haltiwanger, and Schuh (1996) shows that
SMEs have a great impact on employment creation. On the other hand, large-
scaled firms have more effect on job destruction than small businesses. Both in
U.S. and European countries, such as United Kingdom, Sweden, Finland,
Netherlands and Germany, SMEs are better at creating new jobs than large firms
(Broesma & Gautier, 1997; Haid & Weigand, 2001; Heshmati, 2001; Hohti,
2000; Konings, 1995).

In March 2014, OECD published the Dynamics of Employment Growth report
from 18 countries which are Austria, Belgium, Brazil, Canada, Finland, France,
Hungary, Italy, Japan, Luxemburg, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway,
Portugal, Spain, Sweden, United Kingdom, United States. OECD’s report gives
significant details about the share of firms and employment according to the size

of enterprises.

Figure 1 shows that small businesses have great impact on the field of the share
of firms in economies. SMEs take 99% of all firms in 18 countries, on average.
Only 1% of the share consists of businesses having more than 250 employees.
The share of micro firms decreases from left to right. The share of small and
medium firms increases from left to right. Share of firms are stated on the left

axis. Increase rate of share is 5%. Name of the countries are located on the bottom



of the graphic. While, Figure 2 shows the importance of SMEs on a different

perspective.
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Figure 1 Share of firms’ different size by country
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Also, SMEs play a great role in terms of creating new employment (Criscuolo,
Gal, & Menon, 2014). Ayyagari et al. (2014) studied the main actors of job
creation and employment in 104 developing countries. Enterprises classified in 3
different groups. Each group consists of 5-19 employees, 20-99 employees, and
100 or more employees. According to the study, firms of the first two groups
create and contain more jobs than the last group. Firms, having less than 100
employees, generate approximately 70% of the employment. Furthermore, small
firms (<20 employees) are responsible for job creation almost 45% at median

statistics across the samples (Ayyagari, Demirguc-Kunt, & Maksimovic, 2014).

International Labour Organization (ILO) prepared a report named “Is Small Still
Beautiful?” in April 2013. ILO states that SMEs train young entrepreneurs and
help improving their entrepreneurial skills. Also SMEs increase competitiveness,
efficiency in the economy, innovative products and services, and aggregate

growth. (de Kok, Deijl, & Veldhuis-Van Essen, 2013)

Significance of SMEs can vary from different perspectives but never diminishes.
Some researchers emphasize the impact of SMEs such as increasing
entrepreneurship, product differentiation due to boutique production and the

supply of intermediate goods to large enterprises. (Piskinsiit, 2011)

The risk appetite, fast development of technology and quick adaptation to
structural changes in sectors make SMEs more critical. According to the German
Ministry of Economy and Energy, new businesses change market structure,
increase innovation and technology, strengthen the diversity, stability in society.
Beyond that they increase the participation of women in business life in
Germany. SMEs are a powerful partner for large businesses to set up the value

chain (BMWI, 2017).

10



Another important indicator for SME’s and entrepreneurship is the survival rate.
According to the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, as a developed country in the
U.S. about one-third of businesses fail in the first 2 years and about half of them
fail at most 5 years. Survival rates become almost stable after critical years, but
first periods of start-ups are stressful. To reduce stress and decrease the failure
rates in Turkey, government focused on start-up supporting policies that improve

ecosystem and environment of startups to grow.

Chart: Survival rates of establishments, by year started
and number of years since starting, 1994-2010
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Figure 3 Survival Rates of Businesses in US (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2017)

In Turkey, SMEs accounted for 99.8% of the total number of enterprises, about
2,677,000 employees with 73.5% of total employment, 62.5% of total turnover
and 54.5% of total salaries and wages in 2014 (Turkish Statistical Institute,
2016). At the end of 2012, SMEs used 25 percent of bank credits and exported
60 percent of all goods (T.R. Ministry of Development, 2013).

11



According to Turkish Statistical Institute (2016), SMEs have a positive impact
on both trade balance and R&D investments in Turkey. In 2015, 55.1% of total
export and 37.7% of total import of Turkey were carried out by the SMEs. 92.2%
of imported products came from the manufacturing industry. Additionally,
statistics of foreign trade shows that SMEs’ most product exported destination is
European Union countries with 49%, then Asia came second with 34.5%.
Turkey’s gross domestic R&D expenditure is 20.615 billion TL in 2015. SMEs
have the percentage of 17.7 from all, and 27.5% of all R&D employment with
122,288 employees.

2.2. KOSGEB and Related Organizations

KOSGEB (Small and Medium Industry Development Organization) is a national
organization founded by the Turkish Government. KOSGEB’s aim is supporting
SMEs, by increasing their efficiency, activities and competitiveness, also letting

SME:s to use KOSGEB’s resources.

2.2.1. Historical Development of KOSGEB

KOSGEB’s 2016-2020 Strategic Plan report states essential information about
KOSGEB’s history. KOSGEB has a special law to do this. The roots of KOSGEB
stem from KUSGEM (Small Industry Development Center), established after the
agreement between International Treaty and the Government of Republic of
Turkey in 1973. KUSGEM was supporting small-scaled industrial enterprises by
providing workshops. After that, the name changed as KUSGET (Small Industry
Development Organization General Directorate). KUSGET’s law was published
in the Official Gazette in 1983.

12



KUSGET supported SMEs as a technical consultant, for example; modern
administration approaches, quality management systems, technological
improvements in their sectors, better capacity ratio and more efficient and
effective production. That notion focused on increasing SMEs standards to the

world standards.

On the other hand, the significance of training new graduates from universities
or higher education schools was realized by government. Then SEGEM
(Industrial Training and Development Center General Directorate) was
established to train graduates theoretically on seminars and practically on-the-job
training programs in a factory or at work in 1978. The training was designed to
provide new graduates a fundamental knowledge and basic experiences, to make

them better starters and to meet industrial needs of qualified human resources.

KUSGET’s and SEGEM’s services have two limitations regarding to time limits
for services and insufficiency of the demands of the whole country. In order to
handle those problems KUSGET and SEGEM were combined on April 20" 1990
by the “Law on the Establishment of Small and Medium Industry Development
and Support Directorate numbered 3624. Thus, KOSGEB was founded as a

permanent and more efficient institution to meet the needs of the entire country.

Until 2009 KOSGEB was responsible for serving just SMEs in the manufacturing
industry. Demands from other sectors and the increasing importance of other
sectors made KOSGEB obligatory to enlarge its scale. In this direction, in May
2009 “Law numbered 5891 on Amending the KOSGEB Establishment Law,
numbered 3624” was published in the Official Gazette, numbered 27219.
Amendment supported KOSGEB to meet the need of SMEs in all sectors.
(KOSGEB, 2016)
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2.2.2. KOSGEB’s Supports

KOSGEB’s main activities can be sorted under 3 main categories consisting;
supports, training programs, and on-going projects. All details of KOSGEB’s
supports are taken from KOSGEB’s website (2017).

2.2.2.1. Entrepreneurship Support Program

Entrepreneurship Support Program (ESP) is prepared for dissemination and
supporting entrepreneurship. Both Entrepreneurs and SMEs can apply for ESP.
Entrepreneurs do not have to wait until KOSGEB’s approval to start a new
company. KOSGEB accepts the application after the establishment of the

company.

One requirement of ESP is “Applied Entrepreneurship Training (AET)
Certificate” which consists of minimum 32-hour training. AET is free of charge
and available for everyone. Main subjects of the AET are how to prepare a
business plan, responsibilities and abilities of entrepreneurs, potential risks and

problems that may entrepreneurs face.

After having Applied Entrepreneurship Training Certificate, entrepreneurs can
apply for support regardless of whether they established their business or not. On
the other hand, if entrepreneurs already have established a company in the same
sector in a year cannot apply for KOSGEB ESP. To benefit from KOSGEB ESP,
an entrepreneur must have a partnership of minimum of 50%. Also, an
entrepreneur cannot for another company under the Social Security Institution
(SGK) regulations. An entrepreneur cannot benefit Entrepreneurship Support

Program more than one time.
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Table 1 Support Elements and Amount of Support

Support Upper | Support Rate (%) | Support Rate (%)
Elements Limit 1. and 2. Region 3.,4.,5. and 6. Region
Enterprise
Setting-up 2,000 -
Support
Machinery, 60% 70%
devices, office
equipment and Grant 18,000 Women Women entrepreneur,
software support entrepreneur, veteran, 1% degree
Enterprise veteran, 1% degree | relatives of martyrs or
Expenses 30,000 | relatives of martyrs | disabled entrepreneurs
or disabled can use 80% Support
Sum of no repayment supports 50,000 entrepreneurs can
- use 80% Support
Fixed Investment Loan 100,000
Supports

According to Table 1, State Support can be up to 50.000 TL grant in, which was
increased from 30.000 TL in 2016. KOSGEB financially backs start-ups up
maximum 2.000 TL for expenses of registration, notary and other mandatory
licenses and permits for setting up. KOSGEB economically undertakes start-ups’
expenses for machinery, devices, office equipment, and software expenditures up
to 18.000 TL. Also, KOSGEB is able to give start-ups up to 30.000 TL for

Enterprise expenses such as rent and salary which can be given for 24 months.

I£ 50,000 TL is not enough, entrepreneurs have the opportunity to apply for other
KOSGEB supports like R&D, SMEs Project Supports, etc. According to Table
1, KOSGEB helps start-ups with Fixed Investment Supports up to 100,000 TL
with interest-free loans via Halkbank. The support amount was 70,000 TL in
2016. Fixed Investment Support can be used for expenses including machinery,

equipment, and software for 24 months.

Support Rate is an important factor when startups decided to apply for support.
As seen from Table 1 KOSGEB does not cover all the expenses. Also, it can be
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different among regions or entrepreneurs. For example, a male entrepreneur
living in the 1% region, such as Istanbul, has an expense of 40,000 TL, excluding
Enterprise Setting-up Support, can get only 60% of expenses which is 24,000 TL.
On the other hand, a woman entrepreneur living in the 6™ region (Hakkari) can

get 80% of expenses which is 32.000 TL (KOSGEB, 2017).

Table 2 Details of Enterprises Benefiting KOSGEB's Entrepreneurship Support Program
Performance Indicators 2016 2017 2018
1 | Number of Enterprises benefiting from ESP 15,535 | 20,650 | 10,500

Note: The numbers show the number of enterprises, benefiting from support payment in
2018
2 | The survival rate of enterprises benefiting from ESP by %85 %85 %85

percentage

Note: The numbers show the percentage of enterprises, continuing operation in 2018, that
benefit from support according to Entrepreneurship Support Enterprise Watch Report.
3 | The share of enterprises, benefiting from %24 %25 %25
Entrepreneurship Support, in the manufacturing
industry.

Note: The percentages represent the ratio of the amount of support payment made to Nace
Rev 2 - C (manufacturing) having enterprises to the total amount of support payment made
under the scope of Entrepreneur Support in 2018.

Table 3 KOSGEB's Entrepreneurship support program Budgetary

Activities Resources Needed (2018) (TL)
Budgetary Non- Total
Budgetary Amount
Enterprises will be supported financially 222,626,000 - 222,626,000
within the scope of ESP
Entrepreneur Support will be given* 219,414,000 - 219,414,000
* Budget is not included in the total budget.

KOSGEB’s Entrepreneurship Support Program’s budget and its details are given
in KOSGEB’s Performance Program (2018), that is added above.

16



ESP plays an important role in this work because all participants of survey
benefited ESP and problems and questions are about ESP. Therefore,
Entrepreneurship Support Program (ESP) is explained explicitly.

2.2.2.2. General Support Program (GSP)

General Support Program (GSP) is developed to encourage SMEs to use
KOSGEB’s supports. GSP intends to increase innovation, competitiveness
between SMEs, quality of services and market shares in both domestic and
foreign markets. GSP includes supports in terms of advertisement, fair, salary,

consultancy, test, certification, calibration, and logistic expenses.

2.2.2.3 Cooperating- Leaguing Support Program (CLSP)

Cooperating-Leaguing Support Program (CLSP) is developed to increase SMEs’
cooperation. To use CLSP, SMEs have to come together to make joint
production, service, design, marketing, laboratory or supply. SMEs can have
grants between 1 Million TL to 1,5 Million TL and a minimum rate of 30% is

non-refundable according to the technological advance of the project.

2.2.2.4. SMEs Project Support Program

SMEs Project Support Program is designed to help SMEs having special projects.
SMEs can find solutions for their problems and learn how to manage a project

with flexible support. But SME’s has to have some requirements, such as

certificates and qualified workforce.
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2.2.2.5. SMEs Development Support Program

SMEs Development Support Program aims to increase SMEs’ share and activity
in the economy. The support elements will be modified considering the feature
of Call for Proposals. The upper limit is up to 300.000 TL for a grant, 700.000

TL for interest-free loans.

2.2.2.6. R&D, Innovation and Industrial Application Support Program

R&D, Innovation Support Program is designed to help firms focusing on
technology, design, software, R&D, and innovation. Expenses, including rent,
salary, machinery, software, consultancy and project preparation are supported
up to 75% between 30.000 TL and 300.000 TL. It aims to help SMEs having new

ideas and inventions. It contains both grants and loans.

Industrial Application Support shares the same notion with R&D, Innovation
Support Program, but there are some differences. First, it does not include only
SMEs. Secondly, its supports’ budgetary are wider. Expenses are backed
financially up nearly 75% between 30.000 to 500.000 TL comprising both grant

and loan payments.

2.2.2.7. Emerging Enterprises Market SME Support

Emerging Enterprises Market SME Support aims to encourage SMEs, having
development growth potential to make public offering. This Support program

also reinforces SMES to be listed on Istanbul Stock Exchange and to acquire

provision of funds from the capital markets. KOSGEB helps SMEs financially
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fulfilling the requirements such as consultancy, external auditing expenses,

application expenses, and other payments.

2.2.2.8. Credit Interest Support

SMEs can use loans supported by KOSGEB with lower interest rates. This
support named as Credit Interest Support. Credit Interest Support aims to increase
production, quality standards and competition levels of SMEs in both domestic
and international markets. In order to solve financial problems and increase

employment in the economy SMEs can benefit from Credit Interest Support.

2.2.2.9. Laboratory Services

Laboratories, established by KOSGEB, serves to decrease test costs, increase
quality standards and make SMEs compete with international counterparts. Its
prices are cheaper than the market. There are 11 laboratories in different cities in

Turkey.

2.2.3. KOSGEB’s Counterparts in World

Having broad information about institutions supporting SMEs in the world and
their support programs is important. Especially comparing them with KOSGEB
helps to understand the concept. Because of that, KOSGEB’s counterparts and
their support programs are mentioned in this part. All details of SBA’s supports
are taken from SBA’s website (U.S. Small Business Administration, 2017).
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2.2.3.1. United States of America Small Business Administration (SBA)

United States of America is the world’s largest economy with $18 trillion GDP
in 2015 (World Bank, 2017). The share of small businesses in the economy is
99.7% with the count of 28.8 million. Also, SMEs have 56.8 million employees,
accounting for 48% of all employment (U.S. Small Business Administration,
2016). In large-scaled economy of the U.S., Small Business Administration

(SBA) is responsible for supporting small businesses.

SBA is the responsible institution for supporting SMEs, founded in 1953. SBA
is an independent agency of the federal government. Its president is the direct
member of the U.S. cabinet (U.S. White House, 2017). The budget of SBA is
$719 million in 2017 (Bruneau & Consultants, 2017). SBA’s strategic plan has 3
dimensions; growing businesses and creating jobs, serving as the voice of small
businesses, and creating an SBA that covers the current and future demands of
small businesses. SBA aims to help small businesses by assisting, conserving
interests of their concerns, protecting free competitive firms and improving the
overall economy of the U.S. (U.S. Small Business Administration, 2014). SBA
has many financial support programs that facilitate small business access to

capital.

SBA’s functional areas are advocacy, laws & regulations, contracting, counseling
& training, disaster assistance, financial assistance, international trade,
management, and small business audiences. SBA has many offices, centers, and
communities. SBA has 5 different supports for SMEs (U.S. Small Business
Administration, 2014).

20



2.2.3.1.1. SBA’s Grants and Loans

First one is Grants and Loans. Grants and Loans give financial assistance. SBA
does not give financial support directly. By Guaranteed Loan Programs (Debt
Financing), SBA guarantees the payment of the loans and minimize the risks for

lenders.

SBA’s Surety Bond Guarantee Program (SBG) helps small businesses by surety
guaranteeing. SBG provides contractors to get more bonding. Also, it increases
chance of contracting for small businesses. By SBG, contracts can obtain $5

million guarantee, in some special cases it can be up to $10 million.

Another Loan program is the Venture Capital Program. In scope of that program,
Small Business Investment Company (SBIC) is founded with public and private
sector partnership to supply small businesses needs with low-cost capital by
private sector funds. All programs have regulations and requirements for small
businesses. They can be changed according to government policies and current

economic status (U.S. Small Business Administration, 2017).

2.2.3.1.2. SBA’s Contracting

The world’s biggest consumer is the U.S. Government with nearly $500 billion
and 23% of all contracts belong to small businesses by the help of SBA.
Disadvantaged businesses and small businesses owned by women, disabled and
veterans or have privilege in government contracting with specific requirements

and laws.
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2.2.3.1.3. SBA’s Office of Advocacy

Office of Advocacy, the voice of small businesses, is served in the federal
government of United States. Advocacy works to determine the problems of
small businesses before other federal authorities, policymakers, the White House
and Congress. In 2016, Advocacy made small businesses save $1.4 billion in

regulatory costs.

2.2.3.1.4. SBA’s Learning Center

SBA supports small businesses with its learning centers. Learning Center gives
training both on its website and in local centers. There are 57 video courses on
SBA’s website that entrepreneurs to watch. Also, entrepreneurs can get local

assistance from local centers, whose number is more than 1800 in the U.S.

2.2.3.1.5. SBA’s Technology & Innovation Programs

The Small Business Innovation Research (SBIR) and the Small Business
Technology Transfer (STTR) Programs are designed to support high-tech,
innovative and R&D in the U.S. under the SBA. SBIR has 11 federal
departments and STTR has five departments. That programs awarded small high-
tech companies $2 billion. SBIR help small businesses, having the high
technological potential to commercialize by increasing their portion on the
federal budget. STTR focuses on increasing cooperation between small
businesses and non-profit high-tech organizations to commercialize and transfer

the technology.
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2.2.3.2. The Federal Ministry for Economic Affairs and Energy (BMWi) in

Germany

Another counterpart of KOSGEB is The Federal Ministry for Economic Affairs
and Energy in Germany. ‘Mittelstand‘, name of a small and medium business in
German, plays a crucial role in German economy, the largest economy of Europe.
More than 99% of all firms are SMEs in Germany. SMEs are responsible for
almost 60% of employment and more than half of economic productivity. BMWi
(The Federal Ministry for Economic Affairs and Energy) works for Mittelstand
in Germany. BMWi focuses on 10 areas in SMEs policy; promoting
entrepreneurship, strengthening the financing and growth of start-ups, securing
skilled labor, bringing refugees into vocational training and work, pressing ahead
for better regulation and less red tape, harnessing and shaping digitalization,
boosting innovation, using the opportunities afforded by globalization, playing
an active role in defining European SME policy, strengthening SMEs in less
favored areas and supporting the development of new fields of business deriving

from the energy transition (BMWI, 2017).

SMEs, focusing on products needing technology, are supported technically,
financially and judicially in Germany. According to Global Entrepreneurship
Research Association, in Germany, entrepreneurial finance, commercial and
legal infrastructure, and government entrepreneurship programs are beyond the
European average (GERA, 2016). Salaries of R&D employees are also supported
by the government. The philosophy of German government about
entrepreneurship is avoiding direct interfere, but being a coordinator for example
helping entrepreneurs to find qualified employees, cooperate with universities or

R&D centers.
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2.2.3.2.1. Central Innovation Program for SMEs (ZIM)

One of the services of BMWi is, Zentrales Innovationsprogramm Mittelstand
(ZIM) in other words Central Innovation Program for SMEs, founded in 2008.
ZIM financially supports single SMEs or team of SMEs and R&D centers, trying
to produce technologically advanced products. To get ZIM Supports, SMEs have
to make Support application. BMWi authorizes ZIM to take and evaluate
applications, however the final decision belongs to BMWI. ZIM has no time limit
for applications, SMEs can apply for it during the year. Services of ZIM
encourages the SMEs for by advancing innovation and technology, decreasing
the risk of SMEs in a technological and financial way and improving cooperation
between SMEs and R&D centers.

Support of ZIM is prepared under 3 category, cooperation projects (ZIM-KOOP),
individual projects (ZIM-SOLO) and network projects (ZIM-NEMO). Individual
projects are supported 50% of expenses up to 380.000 Euro (ZIM BMWi, 2017).

2.2.3.2.2. EXIST — University-Based Business Startups

BMW:i founded EXIST to support university-based startups and to improve the
entrepreneurial ecosystem in universities. EXIST includes students, graduates,
and scientists in the universities. It has three main programs, EXIST Culture of
Entrepreneurship, EXIST Business Start-up Grant and EXIST Transfer of
Research. BMWi supported 72 projects, costs 104 million Euro between 1998 to
2012 by EXIST Culture of Entrepreneurship. That program aims to prepare
entrepreneurs to real life and to improve their environment. Now there are 22

universities participating EXIST Culture of Entrepreneurship.
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Another support program, EXIST Business Start-up, is designed for students,
graduates, scientists, research institutions and academicians. Innovative,
technology-based and knowledge-based projects are supported. The grant covers
personal expenses by 3,000 Euro for doctorate entrepreneurs, 2,500 Euro for
graduates, material expense 10,000 Euro per person, coaching expenses 5,000 for
one year. There is no time limit for application. The last program is EXIST
Transfer of Research, supporting the ideas that have potential to be a product or
business. It helps entrepreneurs to develop prototypes, business plan and
feasibility of the technology. The financial support, including personal expenses,
material and equipment expenses, is up to 250,000 Euro. Depending on
technological advancement and the owners of the projects the period can be 18

or 36 months and grants cover 90% or 100% of expenses (EXIST BMWi, 2017).

2.2.3.2.3. TOP Technology-Based Innovation and Visit Program

TOP Technology-Based Innovation and Visit program is sponsored by BMWi,
aiming to meet SMEs and large-scaled firms in the industry. TOP increases the
knowledge of SMEs and shows them best practices in the industry. TOP
enhances innovative processes, strategies and technologies for more than 20

years. Program designs tours according to sector, city, date, and firm (TOP

BMWi, 2017).

In Germany, there are other institutions that support SMEs. BMWi is the most
important one and focuses more on start-ups and SMEs. Another important
institution is German government-owned Development Bank (KfW), which
gives grants and credits to SMEs by KfW Mittelstands Bank. KfW
Griindercoaching, under the KfW, helps start-ups in early stages as a consultant

about finance, commerce and, marketing, etc. (KfW, 2017)
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In Germany, Federal Ministry of Education and Research (BMBF) is responsible
for supports of research of innovation. According to Directorate-General-5,
BMBEF supports key technologies such as nanotechnology, electrics, optical
technologies, microsystems, Internet and security systems. Also, some funds are
accumulated under the cooperation of government and large-scaled companies
such as High-Tech Griinderfunds (BMBF, 2017). Besides, the German
Federation of Industrial Research Associations (AiF Arbeitsgemeinschaft
industrieller Forschungsvereinigungen) aims to prepare the infrastructure for
R&D and supports SMEs to contact with related R&D Centers for their project
(AiF, 2017). There are many other organizations to help SMEs in Germany, and
only the most significant institutions are explained in this work (Technopolis

Group, S. El¢i, O. Eyigiin, 2010).

2.3. Problems of Youth Entrepreneurship

Many researchers work on problems of youth entrepreneurship. There are a lot
of studies in this area. Problems are generally common, but there are some topics

directly related to domestic characteristics.

Most frequent encountered problems are the acquisition of resources, premises
of venture, information problems, product/service problems, timing problems,
regulatory problems and organizational problems in the state of setting a new
business (Van Gelderen, Thurik, & Patel, 2011). In this part barriers and

challenges of young entrepreneurs are discussed according to literature.
Regarding to countries, the number of young people, their approach against
entrepreneurship and their obstacles are different. In India, 70% of the population

is under 35 years old. 550 million young people lived there in 2011 (Malyadri &
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Sumana, 2012). In Pakistan, 69% of graduating students are planning to start their
own businesses. Entrepreneurial decisions are affected by the environment of a
country in terms of regulations, policies, corruption, transparency and economic
stability of the country (Aslam & Hasnu, 2016). According to the research about
Nepal, around 75% of the youth population is underemployed and 38% of them
are unemployed, although self-employed demand is high among young people.
Another problem of Nepal about young people is their migration for job
opportunities in Middle East and Malaysia (Sitoula, 2015). According to a survey
conducted in Poland, young entrepreneurs think lack of financial credibility and
cost of administrative burdens as major barriers (Jakubczak, 2015). Expensive
business registration, insufficiency of good employee and lack of business
management are main stumbling blocks for African young people in Western
Cape, South Africa (Gwija, Eresia-Eke, & Iwu, 2014). Another finding from
South Africa is that high crime rate decreases entrepreneurial intentions (Fatoki
& Chindoga, 2011). According to a survey, main impediments of young
entrepreneurs are lack of capital, experience, and training, corruption and
nepotism in the country, and insufficient infrastructure including technology,

transportation and business environment in Zimbabwe (Chimucheka, 2012).

2.3.1. Financial Problems

The term of financing is providing money or fund for business’s ongoing needs,
purchases, and investments. Businesses can fund their needs by both internal
sources such as; equity, profits, other sources owned by owner or partners, and
external sources such as; loans, leasing, venture capital and sources owned by
others. Although internal sources are very important for entrepreneurs, most of
the time it is not enough for growth. Start-ups need external sources as well. At

that point, banks, grants, venture capitals, angel investors or public offerings are
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used by entrepreneurs. The quality of the entrepreneurship ecosystem is
determined by the accessibility and diversity of financial resources. Bank loans
are very crucial for SMEs to access finance. Start-ups apply to a bank for loans,
but banks have many requirements such as warrantees, warrantors, and other
procedures. In Turkey, banks don’t have enough experience about start-ups and
assume start-ups as a risky investment, so interest rates are higher than other
developing countries. Also, young people owned enterprises don’t have strong

financial and institutional infrastructure to get loans (Er, Sahin, & Mutlu, 2015).

Reaching finance is a common issue for all entrepreneurs, but young
entrepreneurs are suffering more from it. Young people owned businesses need
funding for ongoing needs, purchases and investment to grow, but they are often
seen as a risky investment for capital sources. Loan proposals of banks require
many documents consisting of credit history, bank record, collateral and past
business performance. Also, loans for young people have relatively higher
interest rate and shorter grace period. If young entrepreneurs carry student loans,

their possibility to reach secure financing becomes much harder (Schoof, 2006).

Rigid credit-scoring is another problematic issue for young entrepreneurs. Most
of the young entrepreneurs can’t meet the credit scoring data because of strict
credit scoring criteria. Long waiting periods including application for a loan and

decision of lender processes are another barrier for young entrepreneurship
(Schoof, 2006).

Young entrepreneurs often don’t have enough knowledge about the start-up
funding opportunities. Also, they don’t know the advantages and disadvantages
of those possibilities. Young ventures are usually owned by a single person and

in the service sector. Because of that reason, many of them benefit financial
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opportunities partially, such as angel investors and venture capital (Schoof,

2006).

Lack of successful micro-lending/finance and seed funding, young entrepreneurs
can’t find them in many countries. Because of that, they acquire funding from
alternative sources, such as; loans from family and friends, finding new partners,
having accounts with suppliers, using credit cards and personal loans, finding
part-time jobs for themselves, earning grants and prizes (White & Kenyon, 2001).
Working as an employee for another business make entrepreneurs lose their time

and interest to new business and increasing entrepreneurs’ failure rate (Van

Gelderen et al., 2011).

2.3.2. Social and Cultural Influences on Young Entrepreneurs

According to researches, entrepreneurial characteristics have parallel relation
with culture of the society. The cultural approach against entrepreneurship affects
the motivation of entrepreneurs. According to Geert Hofstede(1980) some
society structures are more inclined to entrepreneurship than others. He
developed a model to compare culture in 4 key dimensions; uncertainty
avoidance, individualism, masculinity, and power distance. For example,
cultures with low uncertainty avoidance have more open to entrepreneurship and
acceptance of young entrepreneurs. Turkish people are adopted to rules of social
conduct, traditions and self-conscious (Kuvan, 2007). In this section, social and

cultural influences on young entrepreneurs are examined.

Entrepreneurial activity in society is affected by perception and legitimacy of
entrepreneurship in society in either beneficial or harmful ways. Emergence and

characteristics of business activities are influenced by society’s degree of
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approval. Entrepreneurs have more legitimacy in environments, whose

confirmation of entrepreneurship is high (Wilken, 1979).

One of the most important motivation of young people while starting a new
business is approach of their environment’s, including parents, relatives, and
friends to entrepreneurship. Personal environment-related issues, such as; family
background, the role model of young entrepreneurs, working status of parents,
financial support of personal environment, play a crucial role for youth
entrepreneurship. Insufficient support from personal environment creates big
problems for young entrepreneurs (Schoof, 2006). Decisions of young people
toward entrepreneurship are affected by their family background. Bad examples
cause salaried employment instead of entrepreneurship (Aslam & Hasnu, 2016).
Parents’ entrepreneurial status has a positive correlation with their children’s
entrepreneurial status in Nepal and United Kingdom (Darby, 2002; Sitoula,
2015).

Perception of young entrepreneurship in society is another significant issue for
young entrepreneurs. When entrepreneurs’ image is successful, independent,
courageous, honest and innovative in society, entrepreneurship flourishes easily.
However, if the reputation of entrepreneurs is selfish, ruthless and dishonest or
related with unethical attitudes such as corruption, informal economy and
favoritism, that notorious image becomes a hindrance for entrepreneurship
(Schoof, 2006). Social environment can make young people risk-averse (Kazela,
2009). Young people do not to set a new venture when they have a negative
approach in the business environment, also fear of failure and embarrassment
hinders young people apply their entrepreneurial idea in real (Fatoki & Chindoga,
2011).
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2.3.3. Entrepreneurship Education

To eliminate problems of young entrepreneurs and to prosper young
entrepreneurship among society education is very significant. Entrepreneurial
skills such as, creativity, innovation, risk-taking and ability to understand good
role models and entrepreneurial knowledge in terms of, fundamentals of business
practices, financial literacy and opportunities can be increased by education
(Fatoki & Chindoga, 2011). A survey conducted in the United Kingdom
indicates that entrepreneurship education can either kindle or stifle such ambition
(Darby, 2002). Entrepreneurship education develops attributes, expertise, and
attitudes of entrepreneurs and increases entrepreneurship awareness as a career
choice for young people. The success rate of entrepreneurship rises when
entrepreneurship education 1s improved, and its problems are solved.
Entrepreneurship education can be enhanced by applying that on all levels of
education (primary, secondary and higher education), adopting enterprise
education, integrating suitable curriculum, teaching programs, and learning
methods with sufficient number of educator and eliminating lack of linkage with
real businesses. Also, the personal environment of young people should be
educated to destroy bad approach against entrepreneurship as a career option
(Schoof, 2006). In Nepal, young entrepreneurs believe that entrepreneurship
education and training increase the success rate of businesses dramatically
(Sitoula, 2015). Young Polish entrepreneurs’ approach entrepreneurship
education is a solution of various challenges regarding learning possibilities of
capital, procedures of administration, taxation, regulations, business contacts and

dealing with a fear of failure (Jakubczak, 2015).
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2.3.4. Governmental Environment: Policies, Administrative Complexity

and Insufficient Legal Infrastructure

The Eurobarometer Survey, conducted by European Commission (2004), shows
that entrepreneurs find complex administrative burden as a major barrier to start
a business in which 2 out of 3 participants are under the 25 years old. There are
many administrative burdens for young entrepreneurs such as taxation, licenses,
approvals, permits, intellectual property, patent and copyright regulations,
corporate law and business registration. If a start-up benefits grant from the
government that burden becomes more complex. Young people have to learn
burdens and spend time and money to overcome red tape (Schoof, 2006). World
Banks’ Doing Business Database (2018) indicates that starting a new business
can take at least 0.5 days, while at most 230 days and the average 20 days in 212
countries. Also, its cost can be between 0% to 305% of income per capita and the
average 23.77% income per capita in 212 countries. In Turkey, it takes 7 days
and costs 12.8% of income per capita. Time period and cost of starting a new

business can be harmful for young entrepreneurs’ motivation.

Young entrepreneurs think the second most significant risk is losing one’s
property with 33% of young participants according to Eurobarometer Survey
(European Commission, 2004). World Bank’s Doing Business Database (2018)
published that registering property can take between 1 day to 513 days and on
average 50,45 days in 212 countries. Registering property costs between 0% to
28% of property value and the average 5.5% of property value in 212 countries.
In Turkey, registering property takes 7 days and costs 3% of property value.
Registering property time and cost should be reduced in order to do business

easier for young entrepreneurs. Young entrepreneurs may have problems to
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conserve their business from infringements and litigations where trademark,

copyright, and patent infrastructure are insufficient (Schoof, 2006).

Ineffective competition law can be damaging for young entrepreneurs. It prevents
young entrepreneurs to enter business markets. Conversely, trade liberalization
policies are applied in many developing countries. Increase in competition with
liberalization policies on trade becomes an issue for young entrepreneurs,
because of their poor competition management strategies. Young entrepreneurs
cannot afford consultants for tax, property rights, laws, regulations related issues.
Even in some countries regulations are changed often. That unawareness can put

young entrepreneurs in danger (Schoof, 2006).

Policies and strategies of governmental organizations affect young
entrepreneurship in many different ways. For instance; entrepreneurship
education cannot flourish as expected because of lack of clear strategies of the

Ministry of Education in Nepal (Sitoula, 2015).

2.3.5. Business Assistance and Support (BAS) and Business Development
Services (BDS)

European Commission (2004), conducted the Eurobarometer Survey, finds that
there is a negative correlation between experience level and importance of
financial support and business contacts according to young participants’
opinions. The less experienced entrepreneur the more needed the financial
support and business contact. Most young people, especially having no business
experience, cannot find a supplier network, customer base and other business
contacts. Even, they don’t know how to find a customer and what their customers

want (Schoof, 2006).
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Young people do not benefit from supports funded by the government
effectively. The reason behind that is either they don’t have enough knowledge
or are confused by the service provision of business support services. They think
these services do not fulfill their needs. Also, their brave and stubborn character
prevents them to get help (Schoof, 2006). In Nepal and United Kingdom, the
majority of young entrepreneurs don’t aware of support policies (Darby, 2002;

Sitoula, 2015).

Young people think business supports do not solve their problems, that is valid
in many countries. Young entrepreneurs have unique problems and unique
solutions. Many young people do not have enough business experience, technical
and managerial knowledge. Lack of taxation, accounting, project management
and procedure knowledge require special support for young entrepreneurs,
especially in unusual sectors. Moreover, their small, cash-poor and new
companies cannot be regarded as mature SMEs. Young entrepreneurs need tailor-
made services for their specific requirements (Darby, 2004). They need young

entrepreneurship-oriented consultants, mentors and support agencies.

2.3.6. Other Problems

In conjunction with all these problems still other problems occurred. Market
problems are the main source of abandonment of businesses according to Van
Gelderen et al. (2011). Insufficient and uncertain demand, barriers to reaching
customers and market, the emergence of high competition can be classified under
market problems. Using cheap workforce and having products without high-

added value may cause losing competitive advantage easily (Piskinsiit, 2011).
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Recruitment, finding and managing employees, is one of the problematic issues
for young entrepreneurs, because hiring the right person at the beginning is
crucial (Darby, 2002). Young people owned enterprises cannot find appropriate
employees due to their small scale and limited financial sources. For example in
Nepal, the majority of young people suffer from recruitment problems (Sitoula,

2015).

Young people are not taken serious by customers, suppliers, investors, banks, and
governments due to their age and experience level. Also, they usually choose
sectors having barriers to entry and high competition according to a survey in the
United Kingdom (Darby, 2004). Personal problems can stem from health
problems including either physical or psychological and environment-related

costly emergencies (Van Gelderen et al., 2011).

Countries, having high crime rates such as South Africa, cannot develop youth
entrepreneurship properly. Lack of security and safety in a country cause fear of
crime for young entrepreneurs. That reduces not only the intention of

entrepreneurship, but it also increases safety costs (Fatoki & Chindoga, 2011).
Moreover, countries don’t have suitable infrastructure, regarding suitable

workplace with affordable rent, electricity, water, and public phone lines and,

information and communication technologies (Schoof, 2006).
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CHAPTER 3

SURVEY

3.1. The Objective of This Study

Turkey has a great deal of young population by almost 13 million and 15.8%
according to Turkish Statistical Institute (2018). In the same report, youth
unemployment is 20.3% and 24.5% of all young population is not in education
or employment. Youth entrepreneurship can be a solution for youth
unemployment (OECD, 2014). To benefit this opportunity and other
opportunities that youth entrepreneurship brings, the Turkish Government
prepared many support programs. In this piece of study, KOSGEB and its
Entrepreneurship Support Program (ESP) was selected. Young entrepreneurs,

benefiting from that support, is questioned to understand their problems.

According to findings from literature review, first hypothesis is prepared. This
study aims to dedicate problems of young entrepreneurs those are benefiting from
state support in Turkey by examining the problems commonly found in literature
are also crucial for Turkish entrepreneurs. If so, successful practices can be

examined and put in the practice in Turkey.

Moreover, the profile of the young entrepreneurs is also examined. There are
several differences in entrepreneur profile such as gender, education level, region
and sectors. Second hypothesis of this study is that how the profile of the young

entrepreneurs will affect their perception of the problems. Profile differences can
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be the source of some problems. If the source of a problem can be found, it is
easy to solve it. For example, if a problem has higher rates in some regions, then
the impact of the problem can be lessened by focusing on regional problems.
Furthermore, a problem has higher rates on a particular sector, specific policies

or support programs can be prepared to reduce the impact.

In a nutshell, this study focuses on problems of young entrepreneurs benefiting
from KOSGEB state support in Turkey. The objective of this study to lead or

help policy-makers in Turkey and prepare a source for further studies.

3.2. Survey Limitations

The survey has been taken place in 60 cities, but there are 81 cities in Turkey. It
cannot be said findings of the survey does not cover whole country. Also, there
are less than 10 participants in some cities, therefore inclusive results cannot be
found in that cities. Because of that, findings are inspected under 2 metropolitans;
Istanbul and Ankara, and remaining cities are categorized under 7 regions;
Marmara, Central Anatolia, Aegean, Black Sea, Mediterranean, East Anatolia,

and South-East Anatolia.

Although young entrepreneur owned businesses are active in different sectors, in
some sectors there are few participants. Because of that, some sectors are united
under ‘Other Sectors’, such as accessories and cosmetics retail stores, opticians,
bookshops, organization planning, photography, dry cleaning, GSM accessories
stores. Analyzing the problems of young entrepreneurs are relatively limited

according to sectors.
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In 16™ question, young entrepreneurs are asked about their capabilities in terms
of their ignorance and inexperience while managing business, and knowledge
about laws and legislation. Applicants have tendency of not accepting their
insufficiency in this kind of studies. That also can be considered as limitation due

to inefficiency of the measurement.

In this study KOSGEB related problems are mainly focused. That brings limited
problem scope. Some problems cannot be examined such as finding customers,
supplying the wrong product to the market, not being able to provide appropriate

cash flow, etc.

Moreover, since there is a limited study in the field of youth entrepreneurship in
Turkey, obtaining data on that field is limited. Additionally, the survey is applied
to young entrepreneurs, benefiting only KOSGEB Entrepreneurship support
program. There are other institutions supporting youth entrepreneurship, such as
TUBITAK and development agencies. Also, KOSGEB has other support
programs, rather than Entrepreneurship Support Program, such as General
Support Program, R&D and Innovation Support Program, SME Financial
Support Program, etc.

3.3. Survey Details

There were 6692 entrepreneurs, under 30 years old, benefited from KOSGEB’s
Entrepreneurship Support Program, until the beginning of 2017. The survey is
applied in between 22.05.2017 and 30.05.2017. 1089 young entrepreneurs
answered the survey by face to face and telephone interviews. More than 16% of

all young entrepreneurs have attended the survey. Approximately 34.16% of all
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participants are female with the number of 372 and the rest of them are male with

717.

= Men = Women

Figure 4 Gender Percentage of Young Entrepreneur

The education level of young entrepreneurs benefited from KOSGEB’s

Entrepreneurship Support Program (ESP), is examined. Analyzing young

entrepreneurs’ problems under the graduation level of participants is supposed to

make a contribution to this work. Participants’ education level is shown in Table

4. more than half of the participants have an undergraduate degree.

Table 4 Graduation Level of Young Entrepreneurs

Graduation Level Number of Participants Percentage
Primary School 118 10.84%
High School 376 34.53%
Undergraduate 537 49.31%
Graduate 58 5.33%
Total 1089

The education level of young male and female entrepreneurs, benefited from

KOSGEB ESP, is examined. Each level of education level has almost the same
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percentage for genders. Approximately one-third of participants are female, and

the rest is male.

Table 5 Education Level of Male and Female Participants

Number of Number of Percentage of
Education Level Male Female Female
Participants Participants Participants
Primary School Graduate 80 38 32.20%
High School Graduate 241 135 35.90%
University Graduate 357 180 33.52%
Graduate Degree 39 19 32.76%

Businesses, owned by young entrepreneurs benefitting from KOSGEB ESP, are
categorized under different sectors. Categorization has been made to determine,
if each sector have particular problems. There are 10 sub-groups of sectors.
Managing the group of sectors has been made according to the number of
participants. Printing and advertising agencies have 47 applicants. Automobile
related enterprises; spare parts, maintenance, and car wash, have 54 participants.
Bakeries, markets, dried fruit and nuts stores and herbalist classified under ‘Food
Related Enterprises’ with 70 applicants. The number of young entrepreneurs

established businesses in the construction sector is 90.

There are 93 participants, starting a new business as a pharmacist. 117 is the
number of hairdresser and beauty centers, owned by young entrepreneurs,
attended the survey. 122 participants set a new café — restaurant. Manufacturing,
energy, information technologies, which includes hardware and software, iron-
steel and consulting sectors categorized as an ‘engineering, mechanics and IT” in

this work with 166 young entrepreneurs. The textile sector containing textile-
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related retail stores, furniture, and home textile, has 130 applicants. Lastly,
remaining young entrepreneurs, that can’t be classified under the sectors
mentioned above, classified as ‘other sectors’. Other sectors have accessories and
cosmetics retail stores, opticians, bookshops, organization planning,
photography, dry cleaners, GSM accessories stores, and others with 200

participants respectively.

Gender percentage is also analyzed. Nearly one-third of young entrepreneurs are
female in this work. In some sectors, the participation of young female
entrepreneurs is rare. The automotive sector has only 9.26%. Moreover, young
female entrepreneurs select engineering, mechanics and IT sector to start a new
business with 17.47%. Almost two third of young entrepreneurs is female under
pharmacy and hairdresser-beauty center categories. Table 6 gives detailed
information about not only the number and the percentage of participants in

sectors but also percentage of female and male participants in those sectors.

Table 6 Detailed Young Entrepreneurs' Sectors

# of % of % of
Sectors Participants Parti/Zipants 7o of Female I\{IOale
Printing and Advertising Agency 47 4.32 36.17 63.83
Automotive 54 4.96 9.26 90.74
Food Related 70 6.43 32.86 67.14
Construction 90 8.26 23.33 76.67
Pharmacy 93 8.54 61.29 38.71
Hairdresser — Beauty Center 117 10.74 64.96 35.04
Café - Restaurant 122 11.20 27.87 72.13
Textile 130 11.94 40.77 59.23
Engineering, Mechanics and IT 166 15.24 17.47 82.53
Other Sectors 200 18.37 29.00 71.00

Gender percentage of young entrepreneurs is different among regions. Ankara,

Aegean, and Marmara regions have the highest percentage of female participants
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with nearly 50%. South East Anatolia region has the least percentage of female

entrepreneurs with 20.91%

Table 7 Number and Percentage of Male and Female Participants

Number of Number of Total Percentage of
City and Region Male Female Number of Female
Participants Participants Participants Participants
Ankara 37 38 75 50.67%
Istanbul 89 50 139 35.97%
Mediterranean 106 49 155 31.61%
East Anatolia 87 38 125 30.40%
Aegean 41 40 81 49.38%
South East Anatolia 87 23 110 20.91%
Central Anatolia 102 40 142 28.17%
Black Sea 112 53 165 32.12%
Marmara 34 32 66 48.48%

There are 81 cities in Turkey. The survey is applied in 60 different cities which
means three-quarters of cities in Turkey. In this work, cities categorized under
regions and 2 metropolitans, Istanbul and Ankara. The number of participants is
low in some cities, because of that, problems of young entrepreneurs are
inspected by regions according to geographical location of cities. Normally,
Istanbul is in Marmara region and Ankara is in Central Anatolia Region. Number
of young entrepreneurs participating the survey and their cities are shown in

Table 8.
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Table 8 Number of Participants by Cities

City or Region Nurfll.)er of Perce.n.tage of City or Region Nulfll?er of Perce.n.tage of
Participants | Participants Participants Participants
Istanbul 139 12.76% Central Anatolia 142 13.04%
Ankara 75 6.89% Eskisehir 9 0.83%
Marmara 66 6.06% Konya 28 2.57%
Canakkale 3 0.28% Cankir1 10 0.92%
Edirne 3 0.28% Aksaray 11 1.01%
Bursa 22 2.02% Kirikkale 19 1.74%
Yalova 8 0.73% Kirsehir 0.64%
Kocaeli 11 1.01% Yozgat 0.83%
Balikesir 19 1.74% Nevsehir 0.28%
Mediterranean 155 14.23% Nigde 10 0.92%
Antalya 21 1.93% Kayseri 21 1.93%
Burdur 15 1.38% Karaman 15 1.38%
Isparta 31 2.85% Black Sea 165 15.15%
Mersin 12 1.10% Bolu 11 1.01%
Adana 35 3.21% Diizce 15 1.38%
Hatay 10 0.92% Karabiik 10 0.92%
Osmaniye 11 1.01% Bartin 2 0.18%
Kahramanmaras 20 1.84% Kastamonu 12 1.10%
Aegean 115 10.56% Sinop 9 0.83%
[zmir 34 3.12% Samsun 18 1.65%
Aydin 11 1.01% Amasya 10 0.92%
Mugla 4 0.37% Tokat 33 3.03%
Manisa 0.46% Ordu 3 0.28%
Denizli 37 3.40% Giresun 24 2.20%
Usak 11 1.01% Giimiighane 0.73%
Afyonkarahisar 13 1.19% Trabzon 0.18%
South-East 107 9.83% Rize 0.73%
Anatolia
Gaziantep 15 1.38% East Anatolia 125 11.48%
Kilis 6 0.55% Malatya 50 4.59%
Adiyaman 0.64% Elazig 22 2.02%
Diyarbakir 23 2.11% Bingol 8 0.73%
Mardin 30 2.75% Van 37 3.40%
Batman 2 0.18% Igdir 8 0.73%
Siirt 24 2.20%
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3.4. Survey Questions

Table 9 Sample Survey

City
Graduation Status Primary school () High school () University ( ) Master ()
: Zo o| 5| 8| 2E
Question Questions %D :"‘1 :""; = 5" % %ﬁ
No. talx| 2| 2| 3R
@ Zla|l <3
1 I used what I have learned at KOSGEB Applied
) Entrepreneurship Training when I set my business.
) I couldn’t have set my business without KOSGEB
) Support.
3. KOSGEB Supports were sufficient.
4. It is easy to reach KOSGEB Consultants.
KOSGEB Consultants were capable of supports
5.
and solved the problems.
6 KOSGEB Supports have too many bureaucratic
) procedures.
Do you know other support programs of KOSGEB
7. L .
such as logistics, marketing, export, etc.
3 The payment period of KOSGEB loans is
) appropriate.
9. I find KOSGEB successful.
10 If I want to set a company again, I would apply for
) KOSGEB Supports.
11 I find the government's entrepreneurship support
) program successful.
Questions Yes | No
12. Did any third-party person offer counseling service for a certain fee
while KOSGEB Support process?
13. Did you have any counseling services from that person?
14. Did any KOSGEB consultant make a contact with you after you

received support?

15. How long did it take to get KOSGEB Entrepreneurship Support Program payment?

3 Months () | 6 Months () | 9 Months () [ 1 Year ()

16. Which 3 subjects did you experience the most trouble with?

-Suitable workplace(rent) and -Taxes () -Having insufficient knowledge
infrastructure of the city ( ) about laws and legislation ( )
-Bureaucratic procedures; permissions, | -Reaching -The ignorance and inexperience
applications, etc. ( ) finance () while managing the business. (

)

17. What are your complaints and suggestions about KOSGEB?
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CHAPTER 4

DATA AND METHODOLOGY

The purpose of this thesis is to determine the problems of young entrepreneurs
benefiting from KOSGEB state support. In doing so, a survey is prepared and
conducted to KOSGEB state support benefiting young entrepreneurs.

4.1. Data

The data used in the analyses retrieved from survey results. In the first part of the
survey applicants are asked about their city and education level. Their genders
are determined from their name. Sectors of the businesses are determined from
the company titles. In the second part, 11 questions are asked about their
problems. Applicants are supposed to answer questions according to their
agreement or disagreement levels in five degrees. In the third part, there are three
yes-no questions. Next parts have multiple choices, applicants can select more

than one answer. Last question is asking further opinions of young entrepreneurs.

The number of young entrepreneurs is 1089 out of 6692. The survey conducted
in 60 different cities out of 81. Young entrepreneurs run businesses in 10 different
sectors. Sectors are classified according to number of young entrepreneurs in that
sector. Each sector has about 50 entrepreneurs. Data collected by face to face or

phone interviews.
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4.2. Methodology

Young entrepreneurs benefiting from KOSGEB state support classified under 4
categories that are gender, education level, city and sector. Impacts of gender,
education level, city and sector differences are statistically tested by using two
sample hypothesis Z test and population hypothesis proportion Z test. Two
sample hypothesis proportion Z test with 0.05 confidence level is used to
compare the impact of gender and education level differences on problems.
Moreover, population hypothesis proportion Z test with 0.05 confidence level is
used for comparison the impact of having bachelor’s degree and region

differences on problems.

In order to understand the effect of gender differences and having a bachelor’s
degree problems, they are grouped under 8 different topics. Using 3™-party
consultant, insufficient knowledge about laws and legislations, the ignorance and
inexperience while managing the business, the impact of KOSGEB's
entrepreneurship support when starting a new business, too many bureaucratic
burden, government's entrepreneurship programs’ success, benefits of
KOSGEB's entrepreneurship training and unawareness of KOSGEB's other
support programs are that 8 topics. Two sample hypothesis proportion Z test is
used to each problem to understand the impact of problems on gender differences
and education level statistically. Two sample hypothesis proportion Z test is

formulated as follows:

HO:PI = P2
Hy:P, # P,
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(P1 — Py

JPa-pG+D)

7 =

o =0.05

Zcritical = 1.96

where;

H, = Null Hypothesis

H; = Alternative Hypothesis

P; = True proportion of the First Sample
P, = True Second Sample Proportion
P, = Proportion of the first sample

P, = Proportion of the second sample
p = Proportion of population

n, = Size of the first sample

n, = Size of the second sample

If |Z| £ Zeiticat null hypothesis cannot be rejected, if not reject null hypothesis.

To assess the impact of city differences 58 cities are grouped under 7 regions;
Mediterranean, East Anatolia, Aegean, South East Anatolia, Central Anatolia,
Black Sea and Marmara. Additionally, remaining two metropolitans Ankara and
Istanbul are analyzed separately. Population hypothesis proportion Z test is used
to determine impact problems in different regions. Eight different problems,
impact of KOSGEB support, bureaucratic burden, unawareness of other
KOSGEB supports, approach to government’s entrepreneurship supports, usage
of 3"-party consultancy, payment periods, suitable workplace and infrastructure

and ignorance and inexperience of entrepreneurs, are used for hypothesis test.

Population hypothesis proportion Z test is used to analyze the impact of problems

for different sectors. Sectors of entrepreneurs are categorized on 10 sectors which
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are printing and advertising agency, automotive, food related, construction,
hairdresser-beauty center, café-restaurant, textile, engineering-mechanics-IT and
other sectors. Eight different problems, impact of KOSGEB support, bureaucratic
burden, unawareness of other KOSGEB supports, approach to government’s
entrepreneurship supports, usage of 3™-party consultancy, suitable workplace
and infrastructure, law and legislation knowledge and ignorance and
inexperience of entrepreneurs, are used for hypothesis test. Population hypothesis

proportion Z test is formulated as follows:

HO: P = PO
Hl: P Z PO
7 = P — Do
V(@o(1 = po))/n
a=0.05
Zcritical: 1.96
where;

H,y = Null Hypothesis

H; = Alternative Hypothesis

P = True proportion of population
P, = True proportion of the sample
p = Proportion of population

po = Proportion of the sample

n = size of the sample

If |Z| £ Zeriticat null hypothesis cannot be rejected, if not reject null hypothesis
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CHAPTER 5

EMPRICAL ANALYSES AND RESULTS

5.1. Survey Results

In this section, the reason why questions of the survey are asked and the results
of the questions are researched. Answers of all participants, 1089 young
entrepreneurs benefited from KOSGEB Entrepreneurship Support Program

(ESP), are examined.

Question 1 asks that ‘I used what I have learned at KOSGEB AET when I set my
business’. The first question is asked to calculate KOSGEB AET’s quality
according to young entrepreneurs’ answers. 86% of all participants indicate that

they used what they learned at training when they started a new business.

= Strongly Agree = Agree = Noldea = Disagree = Strongly Disagree

Figure 5 Answers of Young Entrepreneurs for Question 1
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Question 2 measures that ‘I couldn’t have set my business without KOSGEB
Support’. The second question is asked to calculate how KOSGEB
Entrepreneurship Support Program influences young entrepreneurs’ motivation
to start a new business. 55% of all participants state that they couldn’t start a new
venture without KOSGEB ESP. This result proofs the importance of KOSGEB
ESP for youth entrepreneurship. Also, finding shows importance of financial

supports in terms of entrepreneurship.

= Strongly Agree = Agree Noldea = Disagree = Strongly Disagree

Figure 6 Answers of Young Entrepreneurs for Question 2

Question 3 calculates the sufficiency of KOSGEB Entrepreneurship Supports
Program from the perspectives of young entrepreneurs. The third question is
asked to calculate the opinions of young entrepreneurs about KOSGEB supports.
62% of all participants find KOSGEB Supports sufficient. %32 of all participants
find KOSGEB Supports insufficient. Two-third of participants is satisfied with
the amount of support. On the other hand, many young entrepreneurs do not find

KOSGEB’s support amount enough according to 17" Question.
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= Strongly Agree = Agree = Noldea = Disagree = Strongly Disagree

Figure 7 Answers of Young Entrepreneurs for Question 3

Question 4 asks ‘It is easy to reach KOSGEB Consultants’. The forth question is
asked to calculate the availability of KOSGEB consultants when they are needed.
While preparing the questions of the survey, there are some problems related with
the unavailability of consultants according to entrepreneurs and literature
reviews. While 81% of all participants could easily reach KOSGEB consultants,

only 15% of young entrepreneurs could not reach them.

= Strongly Agree = Agree =Noldea = Disagree = Strongly Disagree

Figure 8 Answers of Young Entrepreneurs for Question 4
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Question 5 calculates the capability and problem solving abilities of KOSGEB
Consultants. The fifth question is asked to calculate the proficiency of consultants
from the perspectives of young entrepreneurs. 82% of all participants think
KOSGEB consultants have enough capability of solving problems. However,

14% of all participants think consultants are not capable of supports.

= Strongly Agree = Agree NoIdea = Disagree = Strongly Disagree

Figure 9 Answers of Young Entrepreneurs for Question 5

Question 6: KOSGEB Supports have too many bureaucratic procedures. The
sixth question measures the bureaucratic procedures of KOSGEB’s
Entrepreneurship Support according to young entrepreneurs’ perspective. More
than 3 quarters of the young entrepreneurs think KOSGEB’s Supports have too
many bureaucratic procedures. More than 15% of participants believe that
KOSGEB’s Supports don’t have too many bureaucratic procedures and almost
7% has no idea about it. Bureaucratic procedures cause problems for young
entrepreneurs and decrease the success rate of new businesses. Decreasing

bureaucratic procedures will be beneficial for young entrepreneurs.

52



A

= Strongly Agree = Agree = Noldea = Disagree = Strongly Disagree

Figure 10 Answers of Young Entrepreneurs for Question 6

Question 7 asks ‘Do you know other support programs of KOSGEB such as
logistics, marketing, export, etc’. The seventh question measures both young
entrepreneur’s knowledge about KOSGEB’s other supports and announcement
performance for other supports. More than 55% of young entrepreneurs have
knowledge about KOSGEB’s other support programs. On the other hand, 12%
of them don’t know about KOSGEB’s other supports and almost one third have
no idea about it. That means a young entrepreneur, attending KOSGEB’s
Entrepreneurship Training, don’t know about KOSGEB’s Support Programs
with 45%. KOSGEB should improve Training Programs and announcement

system.
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= Strongly Agree = Agree = Noldea = Disagree = Strongly Disagree

Figure 11 Answers of Young Entrepreneurs for Question 7

Question 8 is “The payment period of KOSGEB loans is appropriate’. The eighth
question estimates the payment period of the support according to young
entrepreneurs’ perspective. More than half of the participants find KOSGEB’s
payment period appropriate. On the other hand, almost one-quarter of
participants find that inappropriate and the other one-quarter of young
entrepreneurs have no idea about it. The payment period of grants is very
important for entrepreneurs but in the early stage of a new business, it can be

tolerable because owners can use their own money.

= Strongly Agree = Agree = Noldea = Disagree = Strongly Disagree

Figure 12 Answers of Young Entrepreneurs for Question 8
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Question 9 measures the rate the answer of ‘I find KOSGEB successful’. The
ninth question determines if young entrepreneurs find KOSGEB successful.
More than 84% of participants are satisfied with KOSGEB and its support
process. 10% of young entrepreneurs do not agree with others in terms of
KOSGEB?’s success. The remaining 7% do not want to express their thoughts.
This shows that the majority of entrepreneurs are glad about KOSGEB in general.
Although many young entrepreneurs have problems with KOSGEB and its

support process, 84% can be considered as relatively high.

= Strongly Agree = Agree Noldea = Disagree = Strongly Disagree

Figure 13 Answers of Young Entrepreneurs for Question 9

Question 10 asks ‘if I want to set a company again, I would apply for KOSGEB
Supports’. The tenth question asks young entrepreneurs, benefiting from
KOSGEB ESP, if they want to work with KOSGEB again. As it can be seen on
the chart, almost 80% percent of applicants want to use KOSGEB’s support when
they start a new business again. 13% of them don’t want to use KOSGEB’s
Support again, and the remaining of them do not say anything about it. Although
there are many problems with Support Program, young entrepreneurs are eager
to work with KOSGEB again. That finding shows the success of KOSGEB and
its support programs.

55



A\

= Strongly Agree = Agree = Noldea = Disagree = Strongly Disagree

Figure 14 Answers of Young Entrepreneurs for Question 10

Question 11 is ‘I find the government's entrepreneurship support programs
successful’. The eleventh question asks young entrepreneurs’ perception of
governments’ entrepreneurship policies. Almost half of the young entrepreneurs
strongly agree with that government’s entrepreneurship support programs are
successful, and 40% agree with that notion. That rate is the highest positive rate
in the survey. Only 6% of applicants find government unsuccessful in terms of

entrepreneurship support programs and 5% of participants have no idea.

= Strongly Agree = Agree = Noldea = Disagree = Strongly Disagree

Figure 15 Answers of Young Entrepreneurs for Question 11
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Question 12 states that ‘Did any third-party person offer counseling service for a
certain fee while KOSGEB Support process?’ The twelfth question asks young
entrepreneurs that if any third-party person offers counseling service for a certain
fee while KOSGEB’s Support process. Half of the participant said yes for the
question. %50 is relatively high rate, because 3™-party consultants somehow
reach the young entrepreneurs. Young entrepreneurs do not ask for consultancy
services. It can be considered as a problem that how 3™-party consultants reach

them.

= Yes = No

Figure 16 Answers of Young Entrepreneurs for Question 12

Question 13 is ‘Did you have any counseling services from that person?’ The
thirteenth question inspects the rate of young entrepreneurs, who get counseling
service for a certain fee. Almost 40% of participants paid money for consultancy
services during KOSGEB’s Entrepreneurship Support process. Also, some
participants stated that benefiting from supports are easy and there is no need for
help from third-party consultants. Even, 40% can be considered as too high,
because 54% of participants graduated from a university which indicates that
young entrepreneurs have high education level. The usage of third-party

consultants means young entrepreneurs waste their financial resources. There can
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be two reasons for that loss. First, KOSGEB Entrepreneurship Support Program
is too complex and difficult to be maintained by an entrepreneur. Secondly, there
is a perception that indicates an entrepreneur has to have a consultant to get
support. Both reasons are harmful for KOSGEB’s Entrepreneurship Support
Program and KOSGEB’s reputation. KOSGEB gives sufficient training in
Applied Entrepreneurship Training for ESP process. Moreover, KOSGEB
consultants can inform entrepreneurs that there is no need for a third-party

consultant for ESP process as a solution.

= Yes = No

Figure 17 Answers of Young Entrepreneurs for Question 13

Question 14 asks ‘Did any KOSGEB consultant make a contact with you after
you received support?’ The fourteenth question measures the rate of consultants
who have contact with young entrepreneurs after they received support. Three-
quarter of participants say that their consultant contacted them after they received
support. That kind of contact indicates that KOSGEB consultants follow

entrepreneurs after they received support.
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= Yes = No

Figure 18 Answers of Young Entrepreneurs for Question 14

Question 15 measures the question of ‘How long did it take to get KOSGEB ESP
payment?’. The fifteenth question evaluates payment period of KOSGEB’s
Entrepreneurship Support. 32% of participants say that they got payment in 3
months. While 34% of young entrepreneurs state that KOSGEB made payment
in 3 to 6 months. Almost 15% of participants got paid in 6 to 9 months and the
remaining 19% got payment after 9 months. More than two-thirds of young
entrepreneurs say that KOSGEB made payment in 6 months. 6 months can be
adequate for an entrepreneur. On the other hand, one-third had to wait payment
for more than 6 months which may create problems for young entrepreneurs.
KOSGEB should shorten the payment period in order to increase the success rate

of young entrepreneurs.
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= 3 Months = 6 Months 9 Months =1 Year

Figure 19 Answers of Young Entrepreneurs for Question 15

Question 16 is “Which 3 subjects do you experience the most trouble with?’. The
sixteenth question was prepared to determine the three most troublesome subjects
among particular problems, including; the suitable workplace (rent) and
infrastructure of the city, taxes, having insufficient knowledge about laws and
legislation, bureaucratic procedures; permissions, applications etc., reaching
finance, and the ignorance and inexperience while managing the business. Young
entrepreneurs think the most important issues are bureaucratic procedures;
permissions, applications, etc., taxes, suitable workplace (rent) and infrastructure
of the city respectively. These first three major problems has almost 20%. The
forth most problematic issue for young entrepreneurs is reaching finance with
almost 16%. The next problem is having insufficient knowledge about laws and
legislation with almost 13 percent. Last but not least problem according to young
entrepreneurs’ answers is the ignorance and inexperience while managing the

business with 8 percent.

Last two problems, having lowest percentage, are asked young entrepreneurs’
opinions about themselves. Normally, these 2 questions are supposed to have

higher rate, because of young entrepreneurs’ limited experience level and young
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age. The reason of that can be young entrepreneurs’ tendency to not accepting

problems stemming from them.

Table 10 Number and Percentage of Applicants in Question 16

Number of
Problems Participants Percentage
Bureaucratic procedures; permissions, applications, etc. 542 22.44%
Taxes 505 20.91%
Suitable workplace (rent) and infrastructure of the city 485 20.08%
Reaching finance 380 15.73%
Having insufficient knowledge about laws and legislation 310 12.84%
The ignorance and inexperience while managing the business. 193 7.99%

The ignorance and inexperience while managing the I
business.

Having insufficient knowledge about laws and legislation [ R
Reaching finance [ NN
Suitable workplace(rent) and infrastructure of the city [ N NGNS
Taxes |G
Bureaucratic procedures; permissions, applications etc. [ N NGNS

0 100 200 300 400 500 600

Figure 20 Answers of Young Entrepreneurs for Question 16

The last question of the survey asks young entrepreneurs their complaints and
suggestion about KOSGEB. Answers come directly from participants without
any constraint. Understanding the answer needs the effort to read, categorize and
analyze. Young entrepreneurs expressed their opinions with the count of 314
answers. Answers were categorized into four groups and two of these groups

have subgroups as well.
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The most written answer is Problems Caused by KOSGEB’ with 104 times.
Problems caused by KOSGEB has subgroups. The first one is KOSGEB
consultants related problems with 93 answers. Problems caused by KOSGEB
consultants need to be explained. Some KOSGEB consultants don’t have enough
knowledge about support procedures or don’t help young entrepreneurs enough.
Even, some participants stated that they can’t reach KOSGEB consultants when
they need. The second problem caused by KOSGEB is inadequate number and
content of KOSGEB Applied Entrepreneurship Training with 10 answers. Young
entrepreneurs told that they had to wait a long time for KOSGEB Applied
Entrepreneurship Training. Participants also think the content of
Entrepreneurship Training should be improved. The last problem caused by
KOSGEB is the location of KOSGEB Directorate in the city. Young

entrepreneurs spent too much time on the way to reach KOSGEB Directorate.

The second most written answer is payment period of support with 101 answers.
According to sixteenth question in the survey, more than two-third of participants
had to wait more than three months. Young Entrepreneurs, benefiting from

KOSGEB Support, want to get payment earlier.

The third most written answer is Problems Caused by Regulations with 69
answers. Problems Caused by Regulations have subgroups. First issue is that
KOSGEB makes payments after entrepreneurs buying goods with 24 answers.
The second one is inadequate support scope. Some expenses are not refunded by
KOSGESB such as; communication, gas and electricity bills, vehicles and VAT.
Moreover, KOSGEB needs a guarantee for credit support. Young entrepreneurs
having problems with finding a guarantee. Guarantee is the third problem with

11 answers. The last problem is that KOSGEB Entrepreneurship Support is one-
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time support with 5 answers. Young Entrepreneurs want to benefit ESP when

they start a new business for the second time.

The last problem is the insufficiency of support amount. 40 participants find
KOSGEB ESP amount not enough. Despite to the fact that, in third question of
survey sixty-three percent of participants find support amount enough, in this part

of the survey lots of young entrepreneur find support amount insufficient.

Table 11 Problems and Number of Participants of Question 17

Problems Number of Participants
Support Amount 40
Payment Period of KOSGEB 101
Problems Caused by Kosgeb 104
Problems Caused by Kosgeb Consultant 90
Inadequate number and content of Kosgeb Training 10
The location of KOSGEB Directorate is remote 4
Problems caused by Regulations 69
KOSGEB pays support after Entrepreneur purchase goods 28
Inadequate Support Scope 24
Entrepreneurship Support is one-time support 5
Letter of Credit 11
Total 314

5.2. Effect of Gender Differences on Results

In this part, effect of gender differences on results are examined. One-third of
young entrepreneurs, filling the survey, are female and the rest is male. Education
levels of genders have almost the same proportion. Nearly one-third of primary,
high school, university and graduate degree having young entrepreneurs are
female. Thus, the impact of gender difference can be solely tested. Subjects are

selected in order to make meaningful comparison between young female and
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male entrepreneurs. Two sample hypothesis Z test is used to calculate the effect

of gender difference on results.

Third-party consultancy service usage, benefit of KOSGEB Entrepreneurship
Training, and awareness of other KOSGEB support programs are tested to
understand the effect of KOSGEB Entrepreneurship Training on different
genders. Both third-party consultants usage and knowledge about other
KOSGEB support programs can be changed by that training. Additionally, the
impact of KOSGEB ESP when starting a new business are tested to determine
KOSGEB’s effects on entrepreneurship decision on separately female and male
participants. Bureaucratic burden amount and success of government’s
entrepreneurship programs are also tested to understand if female and male
entrepreneurs have different approach to KOSGEB’s requirements and
government policies. Laws and legislations knowledge and ignorance and
inexperience while business management are tested for different genders to

figure out effect of gender difference on problems.

Table 12 Hypothesis Test Result for Gender Difference

Mean of Mean of Z of
Subjects Female Male Sample
Participants Participants
3rd-Party Consultant Usage 0.24 0.3 1.88
Insqfﬁcn.ent Knowledge About Laws and 03 027 12
Legislations
The ignorance ant.l inexperience while 02 016 1.63
managing the business
. ' .
The impact of KOS'GEB s Entrep.reneurshlp 057 054 1.05
Support when starting a new business
Too Many Bureaucratic Burden 0.84 0.75 3.31
. .
Government's entrepreneurship programs 0.92 0.88 216
successful
, . P
KOSGI.EB s Entrepreneurship Training is 088 0.86 1
beneficial
\J
Awareness of KOSGEB's other Support 059 047 36
Programs
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0.28 of all participants get consultancy service from a third-party person. While
0.3 of young male entrepreneurs get consultancy, only 0.24 of young female
entrepreneurs pay for consultants. According to hypothesis test, both young male
and female entrepreneurs get consultancy service from a third-party person with

the same proportion.

Young entrepreneurs think having insufficient knowledge about laws and
legislation as a problem with mean of 0.28. While 0.3 of young female
entrepreneurs find having insufficient knowledge about laws and legislation
problematic, only 0.27 of male participants have the same opinion. According to
hypothesis test, both young male and female entrepreneurs have the same

proportion for insufficient knowledge about laws and legislation.

Young entrepreneurs faced with the problem of'ignorance and inexperience while
managing the business with the mean of 0.18. While female applicants faced with
that problem with the mean of 0.20, only 0.16 of young male entrepreneurs have
the same notion. According to the hypothesis test, both young male and female
entrepreneurs think the ignorance and inexperience while managing the business

as a problem with the same proportion.

The second question is asked to measure the impact of KOSGEB
Entrepreneurship Support Program while starting a new business decision. 0.55
of all young entrepreneurs state that they can’t set a new business without
KOSGEB ESP. 0.54 of young male and 0.57 of young female entrepreneurs have
the same opinion. According to the hypothesis test, both young female and male
entrepreneurs can’t be an entrepreneur without KOSGEB ESP with the same

proportion.
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Majority of young entrepreneurs think that KOSGEB ESP has too much
bureaucratic burden with the mean of 0.78. Male participants with the average of
0.75 and female participants with the average of 0.84 think that bureaucratic
procedures of KOSGEB are too much. According to hypothesis proportion test,
young male entrepreneurs don’t find KOSGEB Supports’ bureaucratic burdens
too much as young female entrepreneurs with the same proportion. The

difference is statistically significant.

Young entrepreneurs, that benefited from the government’s support program, are
asked their opinions about governments’ support programs. 0.89 of participants
find government policies successful. 0.92 of female and 0.88 of male participants
are happy with the government’s entrepreneurship programs. According to
hypothesis proportion test, young male entrepreneurs don’t find government’s
entrepreneurship support programs as successful as young female entrepreneurs.
The perception of government’s entrepreneurship policies for different genders

is statistically significant.

KOSGEB Applied Entrepreneurship Training’s (AET) impact is measured in the
first question. 0.86 of young participants state that while starting a new business,
they used what they learned in KOSGEB AET. 0.88 of female and 0.86 of male
participants benefited from that training when they set a new enterprise.
According to hypothesis proportion test, there is no proportional difference in the
usage of KOSGEB’s AET while starting a new venture between young male and

female entrepreneurs.
KOSGEB has many support programs rather than ESP. KOSGEB sets campaign

to inform business people about support programs. Question 7 is asked to

measure the success of campaigns. Question 7 is asked to young entrepreneurs,
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who must take at least 32 hours of KOSGEB Applied Entrepreneurship Training.
Young entrepreneurs have knowledge about other KOSGEB Support Programs
with an average of 0.55. While 0.59 of female participants have knowledge about
those programs, only 0.47 of male participants have the same knowledge.
According to the hypothesis test, young female and male entrepreneurs don’t
have the same degree of knowledge about other KOSGEB Support Programs

with the same proportion. The difference is statistically significant.

5.3. Effect of Bachelor’s Degree in Results

In this part impact of education level differences are examined by comparing
non-bachelor’s degree having and bachelor’s degree having young entrepreneurs.
Opinions of young entrepreneurs and impacts of; usage of third-party consulting
services, knowledge of laws and legislations, ignorance and inexperience, impact
of KOSGEB’s Entrepreneurship Support, bureaucratic procedures, government
policies, KOSGEB Applied Entrepreneurship Training and knowledge of other
KOSGEB Supports are investigated. Two sample hypothesis proportion Z test
with 0.05 confidence bounds is used to calculate the effect of education level

differences on results.

Table 13 Hypothesis Test Result for Education Level Difference

Subjects Mean of Mean of Z of Sample
Participants Participants
having without
Bachelor’s Bachelor’s
Degree Degree
Using 3rd-Party Consultant 0.24 0.33 3.18
Insufficient Knowledge About Laws and 027 030 131
Legislations
The ignorance and inexperience while 016 0.19 122

managing the business
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Table 13 (Cont’d.)

Subjects Mean of Mean of Z of Sample
Participants Participants
having without
Bachelor’s Bachelor’s
Degree Degree

The impact of KOSGEB's
Entrepreneurship Support when starting a 0.50 0.60 3.33

new business

Too Many Bureaucratic Burden 0.75 0.81 2.39

Government's entrepreneurship
0.88 091 1.62
programs successful

KOSGEB's Entrepreneurship Training is
0.85 0.88 1.39
beneficial

Awareness KOSGEB's other Support
0.61 0.47 4.55

Programs

Some young entrepreneurs (mean 0.28) benefiting from KOSGEB ESP use a
third-party consultancy service. While 0.33 of participants with a non-Bachelor’s
degree used a consultancy, only 0.24 of those with a Bachelor’s degree paid for
consultancy. This 9% difference shows that the more educated the young
entrepreneurs, the lower their need for consultancy. According to the hypothesis
test, young entrepreneurs with a Bachelor’s degree did not take up third-party
consultancy services to the same extent as young entrepreneurs with a non-

Bachelor’s degree. The difference is statistically significant.

Young entrepreneurs think having insufficient knowledge about laws and
legislation as a problem with the mean of 0.29. While 0.30 of non-bachelor’s
degree having young entrepreneurs find having insufficient knowledge about
laws and legislation, only 0.27 of bachelor’s degree having participants have the

same opinion. According to the hypothesis test, both young entrepreneurs with
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non-bachelor’s degree and bachelor’s degree think insufficient knowledge about

laws and legislation as a problem with the same proportion.

Y oung entrepreneurs faced with the problem of ignorance and inexperience while
managing the business with a mean of 0.18. While non-Bachelor’s degree having
applicants faced with that problem with the mean of 0.19, only 0.16 of bachelor’s
degree having young entrepreneurs have the same notion. According to the
hypothesis test, young entrepreneurs with non-bachelor’s degree and bachelor’s
degree think the ignorance and inexperience while managing the business as a

problem with the same proportion.

Survey’s second question is asked to measure the impact of KOSGEB
Entrepreneurship Support Program while starting a new business decision. 0.55
of all young entrepreneurs state that they could not set a new business without
KOSGEB ESP. 0.60 of non-bachelor’s degree having and 0.50 of bachelor’s
degree having young entrepreneurs have that same opinion. It can be seen from
10% difference, the impact of KOSGEB ESP decreases when education level
increases. According to the hypothesis test, KOSGEB ESP’s impact is not the
same for non-bachelor’s degree having and bachelor’s degree having young
entrepreneurs when setting a new business with the same proportion. The

difference is statistically significant.

Majority of young entrepreneurs think that KOSGEB ESP bureaucratic burden
is too much with the mean of 0.78. 0.81 of non-bachelor’s degree having
participants and 0.75 of bachelor’s degree having participants think KOSGEB
Supports have too many bureaucratic procedures. According to hypothesis
proportion test, bachelor’s degree having young entrepreneurs do not find

KOSGEB Supports’ bureaucratic burdens too much as non-bachelor’s degree
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having young entrepreneurs with the same proportion. The difference of finding

bureaucratic burden too much is statistically significant.

Young entrepreneurs, that benefited from a government’s support program, are
asked their opinions about governments support programs. 0.87 of participants
find government policies effective. Besides, 0.91 of non-bachelor’s degree
having and 0.88 of bachelor’s degree having participants are happy with
government’s entrepreneurship programs. According to the hypothesis
proportion test, both non-bachelor’s degree having young entrepreneurs and
bachelor’s degree having young entrepreneurs find government’s

entrepreneurship programs successful with the same proportion.

KOSGEB Applied Entrepreneurship Training’s impact is measured in the first
question of survey. 0.86 of young participants state that they used what they
learned in KOSGEB Applied Entrepreneurship training while starting a new
business. 0.88 of non-bachelor’s degree having participants and 0.85 of
bachelor’s degree having participants benefited from KOSGEB Applied
Entrepreneurship Training when they set a new enterprise. According to
hypothesis proportion test, there is no proportional difference in the usage of
KOSGEB’s Entrepreneurship Training while starting a new venture in terms of

the education level of young entrepreneurs.

There are many KOSGEB support programs rather than ESP. Young
entrepreneurs know about other KOSGEB Support Programs with an average of
0.55. While 0.61 of bachelor’s degree having participants know about those
programs, only 0.47 of non-bachelor’s degree having participants have same
knowledge. According to the hypothesis test, bachelor’s degree having and non-

bachelor’s degree having young entrepreneurs don’t have the same degree of
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information about other KOSGEB Support Programs with the same proportion.
The difference of having knowledge about other KOSGEB supports are

statistically significant.

5.4. Effect of Region Differences in Results

Survey results examined in seven regions and two metropolitans, Istanbul and
Ankara, to understand the impact of region difference on young entrepreneurs.
Regions are formed by geographical areas, Mediterranean, East Anatolia,
Aegean, South-East Anatolia, Black Sea, Central Anatolia without Ankara and
Marmara without Istanbul. Cities having less than sixty participants, aggregated

under regions. While Ankara has 75 participants, Istanbul has 140 participants.
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Table 14 Hypothesis Test Result for Regional Difference
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Eight factors; KOSGEB ESP’s impact on entrepreneurship, bureaucratic burden,
knowledge of other KOSGEB supports, young entrepreneurs’ approach to
government entrepreneurship supports, taking consultancy service from third-
party consultants, KOSGEB payment periods, suitable workplace and
infrastructure of city and ignorance and inexperience of young entrepreneur, are
examined by using population hypothesis proportion Z test with 0.05 confidence

bounds.

Young entrepreneurs are asked about the impact of KOSGEB ESP on their
entrepreneurship process. 0.55 of all participants stated that they could not start
a new business without KOSGEB support. Applicants in Central Anatolia, with
mean of 0.45, East Anatolia, with mean of 0.72, and South-East Anatolia, with
mean of 0.64, don’t have the same degree with a population according to the
hypothesis test. 0.80 of all young entrepreneurs think that KOSGEB ESP has too
many bureaucratic procedures. Only participants from Ankara, with a mean of
0.66, have different notion rather than population according to the hypothesis

test.

Young entrepreneurs’ knowledge about KOSGEB’s other support programs is
asked and analyzed. 0.55 of all participants don’t know about other KOSGEB
support programs. Applicants from Marmara, with a mean of 0.72, and South-
East Anatolia, with the mean of 0.40 have different ratio with a population
according to the hypothesis test. Moreover, the approach of young entrepreneurs
to government’s entrepreneurial policies are measured in different regions. 0.89
of all participants find government entrepreneurial policies successful. Only
Istanbul located young entrepreneurs, with the mean of 0.78, don’t have the same

degree with a population according to the hypothesis test.
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Y oung entrepreneurs, buying third-party consultancy service, also tested in terms
of regional differences. 0.28 of all participants took consultancy service at a
certain price. Young entrepreneurs live in Ankara, with the mean of 0.05,
Istanbul, with the mean of 0.16, Mediterranean with the mean of 0.35, and Black
Sea with the mean of 0.41 do not have the same ratio with a population according
to the hypothesis test. Besides, KOSGEB payment period is investigated in
different regions. 0.66 of all young entrepreneurs got payments in 6 months.
Participants located in Istanbul, with the mean of 0.55, and Marmara region with
the mean of 0.83, have different mean than population according to the

hypothesis test.

Finding a suitable workplace and city infrastructure are other problems for young
entrepreneurs. The impact of that problem was examined in different regions.
0.46 of all applicants were faced with the problem of finding a suitable workplace
and city infrastructure. Young entrepreneurs in Ankara (mean: 0.21) and the
Black Sea (mean: 0.60) were less affected by this problem than the general
population according to the hypothesis test. In addition, young entrepreneurs’
ignorance and inexperience when managing a business was investigated as a
problem. A mean of 0.19 of all participants consider being ignorant and
inexperienced in business management as a problem. Young entrepreneurs from
Ankara (mean: 0.47), and Istanbul (mean: 0.11) do not share the mean of the

population according to the hypothesis test.

5.5. Effects of Sector Differences of Results

Young entrepreneurs are categorized under 10 groups according to their sectors.
Problems and thoughts of participants are examined and analyzed in different

segments. Sectors, having more than 45 participants, are observed. Young
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entrepreneurs aggregated under 10 sub-groups, named printing - advertising
agency, automotive, food-related, construction, pharmacy, hairdresser - beauty
center, café — restaurant, textile, engineering, mechanics — IT and other sectors.
Sectors are investigated under the subjects of the impact of KOSGEB ESP on
entrepreneurship decision, bureaucratic burdens, awareness of other KOSGEB
Supports, the success of governments entrepreneurship policies, using 3"-party
consultancy, suitable workplace and city infrastructure, insufficient knowledge
about laws and legislations and ignorance and inexperience in business
management of young entrepreneurs. Population hypothesis proportion Z test with

0.05 confidence bounds and 1.96 Z critical, is applied to the survey.

0.55 of all young entrepreneurs, benefiting from KOSGEB ESP, stated that they
cannot start a new business without KOSGEB ESP. Young entrepreneurs,
running their business in hairdresser—beauty center, textile, pharmacy,
construction, café - restaurant sectors have a different mean with respect to
population according to the hypothesis test. KOSGEB ESP’s impact on textile
and hairdresser—beauty center is larger than other sectors. The need of KOSGEB
ESP support is relatively fewer for participants, running their enterprises in

pharmacy, café-restaurant and construction sectors.

Young entrepreneurs (mean: 0.78) believe that KOSGEB ESP has too many
bureaucratic procedures. The approach to KOSGEB ESP’s bureaucratic burden
varies between different sectors. Construction, engineering, mechanics and IT,
automotive, hairdresser-beauty centers and other sectors have a different mean in
respect to the general population according to the hypothesis test. Participants in
the engineering, mechanics, IT and construction sectors perceived KOSGEB

ESP’s bureaucratic burden to be lower compared to other sectors. On the other
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hand, young entrepreneurs in the automotive sector, hairdresser-beauty centers

and other sectors find KOSGEB ESP more bureaucratic than other sectors.

Table 15 Hypothesis Test Results for Sectors Question 2 and 6

Impact of .
KOSGEB | Total | Mean | S2mple | Bureaucratic | ., | yjo,, | Sample
[USLLE z Burden V4
Support _—
Printing and
Advertising 29 47 | 0.62 1.85 38 47 | 081 1.13
Agency
Automotive 30 54 | 056 | 0.16 44 53 | 083 | 212
F
ood 4 70 | 060 | 1.68 52 69 | 075 | -1.29
Related
Pharmacy 37 90 | 041 | -5.33 71 91 | 0.78 | 0,00
Construction 43 90 | 048 | -2.78 66 90 | 0.73 | -2.60
Hairdresser
— Beauty 70 117 | 060 | 2.10 97 117 | 083 | 3.08
Center
Café -
56 122 | 046 | -4.07 94 122 | 077 | -0.63
Restaurant
Textile 87 130 | 0.67 | 5.48 105 130 | 0.81 1.83
Engineering,
Mechanics 93 165 | 056 | 0.70 114 164 | 070 | -6.36
and IT
Other 110 200 | 055 | -0.01 164 200 | 0.82 | 3.28
Sectors
Total 597 1085 | 0.55 845 1083 | 0.78

KOSGEB has many support programs to prosper entrepreneurship, innovation
and employment ecosystem. Advertisements and campaigns are made to increase
awareness of KOSGEB Supports. Question 7 is prepared to measure the success
of campaigns on young entrepreneurs, who took at least 32 hours of KOSGEB
training. But only 0.56 of all participants have knowledge about other KOSGEB
supports. In some sectors that mean is even lower. According to the hypothesis
test, young entrepreneurs in the sector of automotive, printing and advertising
agency, and engineering, mechanics and IT differs from the mean of population.
Their knowledge about other KOSGEB Supports is much larger than in other

sectors. Participants, running their businesses in textile, pharmacy and
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hairdresser-beauty center sectors, don’t have the same amount of knowledge
about other KOSGEB supports with population according to hypothesis test.

They know less than other sectors.

The success of government entrepreneurship policies is measured in question 11.
Almost 90% of all young entrepreneurs are glad with government
entrepreneurship policies. Some sectors have a different approach to that subject.
According to the hypothesis test, young entrepreneurs having businesses in the
sectors of hairdresser-beauty center, pharmacy, textile, engineering, mechanics
and IT, textile, printing and advertising agency, automotive, and other sectors
have a different mean from the population. Hairdresser-beauty center, pharmacy,
and textile of participants find state’s entrepreneurship policies more successful

than in other sectors.

Table 16 Hypothesis Test Results for Sectors Question 7 and 11

Awareness Success
of Other Sample | of Gov. Sample
KOSGEB Total | Mean 7 Entrep. Total | Mean 7
Supports Policies
Printing and
Advertising
Agency 35 47 0.74 5.23 39 47 0.83 -4.57
Automotive 38 54 0.70 4.39 44 54 0.81 -6.05
Food Related 39 70 0.56 0.03 63 70 0.90 0.59
Construction 50 89 0.56 0.21 80 90 0.89 -0.44
Pharmacy 46 92 0.50 -2.19 90 93 0.97 7.53
Hairdresser —
Beauty Center 45 117 0.38 -7.52 114 117 0.97 9.20
Café — Restaurant 65 121 0.54 -0.85 110 122 0.90 0.97
Textile 66 129 0.51 -2.05 119 129 0.92 3.48
Engineering,
Mechanics and IT 111 166 0.67 5.87 144 166 0.87 -3.49
Other Sectors 108 199 0.54 -0.77 168 199 0.84 -7.26
Total 603 1084 0.56 971 1087 0.89
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Paying third-party consultants to get KOSGEB Entrepreneurship Support can be
considered as a waste of financial resource for young entrepreneurs. In KOSGEB
Applied Entrepreneurship Training all steps of ESP process are explicitly
explained for 32 hours, in which all young entrepreneurs are compulsorily
attended. 0.28 of all young entrepreneurs, using KOSGEB ESP, took third-party
consulting service. Participants in different sectors have different rates for third-
party consulting service. According to the hypothesis test, café-restaurant, other
sectors, printing, and advertising agency, pharmacy and engineering, mechanics
and IT sectors do not have the same rate with the population. Young
entrepreneurs in café-restaurant and other sectors have higher mean than the
others, while paying for consulting services, printing and advertising agency,

pharmacy, and engineering, mechanics and IT have lower rates.

Suitable workplace (rent) and infrastructure of the city is another problematic
issue for young entrepreneurs, benefiting KOSGEB ESP, with 45%. According
to the hypothesis test, hairdresser—beauty center, automotive, engineering,
mechanics and IT, and other sectors have different mean from the population.
Lack of suitable workplace (rent) and inadequate infrastructure of the city has
more impact on automotive and hairdresser-beauty center. On the other hand,
engineering, mechanics and IT, and other sectors don’t find this issue as

problematic as other sectors.

Table 17 Hypothesis Test Results for Sectors Question 13 and 16

Using Suitable
3rd- Sample Workplace Sample
Party Total | Mean 7 and Total | Mean 7
Consult Infrastruct
ancy ure
Printing and
Advertising 10 47 0.21 -2.25 19 47 0.40 -1.17
Agency
Automotive 16 54 0.30 0.64 28 54 0.52 2.14
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Table 17 (Cont’d.)

Using  3rd- Suitable
Sample Sample
Party Total | Mean z Workplace and | Total | Mean 7z
Consultancy Infrastructure
Food Related 22 70 0.31 1.47 34 70 0.49 1.32
Construction 22 89 0.25 -1.49 37 89 0.42 -1.18
Pharmacy 21 93 0.23 -2.54 42 92 0.46 0.39
Hairdresser - 36 117 | 031 155 65 117 | 056 | 477
Beauty Center
Café . 41 119 | 034 3.56 57 122 | 047 0.92
Restaurant
Textile 32 128 0.25 -1.62 63 130 0.48 1.75
Engineering,
Mechanics 35 166 0.21 -4.36 63 165 0.38 -3.37
and IT
Other Sectors 67 200 0.34 3.95 77 200 0.39 -3.52
Total 302 1083 0.28 485 1086 0.45

Having insufficient knowledge about laws and legislation, and the ignorance and
inexperience while managing the business are other problematic issues for young
entrepreneurs. 0.29 of all participants faced with insufficient knowledge about
laws and legislation problem. Pharmacy, café-restaurant and engineering,
mechanics and IT have different mean from population, according to the
hypothesis test. Participants in café-restaurant and pharmacy sectors find that
issue more problematic than others. Contrarily, young entrepreneurs, running a
business in engineering, mechanics and IT, believe that insufficient knowledge

about laws and legislation is not a big deal.

All young entrepreneurs, benefiting from KOSGEB ESP, see the ignorance and
inexperience while managing the business as an obstacle with the mean of 0.18.
In some sectors, that concern has different weights. Participants in automotive,
other sectors, printing and advertising agency, construction and textile sectors
have different mean than population according to the hypothesis test. Automotive
and other sector find being ignorant and inexperienced in business management

more problematic than the rest. Young entrepreneurs, having businesses in
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printing and advertising agency, construction and textile sectors, do not think

being ignorant and inexperienced as problematic as others.

Table 18 Hypothesis Test Results for Sectors Question 16

Law and Sample Ignorance Sample

Legislation | Total | Mean Zp and Total | Mean Zp

Knowledge Inexperience
Printing and
Advertising
Agency 12 47 0.26 -1.01 6 47 0.13 -2.35
Automotive 13 54 0.24 -1.61 14 54 0.26 4.10
Food Related 23 70 0.33 1.77 12 70 0.17 -0.36
Construction 25 89 0.28 -0.21 12 89 0.13 -2.77
Pharmacy 36 92 0.39 4.98 19 92 0.21 1.89
Hairdresser —
Beauty Center 33 117 0.28 -0.18 23 117 0.20 1.40
Café -
Restaurant 40 122 0.33 2.30 20 122 0.16 -1.04
Textile 36 130 0.28 -0.48 18 130 0.14 -3.06
Engineering,
Mechanics
and IT 39 165 0.24 -3.09 28 165 0.17 -0.70
Other Sectors 53 200 0.27 -1.42 41 200 0.21 2.64
Total 310 1086 | 0.29 193 1086 | 0.18

5.6. Comparison of Findings and Literature Review

While preparing the literature review, lots of articles, reports, and dissertation are
inspected. According to literature, one of the most problematic issues is access
to finance. Young entrepreneurs need funding for not only ongoing needs and
purchases but also for an investment to grow. KOSGEB ESP is considered as a
good solution for the problem of reaching finance for young entrepreneurs. The
second question is asked to evaluate the impact of KOSGEB Support on starting
a new business process. 55% of all young entrepreneurs stated that without

KOSGEB support they can’t set a new business. Moreover, 380 young
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entrepreneurs, 15.73% of all participants, stated that they find reaching finance

as a problem, according to sixteenth question.

Another financial problem is the payment period of KOSGEB. In question 15,
more than one-third of all participants get KOSGEB payments in more than 6
months. 6 months is a long-time period for young entrepreneurs, considering the
closure of many businesses in their first year. According to seventeenth question,
32% of 314 young entrepreneurs, answering the question, find KOSGEB
payment period as a difficulty. Considering that 55% of young entrepreneurs
can’t set their new business without KOSGEB support, acquiring KOSGEB
payment in more than 6 months causes lots of problems on cash balance for

young entrepreneurs.

Moreover, there are two other problems for young entrepreneurs related to
KOSGEB payments. KOSGEB payment does not cover all expenses. If any
goods, having no relation with entrepreneurs’ main activity, for example, a
refrigerator (having no relation with a consultancy office) or bills of electricity,
phone, and internet are not covered by KOSGEB ESP. 7.6% of 314 young
entrepreneurs, in seventeenth question, complain about it. Lastly, to get payment
from KOSGEB, young entrepreneurs have to buy goods and make payments,
then give their bill to KOSGEB. That means it takes time to get payments. 9% of
314 young entrepreneurs are not happy with that situation. Both results are
evaluated on the seventeenth question. For all these reasons, reaching finance is

a problem for young entrepreneurs, both located on Turkey and the world.
Not only reaching finance but also suitable workplace and infrastructure of cities

hinders young entrepreneurs according to the literature review. In question 16,

participants are asked to evaluate their cities’ infrastructure and suitable
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workplace. One-fifth of all young entrepreneurs, benefiting from KOSGEB ESP,
faced with that problem. They cannot find a working place with affordable rent
and a good location. Additionally, they cannot find a working place with suitable
electricity, water, public phone line infrastructure. Some public authorities ask
for permissions and licenses, such as public work permit or report by the fire
department, from young entrepreneurs. If a workplace is not convenient to get
permits and reports, entrepreneurs have to find another location. That kind of
problem causes waste of time and money for young entrepreneurs. Another
problem, stemming from location, is the location of KOSGEB Directorate in the
city. Young entrepreneurs have to deliver some documents and sign some papers
to KOSGEB Directorate. If the location of KOSGEB Directorate is not accessible
for young entrepreneurs, they have to waste time and money to reach KOSGEB
Directorate. To sum up, a suitable workplace and infrastructure is a problem for

young entrepreneurs both located on Turkey and the world.

Almost all piece of works in the literature, states that young entrepreneurs face
with many problems if they do not get inadequate entrepreneurship education.
Entrepreneurship education not only decreases the number of problems but also
make them easy to be solved by young entrepreneurs. KOSGEB plays a critical
role on the subject of entrepreneurship education. All young entrepreneurs,
benefiting from KOSGEB ESP, have to attend KOSGEB Applied
Entrepreneurship Training for 32 hours. In that training, entrepreneurs learned
about entrepreneurship, laws, policies, regulations, most common problems and

solutions, and how to prepare a work plan.

Question 1 asked participants to determine the importance of KOSGEB Applied
Entrepreneurship Training (AET). A total of 86% of all participants stated that

they used what they learned at training while starting a new venture. Having a
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high approval of the KOSGEB AET shows KOSGEB’s importance in
entrepreneurship education. On the other hand, for the 16th question 12.84% of
young entrepreneurs said they struggled with having insufficient knowledge
about laws and legislation. In addition, 8% of all young entrepreneurs faced

problems with managing a business because of their ignorance and inexperience.

For all these reasons, entrepreneurship education is absolutely important in
Turkey, as in other parts of the world. Young entrepreneurs, benefiting KOSGEB
ESP, show that improvements in entrepreneurship education can be very helpful

to prosper entrepreneurship.

Governments play a critical role in both the survival of entrepreneurs and the
advancement of the entrepreneurial ecosystem in the world according to the
literature review. Policies, administrative complexity, insufficient legal
infrastructure, taxation, licenses, approvals, permits, intellectual property, patent
and copyright regulations, and corporate law and business registrations are main
problematic issues for entrepreneurs. When young entrepreneurs benefit from a
state support like our applicants, the impact of government policies increases. In
addition to normal regulations and governmental processes, young entrepreneurs,

using state supports, have to accomplish other requirements to get payments.

Young entrepreneurs, benefiting KOSGEB ESP, have particular necessities. For
example, young entrepreneurs have to pay all taxes and social security liabilities
to get payments. Besides, they have to keep all bills and receipts, showing the
expenses and payments. Also, entrepreneurs cannot work at another place. These
are just a few of KOSGEB’s regulations. Question 6 is asked to determine the
approach of participants to KOSGEB’s bureaucratic procedures. 78% of all 1089
young entrepreneurs, using KOSGEB ESP, believe that KOSGEB has too many
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bureaucratic procedures. Even, 40% of all participants strongly believe it.
Moreover, according to sixteenth question, applicants’ most challenging issue is

bureaucratic procedures; permissions, applications, etc. with an average of

22.44%.

In this piece of work, the biggest complaint of young entrepreneurs is determined
as a bureaucratic procedure, which is related to direct governmental policies.
Additionally, taxation is another government-related problem for young
entrepreneurs according to literature. 21% of all young entrepreneurs in the
survey take taxation into consideration as a problem. Governmental policies play

a very important role for young entrepreneurship both in Turkey and in the world.

According to the literature, young entrepreneurs need unique support programs
from government or other organizations more than adults, due to their lack of
experience and business contacts. Although there are many business assistance
and development programs for entrepreneurs, young entrepreneurs cannot
benefit from all of them. Most young entrepreneurs don’t know about support
programs. Also, they believe that support programs are time-consuming and not

fitted well with their needs.

All entrepreneurs are able to use KOSGEB Entrepreneurship Support Program.
KOSGEB ESP is not directly designed according to young entrepreneurs’ needs.
Therefore, in the last question of the survey, young entrepreneurs are asked about
their complaints and suggestions. Almost all 314 answers are related with
KOSGEB and Entrepreneurship Support Program. Because young entrepreneurs
are inexperienced and ignorant, they need consultancy more than adults. Nearly
20% of them are not content with KOSGEB consultants. Also, young

entrepreneurs need distinctive solution for letter of credit, due to their low credit

84



scoring, age and savings. Twelve of young entrepreneurs have a problem with
finding a letter of credit according to seventeenth question. To sum up, as stated
in the literature that young entrepreneurs need for tailor-made support programs,

young entrepreneurs in Turkey also need tailor-made support programs.
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CHAPTER 6

CONCLUSION

Youth unemployment has created both economic and social problems for
societies over the past decade. Young people are the most vulnerable group when
a country faces an economic crisis. Youth unemployment rates are higher than
all-aged unemployment rates not only in Turkey but also in other countries.
Entrepreneurship is considered to be a solution for unemployment. Youth
entrepreneurship decreases the rate of youth unemployment. Young people are
more eager to start a new business than other adults. For these reasons,
governments and organizations attach great importance to youth
entrepreneurship, by providing training, grants, interest-free loans, and other
support programs. KOSGEB, the Small and Medium Enterprises Development
and Support Administration, is one such governmental organization that has been
working to enhance entrepreneurship in Turkey for more than 35 years.
KOSGEB offers training programs, consultancy services, grants and interest-free

loans for young entrepreneurs.

KOSGEB mainly focuses on supporting small and medium enterprises (SMEs).
This study looked at young entrepreneurs who run a small or medium enterprise,
which in Turkey includes enterprises with fewer than 250 employees and an
annual return of not more than 40 million Turkish liras. SMEs are not small
versions of large businesses. Instead, SMEs, whose features include being fast,
flexible and open to change, can benefit from the economic crisis. They are a

very important part of the economic ecosystem, especially in countries that have
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experienced an economic crisis, as Turkey has. More than 99% of all enterprises
are SMEs. SMEs are account for 73.5% of all employment, 62.5% of all turnover
and 54.5% of salaries and wages in Turkey (Turkish Statistical Institute, 2016).

KOSGEB support can be categorized into different types: support, training
programs, and project-based support. KOSGEB’s support programs include an
Entrepreneurship Support Program, a General Support Program (GSP), a
Cooperating-Leaguing Support Program, a SMEs Project Support Program,
SMEs Development Support Program, R&D, Innovation and Industrial
Application Support Program, Emerging Enterprises Market SME Support,
Credit Interest Support, and Laboratory Services (KOSGEB, 2016). This main
focus of this study was KOSGEB’s Entrepreneurship Support Program (ESP).
Moreover, KOSGEB has counterparts around the world, for example the Small
Business Administration in the United States and the Federal Ministry for

Economic Affairs and Energy in Germany.

The problems faced by young entrepreneurs who have benefited from
KOSGEB’s ESP were examined in this thesis. The problems of youth
entrepreneurship were divided into categories according to the literature review:
financial problems, social and cultural influences, entrepreneurship education,

government environment, business support services, and other problems.

Financing can be described as providing money for an enterprise’s needs,
purchases and investments. Sources of financing can be internal, such as equity,
profits, and other sources owned by the owner or partners. External sources
include loans, leasing, venture capital and different sources owned by others. In
most cases, internal sources are not sufficient for young entrepreneurs, and

external sources are thus needed. Because of their young age and low credit
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history, young entrepreneurs cannot obtain loans with high-interest rates or short
grace periods. Long waiting periods and an excessive number of application
documents for loans increase the impact of the problem. The lack of other
funding opportunities, such as micro-lending and seed funding, is another
problem. Young entrepreneurs sometimes have to find part-time jobs to
compensate for their business needs, which reduces their success rate (Van

Gelderen et al., 2011).

Social and cultural influences can have both positive and negative effects on
entrepreneurs. If entrepreneurship has a positive perception and legitimacy in
society, young people feel motivated to start a new venture. If entrepreneurs have
a negative image, such as being selfish, ruthless and dishonest, and have been
linked with unethical attitudes, for example corruption, informal economy and
favoritism, this reduces the motivation of young people to start a new business.
Family support and a close-knit environment are also important for
entrepreneurship, as these underpin both financial and motivational support

(Schoof, 2006).

According to Schoof (2006), young entrepreneurs are more vulnerable to barriers
than older adults because of their young age and limited experience.
Entrepreneurship education helps prepare young entrepreneurs for obstacles. The
lack of suitable entrepreneurship education is a big problem for youth
entrepreneurship. Moreover, the government environment, including policies,
administrative complexity, and insufficient legal infrastructure, acts as another
hindrance for young entrepreneurs. Taxation, licenses, approvals, permits,
intellectual property, patent and copyright regulations, corporate law and
business registration demotivate entrepreneurs, especially those under the age of

30. For example, officially starting a business takes more than a month in some
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countries, a situation that affects the motivation of entrepreneurs and the success
of the business. Ineffective competition law can act as a barrier to young

entrepreneurs’ entry into business markets.

Business assistance and support and business development services are limited
in many countries. Although there are many support programs, young
entrepreneurs do not have sufficient knowledge of them (Schoof, 2006).
Moreover, young entrepreneurs have other problems. Market problems,
including insufficient and uncertain demand, barriers to reaching customers, and
the emergence of significant competition, can be a reason for the abandonment
of businesses. Personal problems, health issues and family issues can be other
sources of problems (Van Gelderen et al., 2011). Hiring and managing good
employees is another problem for young entrepreneurs (Pigkinsiit, 2011). Due to
their limited age and experience, young people are often not taken seriously by
customers, suppliers, investors, banks and governments (Darby, 2004).
Infrastructural problems in cities, such as finding a suitable workplace, and the
price of rent, electricity, water, and Internet connections are also problematic
issues (Schoof, 2006). A lack of security and safety reduces the attraction of

entrepreneurship in some countries (Fatoki & Chindoga, 2011).

The problems of young entrepreneurs outlined in the literature review may be the
same for Turkish young entrepreneurs, which underpins the first hypothesis in
this study. This study attempted to determine the problems faced by young
entrepreneurs who have benefited from KOSGEB State Support by considering
whether the problems commonly described in the literature are also important for
Turkish young entrepreneurs. Additionally, the profile of young entrepreneurs is
investigated in terms of gender, education level, region and sectors. The impact

of difficulties can vary between young entrepreneurs depending on their profile.

&9



The second hypothesis examines how the profile of young entrepreneurs
influences their perception of problems. If so, it is possible that the effects of such

impediments might vary depending on profile differences.

Youth entrepreneurship can be a good solution for youth unemployment in
Turkey, which has a young population. In this study, 1,089 young entrepreneurs
who benefit from the KOSGEB Entrepreneurship Support Program completed a
survey. The survey had 17 questions, asking about gender, education level, the
approach to KOSGEB and its support programs, and the problems of young
entrepreneurs. The survey was carried out in 60 cities and seven regions. One-
third of the participants were female. More than half of the young entrepreneurs
answering the questions had a Bachelor’s degree. The participants were

categorized into 10 different groups.

It must be noted that the survey had some limitations. The survey was carried out
in 60 cities, but there are 81 cities in Turkey. Regional and sectoral categorization
was made according to the number of young entrepreneurs, which is more than
50. It was therefore not possible to study all cities and sectors. There are some
support institutions other than KOSGEB in Turkey, such as TUBITAK and
development agencies. Thus, not all young entrepreneurs benefiting from state
support were investigated. There are also limitations concerning the participants.
For example, there should have been more reporting of ignorance and

inexperience, but young entrepreneurs are less likely to self-report this.

KOSGEB is a governmental organization that has bureaucratic procedures for its
entrepreneurship support. Young entrepreneurs have to attend 32 hours of
KOSGEB Applied Entrepreneurship Training (AET) in order to receive
KOSGEB ESP. A total of 86% of participants stated that they had used what they

90



learned in KOSGEB AET when setting up a new business. KOSGEB ESP is a
good motivator for young people to start their own businesses, as 55% of young
entrepreneurs believed that they would not have been able to start a new business
without it. In addition, 62% of all participants found KOSGEB support to be
sufficient. KOSGEB consultants, working for KOSGEB to address the problems
faced by entrepreneurs, could be easily reached by 81% of young entrepreneurs.
In addition, 82% of participants believed that KOSGEB consultants were capable
of offering KOSGEB support and resolving their problems.

More than 75% of young entrepreneurs think that KOSGEB support has too
many bureaucratic burdens. Young entrepreneurs’ knowledge about other
KOSGEB supports is limited; 45% of them did not know about other KOSGEB
support. More than half of the participants were glad of the KOSGEB payment
periods. More than 83% of all young entrepreneurs find KOSGEB to be
successful. Almost 80% of young entrepreneurs said they would benefit from
KOSGEB support if they were o set up a new business again. Almost 90% of all
participants found governments’ entrepreneurship support programs to be

successful.

The survey results showed that some young entrepreneurs had paid for a third-
party person to offer counselling services for KOSGEB ESP. Half of the young
entrepreneurs had received an offer from third-party consultants. A total of 28%
of participants had paid for a service from third-party consultants. This figure is
high given that participants had already received a certificate for 32 hours
KOSGEB AET.

Three-quarters of participants had received a phone call from KOSGEB
consultants after the KOSGEB ESP process. One-third of them had received
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payment from KOSGEB within six months. Young entrepreneurs selected three
main problems out of six possible problems. More than 20% of participants
considered bureaucratic procedures, such as permissions, applications, taxes,
finding a suitable workplace at an affordable rent, and the city’s infrastructure to
be the main problems. Obtaining finance and insufficient knowledge about laws
and legislation were the next most important problems. The least important
problem was participants’ ignorance and inexperience when managing a business

(8%).

The last question, answered by 314 participants, asked young entrepreneurs about
their complaints and suggestions about KOSGEB. The most frequent answer was
the problems caused by KOSGEB, including problems with KOSGEB
consultants, the inadequate length and content of KOSGEB AET, and the
location of the KOSGEB Directorate. The second most cited problem was the
payment period of KOSGEB. This was followed by problems caused by
regulations, including the KOSGEB payment policy, inadequate support, one-
time entrepreneurship support and the letter of credit. Lastly, young

entrepreneurs criticized the amount of support provided by the KOSGEB ESP.

According to the survey, young entrepreneurs benefiting from the KOSGEB ESP
faced similar problems to those found in the literature review. Obtaining finance,
entrepreneurship education, and the governmental environment, such as policies,
administrative complexity and bureaucratic procedures, were problems common
to both this study and the literature review. Furthermore, young entrepreneurs’
insufficient knowledge and experience of the city’s infrastructure and problems
related to KOSGEB regarding Business Assistance and Support (BAS) are
obstacles not only for Turkish young entrepreneurs, but also for those from other

parts of the world. As a result, the first hypothesis cannot be rejected.
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Additionally, the results were examined in terms of gender, education level,
region or city, and the different sectors in which young entrepreneurs who benefit
from the KOSGEB ESP work. Hypothesis proportion tests were used to make a
clear comparison. There were some variations between different genders,
education levels, regions, and sectors. Gender and education level differences
were examined using the two-sample hypothesis proportion Z test. Female
participants had more knowledge of other KOSGEB support than males. In
addition, young female entrepreneurs find government entrepreneurship policies
to be more successful but also more burdensome than male participants. The
second examined difference was education level. Just over half (55%) of
participants had a Bachelor’s degree. The survey answers showed that more
educated young entrepreneurs had less need for KOSGEB support. Participants
with a Bachelor’s degree had more knowledge about other KOSGEB support. In
addition, young entrepreneurs with a Bachelor’s degree received fewer
consultancy services from third-party consultants. Young entrepreneurs without
a degree found KOSGEB’s bureaucratic procedures to be more of a problem than
did university graduates. In addition, KOSGEB ESP was more of a motivator for

them more than it was for graduates.

Moreover, the results from different regions were compared using a population
hypothesis proportion Z test. There are two metropolitan areas, Ankara and
Istanbul, and seven regions: the Mediterranean, East Anatolia, Aegean, South-
East Anatolia, the Black Sea, Central Anatolia without Ankara, and Marmara
without Istanbul. Only young entrepreneurs living in Ankara showed different
results in terms of the impact of KOSGEB ESP on their entrepreneurship
decisions. Only participants from Marmara and South-East Anatolia had a

different ratio for knowledge about other KOSGEB support. Only young
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entrepreneurs living in Istanbul had a different approach to governments’
entrepreneurship policies. Participants living in Ankara and Istanbul paid for
third-party consultants less often than those in other areas. Participants in the
Mediterranean and Black Sea areas paid more for third-party consultants.
KOSGEB makes support payments earlier in Marmara, but later in Istanbul.
Finding a suitable workplace and city infrastructure is a less problematic issue in
Ankara, but more so in the Black Sea. Lacking knowledge and experienced of
business management was a bigger problem for young entrepreneurs in Ankara,

but less so in Istanbul.

Sector difference was the last difference to be inspected with the population
hypothesis proportion Z test. Sectors were categorized into printing - advertising
agency, automotive, food-related, construction, pharmacy, hairdresser - beauty
center, café — restaurant, textile, engineering, mechanics — IT and other sectors.
Young entrepreneurs running their own business in the hairdresser—beauty
center, textile, pharmacy, construction, and café - restaurant sectors used
different means for starting a new business without KOSGEB ESP. The approach
to KOSGEB ESP’s bureaucratic burden varied between the construction,
engineering, mechanics, IT, automotive, hairdresser-beauty center and other
sectors. Knowledge of other KOSGEB support varied between young
entrepreneurs in the automotive, printing and advertising agency, and

engineering, mechanics and IT sectors.

Young entrepreneurs running businesses in the sectors of hairdresser-beauty
center, pharmacy, textile, engineering, mechanics and IT, textile, printing, and
advertising agency, automotive and other sectors have different means than the
study population as a whole in terms of their approach to government’s

entrepreneurship policies. Participants running businesses in the café-restaurant,
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printing and advertising agency, pharmacy and engineering, mechanics and IT
sectors paid for third-party consultancy services in a way that differed from those
in other sectors. Young entrepreneurs running businesses in the hairdresser—
beauty center, automotive, engineering, mechanics and IT, and other sectors did
not the same means as the study population as a whole in terms of finding suitable
workplace (rent) and the infrastructure of the city to be a problem. Pharmacy,
café-restaurant and engineering, mechanics and IT sectors had different means to
the population as a whole in terms of having insufficient knowledge about laws
and legislation. Participants in the automotive, printing and advertising agency,
construction and textile sectors had different means from the study population as
awhole in term of finding ignorance and inexperience when managing a business

to be a problem.

The impact of problems varied between different groups of young entrepreneurs,
depending on their gender, educational level, regional and sectoral difference.
Each had a distinct approach to problems. As a result, the second hypothesis,
stating that the profile of the young entrepreneurs will affect their perception of

the problems, cannot be rejected.

The survey participants were not asked about some of the problems found in the
literature review. Personal and social affairs or problems related to the market,
recruitment, customer, supplier, or investor were not the subject of this research.
The problems related to the government and KOSGEB were the main focus of
this study and participants were asked about them. One of the aims of this study
was to prepare a roadmap for the government and KOSGEB officers. KOSGEB
plays an important role in enhancing youth entrepreneurship, but some issues

require improvement.
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Firstly, participants of the survey, (1,089 out of 6,692) were under 30 years old
and benefited from KOSGEB Entrepreneurship Support Program (ESP). To
benefit from ESP, they must attend KOSGEB Applied Entrepreneurship Training
(AET). The literature review states that entrepreneurship education is a problem
for young entrepreneurs. KOSGEB AET can decrease the impact of insufficient
knowledge and experience. KOSGEB should enhance KOSGEB AET to

eliminate that problem to improve the survival rate of young entrepreneurs.

Secondly, the 16" question of the survey emphasized the procedures and
bureaucratic burden of the KOSGEB support process. Young entrepreneurs find
that to be the most problematic issue, as document preparation is time-
consuming. In addition, the waiting period for KOSGEB AE means that
approvals and payments take some time. According to the 15" question, one-
third of applicants receive their payments after six months, which shortens the
survival rate. KOSGEB should review the entire process of the KOSGEB ESP.
Bureaucratic procedures and waiting periods can be decreased by using

technology and eliminating unnecessary documents.

Thirdly, the survey results show that problems have different impacts on different
groups of young entrepreneurs in terms of gender, education level, region and
sector. Some groups are affected by certain problems more than others. KOSGEB
should focus on these groups to eliminate the impact of these problems.
KOSGEB could distinguish between young entrepreneurs according to their
educational background. Each group could have a particular KOSGEB AET
program. Entrepreneurs without a degree suffer more from insufficient
entrepreneurship education. They pay more for third-party consultants and have
limited knowledge about other KOSGEB support. Moreover, the impact of

problems that affect particular regions to a greater extent could be reduced by
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focusing on these regions. For example, entrepreneurs located in Istanbul receive
their payments later than those in other regions, and entrepreneurs located in the
Black Sea are more adversely affected by the city’s infrastructure than those in
other regions. In addition, KOSGEB ESP plays an important role in motivating
young people to become entrepreneurs, especially in the less developed areas of
East Anatolia and South East Anatolia. KOSGEB should prepare particular
policies for distinct regions. Last but not least, some sectors are more adversely
affected by some problems than others. For instance, entrepreneurs in the
automotive and hairdresser-beauty center related sectors find bureaucratic
burdens and the lack of suitable workplaces and city infrastructure to be more
problematic than those in other sectors. Young entrepreneurs who own café-
restaurants paid more for third-party consultancy services more than others.

KOSGEB should prepare special policies for distinct sectors.

Other KOSGEB-related problems are the insufficient amount of support,
KOSGEB consultants’ inability to provide adequate support, the inadequate
length and content of KOSGEB AET, and the problematic location of the
KOSGEB directorate in cities. These problems are directly linked to KOSGEB
and could thus be eliminated by it. KOSGEB is an important organization for

youth entrepreneurship, but some areas of its work require improvement.
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APPENDIX B. PERCENTAGE OF SURVEY RESPONSES IN

DIFFERENT GROUPS
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Table A2 Percentage of Female Participants’ Survey Responses
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Table A3 Percentage of Male Participants’ Survey Responses
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Table A4 Percentage of Participants’ Survey Responses Having Primary School Degree

%¥6'C

3IpaI1)) JO 12139]

%000 yoddns awry-auo st poddng digsiauaidenuyg

%OL'TT 2doog 110ddng ajenbapeuy

%88 spood aseyoind mauaidanuy 13)7e 11oddns sfed gADSON
2%80'€C SmI2[qo1J paseg uonengay

%000 9JOWIAI ST 2J810)0AII DSOS JO UONEd0] YL

%V6 T Sumrel], gaDSO JO JUSJU0D pue Ioquinu djenbapeuy

%SETE ensuo) GOS0 Aq pasne)) Sw[qoig
%LT6T g4DS0M 4q pasne)) swo[qoig
%0 LE gHDSO JO poLdd juswhey
%I1S0T junowry Moddng
LT uonsang) Jo swa[qoiq
2%€€'S ‘ssaursnq oy} Jurdeuewr o[Iym ousradxaul pue 2ouLIOUSI Y %LT 9T SO Z1-6
%ITEl UOTJE[SIS] PUE SAME[ JNOQE 93 pI[MOWY JUSIOIJNSUT SUIACE] 9%E6'S SIPUOTA 6-9
%6¢£°91 9oURTY SUMIRIY %S0°¢e SIPUON 9-¢
%le' 1T A310 9y Jo aamonyseul pue (Juaz)oor]dyiom o[qeing %SL¥E SIPUON €
%6¥'0C SOXE[, YEL'ET | %PTLY | %b1TS ON
%9€ €T "33 suonedijdde pue suoissiuuad ‘saInpadsold onedneaIng %017 9L | %9LTE | %98°L¥ SIA
9T uonssn() Jo sWIqo.1g s1 vl £l (4! suonsangy
%'t %WLTY | %86S %LLOE | %06°SE | %Lb'8 %IL'T %Tr'e %6t %80°S | %69°1 BIPI ON
%95°T | %89EL | %EL'S %86°S %LTY | %PST | %TP'E | %95°T %STST | %Iy vl | %bS'T Jades1(q A[duong
%IL'T %86°S %69°L %99'61 | %0881 | %80°S %9T0T | %9T°01 | %I8'8T | %88TT | %¥T¥ EERELT
%61 vE | %SELT | U06'SE | %BOET | %6L YT | %ESTY | %STOF | Y%bb vy | %P9t | %USLYE | %868 913y
%TI'8S | %TL8F | %0ESE | %IS0T | %¥FTOl | %LETY | %9%'8E | %TE6E | %0191 | %88TT | %¥S'TS 3y A[duong
I 01 6 8 L 9 S 14 € 4 I suonsangy

109



Table A5 Percentage of Participants’ Survey Responses Having High School Degree
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Table A6 Percentage of Participants’ Survey Responses Having Undergraduate Degree
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Table A7 Percentage of Participants’ Survey Responses Having Graduate Degree
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Table A8 Percentage of Participants’ Survey Responses Living in Ankara
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Table A9 Percentage of Participants’ Survey Responses Living in Istanbul
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Table A10 Percentage of Participants’ Survey Responses Living in Mediterranean Region
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Table A1l Percentage of Participants’ Survey Responses Living in East Anatolian Region
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Table A12 Percentage of Participants’ Survey Responses Living in Aegean Region
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Table A13 Percentage of Participants’ Survey Responses Living in South East Anatolian

Region
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Table A14 Percentage of Participants’ Survey Responses Living in Central Anatolian Region

(without Ankara)
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Table A15 Percentage of Participants’ Survey Responses Living in Black Sea Region
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Table A16 Percentage of Participants’ Survey Responses Living in Marmara Region (without

Istanbul)
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Table A17 Percentage of Participants’ Survey Responses in Printing and Advertising Sector
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Table A18 Percentage of Participants’ Survey Responses in Automotive Sector
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Table A19 Percentage of Participants’ Survey Responses in Food Related Sector
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Table A20 Percentage of Participants’ Survey Responses in Construction Sector
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Table A21 Percentage of Participants’ Survey Responses in Pharmacy Sector
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Table A22 Percentage of Participants’ Survey Responses in Hairdresser — Beauty Center Sector
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Table A23 Percentage of Participants’ Survey Responses in Café - Restaurant Sector
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Table A24 Percentage of Participants’ Survey Responses in Textile Sector

%6¢°t

1IPaI)) JO 1919

%00°0 1oddns swm-auo st proddng digsmausidonuy

%80°S 2doog 11oddng ajenbapeuy

%6¢ '€ spood aseyoind mauardonuy 1d)ye oddns sAed gHOSON
%98°T1 swI2[qoId paseq uone[n3ay

%00°0 21021 ST 2JBI0N0AINJ FTDSON JO UoNEBIo] A,

%6E € Fumurel] gaDSO JO JUSJU0D pue Iaquunu ojenbapeuy

%S$6°91 Jueynsuo) gFDSOM Aq pasne)) Swa[qoig
%¥e0T g4DS0 £q pasne)) swajqoid
%E0°CT gHDSON JO PoLdd JudAeg
%9S°€1 junowy poddng
L1 uonsang) Jo swajqoig
%EF9 'sSauIsnq ay) SUISEUB J[IYMm 20usLIadXaur pue 90ueIOusI AU, %S0'L1 SYIUOTAT ZT-6
%98'C1 UONB[SIZa] PUR SME] JNOQE S3PI[0W JUITOJNSUT SUIABH %8T°¢1 SIPUOIA 6-9
%L09T 30UBUT] SUIYIedY %1€ 0% STHUOIAl 9-€
%P9 A113 91} JO 3IMIDODISEIUT PUE (JUa1)30B]d}I0M S[qRIING %9%'6T SPUOIN £
%L0°TC SIXE], %l6°LT | %Tr¥L | %9T¥S ON
%¢€6'81 *012 suonedrjdde pue suorssiurRd saInpadold 2njeIdneang %L8TL | %I18+vT | %tL sty SaA
91 uonsanQ) Jo suR[qoIg SI 14 €1 4! suonsan)
%tt's %tp's %8001 [ %I16°LT | %99°SE | %69°L %ey’S %819 %69°L %9%'8 %01°¢ BIPI ON
%8L°0 %881 %8L°0 %0¢€'6 %029 %leT %EE'T %LL0 %9%'8 %69°L %0T°€ JaIges1( A[suons
%881 %¢ES’8 %869 %S6°ET | %86'9 %ET'6 %869 %80°ET | %LLOT | %T69T | %S9¥ 9213esI(q
%60°'TF | %ETO0E | %98'I¥ | %I0TE | %ITPE | %S8EE | WIEOr | %S8'Er | %69'Ly | %9%'8F | %1967 RIBY
%OT'TS | %9THS | %IC0F | %EB'LT | %SOLT | %T69F | %bL'St | %ST9E | %8EST | %981 | %ES6¢ 9213V A[suoxn§
1 01 6 8 L 9 S 14 € 4 ! suonsand

129



Table A25 Percentage of Participants’ Survey Responses in Engineering, Mechanics and IT

Sector

%66'C PRI JO 1P

%000 11o0ddns awm-auo s1 oddng digsmauaidonuy

%66'T adoog uoddng arenbapeuy

%L6'S spoos aseyoind mauaidanuy 1aye oddns sAed gHDSON
%v6'T1 SW3qoI] paseq uonenssy

%000 2]0WAI ST 9JBI0195IIJ GHDSOI JO UOLEIO[ oYL

%611 Suturel], ggHSO 10 1U21U0D pue Jaquunu ajenbapeu]

%88°€C jueynsuo) HOSO Aq pasne) SwWo[qOId
%68TT gIDS0 Aq pasne) sw[qoi]
%06°0T gaDS03] Jo poLd  1uawkeg
%y el junoury Hoddng
L1 uonsang) Jo swia[qoig
%08 L *$S3UISN] 2) SUIFeURT J[IYM 20USTIAdXIUT PUBR d0URIOUSI I, %8S LT SIPUOIAl 7I-6
%98°01 UOTE[SIFa] Pue SME[ INOQE 23PS[MOWY JUATOYJNSUT SUIARE] %L691 SIPUOIA 679
%€ES’LT 95URU] SUIORIY %9L'SE SUOIN 9-€
%SS°L1 K19 3y Jo ampanLseLul pue (Juar)aoe|dyIom S[qeIng %0L'6T SPUoOA £
%IS¥FT SeXe[, YTV TT | %C6'8L | %L1'8F ON
%St 1T ‘019 suonedidde pue suoissiurad fsamnpadold onemneang %8SLL | %80 1T | %E]'IS SOX
9T UONSIN() JO SUA[O.I] 51 a1 €1 41 suonsanQ)
%TTr | %tF8 %99 %0LTT | %06°ST | %0E0T | %E99 %T8Y %L9°9 %1601 | %06 ©BIPI ON
%l0E | %E99 | %i8Y | %El9 | %I8T | %vTy | %lI9t | %I9E | %606 | %8rS | %0T1 %idesiq Luong
%2C0°9 %C8'% %¢€9°9 %IV | %ThS %9L9T | %VTOT | %E8'L UFTYT | %PTFT | %E9TI 3213eS1q
%8S Py | %LS'TF | %I8IS | %F0'8E | %61'8F [ %r9th | %IBIS | %I0ES | %LIOF | %8S'LE | %66'9F 18y
%LL'TY | %SS8E [ %TI'0E | %TO6T | %L98L | %SH'ST | WIL'LT | %TLl0E | %EEEL | %6L8] | %Cl0E 3313y Ljduong
11 01 6 8 L 9 s L4 € 4 ! suonsand

130



Table A26 Percentage of Participants’ Survey Responses in Other Sectors
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APPENDIX C. TURKISH SUMMARY / TURKCE OZET

Geng issizlik, son 10 yilda toplumlarda ekonomik ve sosyal yonden cesitli
problemlere sebep olmaktadir. Geng issizlik rakamlari iilkelerdeki genel igsizlik
rakamlarinin ¢ok iizerindedir. Gengler yas ve tecriibeleri itibari ile ilk islerini
bulmakta zorlanirken, yine ayni sebepten herhangi bir kriz aninda isten ilk
cikarilanlar olmaktadir. Bu sebeplerden otiirli geng girisimcilik, geng issizlige
kars1 bir ¢ozlim olarak ortaya ¢ikmaktadir. Gengler yetigkinlere gore girisimcilik
konusunda daha isteklidir. Bu nedenlerden &tiirii devletler ve diger
organizasyonlar girisimciligi desteklemek icin egitim programlari, danismanlik,

hibeler, faizsiz krediler gibi destekler vermektedir.

Bu tez ¢alismasindaki biitiin geng girisimciler KOBI 6lgeginde firma sahipleridir.
Tiirkiye’de bir isletmenin KOBI olarak smiflandirilabilmesi igin ¢alisan sayisinin
250’nin altinda olmast ve yillik cirosunun 40 milyonun altinda olmasi
gerekmektedir (Sanayi Bakanlig1,2012). TSE (2016) ’ya gore, Tiirkiye’de
isletmelerin %99’u KOBI o6l¢egindedir. KOBI’ler Tiirkiye’deki istihdamin
%73,5’inden, toplam gelirin %62,5’inden ve maas harcamalarinin %54,5’inden
sorumludur. KOBI’ler biiyiik 6lgekli firmalarm kiiciik versiyonlar: degildir.
Kendilerine 6zgii 6zellikleri vardir, 6rnek olarak; pazardaki degisimlere ve
firsatlara kars1 hizli ve esnek olma, degisikliklere kars1 daha agik olma sayilabilir.
KOBI’ler sik ekonomik kriz yasanan iilkeler icin ¢ok 6nemlidir. Tiirkiye gibi sik

ekonomik krizler yasayan iilkelerde KOBI’ler i¢in firsatlar da olusmaktadir.

KOSGEB, Kiigiik ve Orta Olgekli Isletmeleri Gelistirme ve Destekleme Idaresi
Baskanlig1, bir kamu kurumu olarak, otuz bes yi1ldan uzun bir siiredir Tiirkiye’de
girisimciligi gelistirmek icin ¢alismaktadir. KOSGEB isminden de anlasilacagi

lizere ozellikle kiiciik ve orta boy isletmelerin (KOBI) gelisimine odaklanmustir.
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KOSGEB destekleri egitim programlari, proje bazli destekler ve diger destekler
olmak iizere 3 ana kategori altinda toplanabilir. Bazi KOSGEB destekleri
arasinda, Girisimcilik Destek Programi, Genel Destek Programu, Is Birligi — Giig
Birligi Destek Programi, Proje Bazli Isletme Destek Programlari, Isletme
Gelistirme Destek Programi, Ar-Ge ve Inovasyon Destek Programi, Gelisen
Pazarlar Destek Programi, Laboratuvar destekleri sayilabilir. Diinya’nin bir¢cok
iilkesinde KOSGEB gibi KOBI’leri destekleyen kamu kurumlar1 bulunmaktadir,
Amerika Birlesik Devletleri’nde SBA (Kiigiik Isletmeler idaresi) ve Almanya’da
BMWI (Federal Ekonomi ve Enerji Bakanlig1) gibi.

Bu tez calismasinda devlet destegi alan girisimcilerin karsilastigi problemler
arastirilmistir. Literatlir taramast sonucunda geng girisimcilerin problemleri 6
ana baglik altinda toplanmistir. Bunlar; finansman kaynakli problemler, sosyal ve
kiiltiirel problemler, girisimcilik egitimi yetersizligi, kamu kaynakli problemler,

isletme destek hizmetleri yetersizligi ve diger problemlerdir.

Finansman, bir isletmenin ihtiyaclarinda, satin almalarinda ve yatirimlarinda
kullanilan paranin temin edilmesidir. Finansman kaynaklari, i¢ ve dis kaynaklar
olmak {izere ikiye ayirilir. Isletmenin 6z kaynaklari, elde ettigi kar ve ortaklara
ait kaynaklar i¢ kaynak olarak sayilabilirken; krediler, borglar, finansal
kiralamalar, risk sermayesi gibi kaynaklar dis kaynak olarak sayilabilir. Cogu
zaman i¢ kaynaklar isletme icin yeterli olmaz ve isletme dis kaynaklar
kullanmaya ihtiya¢ duyar. Geng girisimciler yaslarinin geng olmasi ve kredi
skorlarmin diisiik olmasi sebebi ile finans kurumlar tarafindan riskli yatirim
olarak degerlendirilirler. Bankalarin geng girisimcilere kredi teklifleri genellikle
yiiksek faizli ve kisa geri 6deme periyotludur. Uzun kredi bekleme siireleri ve
istenen dokiimanlari temin etmek finansman problemini daha da zorlastirir.
Mikro finans, tohum yatirimi, melek yatirnmcilik gibi diger finansman

kaynaklarmin sinirlt olmasi diger bir finansman problemidir. Geng girisimciler
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finansmana erisim problemini ¢6zmek icin, yart zamanlt islerde calismak
zorunda kalabiliyorlar. Bu da girisimcinin odagmi dagitiyor, dolayisi ile

isletmenin basar1 ihtimalini ve 6mriinii kisaltiyor (Van Gelderen et al., 2011).

Sosyal ve kiiltiirel etkiler geng girisimciler i¢in hem pozitif hem de negatif etkiye
sahip olabiliyor. Eger girisimciligin toplumdaki imaj1 iyi ve kabul edilebilirligi
yiikksekse, genclerin girisimci olmak i¢in motivasyonlart artiyor. Fakat
girisimciligin toplumdaki algisi1 kotiiyse 6rnegin, girisimciler bencil, acimasiz ve
sahtekar olarak goriililyorsa ya da girisimcilik etik olmayan tutumlar ile birlikte
aniliyorsa Ornegin, yolsuzluk, kayit disilik, kayirmacilik gibi, genclerin kendi
islerini kurma motivasyonu diisiik oluyor. Ailenin ve ¢evrenin geng girisimciye
destegi de motivasyonu artiran baska bir faktordiir, 6zellikle ailede basarili bir
girisimcinin olmasi, gengler lizerinde olumlu etki olusturmaktadir (Schoof,

2006).

Schoff (2006)‘in bulgularina gore geng girisimciler, geng ve tecriibeleri kisith
oldugu icin yetigkinlere gore problemlerden daha ¢ok etkileniyor. Girisimcilik
egitimleri geng girisimcileri problemlere kars1 daha dayanikli hale getiriyor.
Girigimcilerin sinirh girisimeilik egitimi imkanlari da bu ylizden bir problem

olarak degerlendirilebilir.

Geng girisimcilerin kamu ile ilgili siiregleri de problemli olabiliyor. Giincel
mevzuatlar hakkinda bilgi sahibi olma, kamu ile ilgili stireglerin karmasikligi,
yetersiz altyapr bunlar arasinda sayilabilir. Bunlara ek olarak, vergilendirme,
patent ve telif hakki islemleri, kamu kurumlarindan alinmasi gereken izinler ve
onaylar, sirket kurma islemleri, tilkedeki ticaret hukuku altyapis1 kamu kaynakli
diger problemlerdir. 30 yasindan kiiclik bir isletmecinin tiim bu siireglere
hakimiyeti ¢ok zor olmaktadir. Bir 6rnek vermek gerekirse sadece isletmenin

resmi olarak kurulmasi bazi iilkelerde bir aydan fazla stirmektedir, bu siire
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isletmenin sinirli kaynaklarinin bosa harcanmasi ve girisimcinin motivasyonunda

diisiis anlamina gelmektedir (Schoof, 2006).

Isletme destek hizmetleri birgok iilkede ¢ok kisithdir. Kisitli olmayan iilkelerde
ise geng girisimciler bu hizmetlerden bihaber durumda olabiliyorlar (Schoof,
2006). Bu problemlerin yaninda girisimcileri etkileyen diger problemler de
bulunmaktadir. Isletmenin faaliyet gosterdigi sektdr ve pazar kaynakl
problemler bunlarin baginda gelir. Talep yetersizligi ve belirsizligi, miisteriye
ulasmadaki engeller, pazardaki yliksek rekabet sektére ve pazara Ozgi
problemlerdir. Geng¢ girisimcinin sahsi ile ilgili problemler, ornegin; saghk
problemleri, ailesel ve cevresel problemler de bir¢ok girisimcinin batmasina
neden olmaktadir (Van Gelderen et al., 2011). Iyi calisan bulma ve onlar
yonetme baska bir sikintili konudur (Piskinsiit, 2011). Miisteriler, tedarikgiler,
yatirimeilar, bankalar ve kamu kurumlar tarafindan yeterince ciddiye alinmama
da genc girisimcilerin siklikla karsilastigi  problemdir (Darby, 2004).
Bulunduklar1 sehre ait alt yapisal problemler; uygun isyeri veya ofis bulamama,
elektrik, su, internet altyapis1 da girisimciler i¢in sorun teskil etmektedir (Schoof,
2006). Sehirdeki can ve mal giivenligi kaygis1 da girisimcilerin motivasyonunu

diisiiren etmenlerden biridir (Fatoki & Chindoga, 2011).

Literatiir taramasinda ortaya ¢ikan problemlerin Tiirkiye’deki geng¢ girisimciler
icin de gecerli olabilecegi diisiiniildii. Boylece tezdeki ilk hipotez olusturuldu:
Literatiir taramasinda genel olarak belirlenen problemler, KOSGEB’ten Devlet
Destegi alan Tiirk geng girisimciler i¢in de gegerlidir. Tez ¢alismasina katilan
geng girisimcilerin cinsiyetleri, egitim seviyeleri, yasadiklar1 gehirler ve faaliyet
gosterdikleri sektorler farklidir. Bu farklilik tezin ikinci hipotezini ortaya
cikarmistir: Geng girisimcilerin profil farkliliklar1 problemlerin geng girisimciler

tizerindeki etkilerini degistirebilmektedir. Eger problemlerin etkisi, geng
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girisimcilerin profil farkliliklarina gore degisiyorsa, profil farkliliklarina

odaklanarak problemlerin etkisi sinirlandirilabilir.

Bu tez ¢alismasinda KOSGEB Girisimcilik Destek Programindan faydalanan
1089 geng girisimci ile anket yapildi. Anket ¢calismasinda 17 soru yer almaktadir.
Sorular genel olarak geng¢ girisimcinin profilini belirlemek, karsilastig
problemleri tespit etmek, KOSGEB ve KOSGEB’in destek programlari ile
goriiglerini 6lgmek amaci ile hazirlandi. Anket ¢aligsmasi 60 farkli sehirde 7 farkli
bolgede gerceklestirildi. Katilimcilarin iicte biri kadinlardan olugmaktadir.
Katilmeilarin. %11°1 yalnizca ilkokul diplomasina, %35°1 yalnizca lise
diplomasina, %49’u iiniversite yalnizca diplomasina ve %>5’i lisans {stii
diplomaya sahiptir. Boylece katilimcilarin %54°t lisans egitimine sahiptir.
Kadinlari %353 lisans derecesine sahipken, erkeklerin %55,2’si lisans derecesine
sahiptir. Ankete katilan gen¢ girisimcilerin faaliyet gosterdikleri sektorler 10

farkli gruba ayrilmistir.

Bunlarin yaninda anketin bazi kisitlamalar1 mevcuttur. Tiirkiye’de 81 olmasina
ragmen anket 60 ilde yapilmistir, bu da tiim sehirlere ait verilere ulagilamadigi
anlamma gelmektedir. Bolgesel ve sektorel siniflandirma yapilirken her bir
grupta yaklasik 50 katilimcr olmasina dikkat edilmistir. 50’den az katilimcisi
olan gruplar ya birlestirilmis ya da ‘Diger Sektorler’ grubunda incelenmistir.
Bolgesel anlamda gruplandirma yapilirken ise Tiirkiye’nin yedi cografi bolgesi
dikkate alinmustir. Ankara ve Istanbul’da katilime: sayis1 fazla oldugu igin bu iki
il bolgelerden farkli olarak ele alinmistir. Ek olarak, bu calismada yalnizca
KOSGEB’ten destek alan geng girisimciler incelenmistir. Tiirkiye’de KOSGEB
gibi TUBITAK ve Kalkinma Ajanslarin da geng girisimcilere destek

vermektedir.
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KOSGEB’in bir kamu kurulusu olarak, girisimcilere destek verebilmesi i¢in
cesitli prosediirleri vardir. Geng girisimcilerin KOSGEB Girigsimcilik Destek
Programindan destek alabilmeleri icin 32 saatlik KOSGEB Uygulamali
Girigimcilik Egitimi’ne katilmalar1 ve bu egitime ait Katilim Sertifikasina sahip

olmalar1 gerekmektedir.

KOSGEB’den Devlet Destegi alan geng¢ girisimcilerin %86’s1, 32 saatlik
KOSGEB Uygulamali Girigimcilik Egitimi’nde 6grendiklerini sirket kurulus
stirecinde kullandiklarin1 belirtmislerdir. Bu oran KOSGEB Uygulamalik
Girisimcilik Egitiminin 0nemini bir kez daha gozler Oniine sermistir.
Girigimcilerin %55‘1 KOSGEB destegi olmasaydi islerini kuramayacaklarini
belirtmislerdir. Buradan KOSGEB’in girisimcilik siirecinde ¢ok aktif rol aldigi
ve geng girisimcilerin girisimcilik motivasyonlarini artirdigr ¢ikarimi yapilabilir.
Katilimeilarin %62°si KOSGEB desteklerini yeterli bulduklarini belirtmisleridir,
buna ragmen bir kisim girisimciler 16. soruda KOSGEB destek miktarinin
artirilmast  gerektigini belirtmislerdir. KOSGEB ‘de ¢alisan danismanlarin
ithtiyac halinde ulasim saglanmasi konusunda, girisimcilerin %81 ‘i kolayca
ulagabildiklerini  belirtmislerdir. Gen¢ girisimcilerin = %82‘si  KOSGEB
danigsmanlarinin konularina hakim olduklarini ve problemlerini ¢ozdiiklerini
belirtmislerdir bunun yaninda 16. soruda bazi girisimciler KOSGEB ’te ¢alisan

uzmanlardan dolayi ¢esitli sikintilar yasadiklarinin altin1 ¢izmislerdir.

Bunlarin yaninda, katilimcilarin %75’1 KOSGEB Desteklerinin biirokratik
yiikiiniin ¢ok fazla oldugunu belirtmislerdir. KOSGEB Girisimcilik Destek
Programinin biirokratik siireglerinin fazlaligi konusuna geng girisimciler 16. ve
17. sorularda da deginmislerdir. Geng¢ girisimcilerin neredeyse yarisi diger
KOSGEB Desteklerinden haberlerinin olmadigin1 belirtmiglerdir. Bu oran
zorunlu olarak 32 saat egitim almis girisimciler i¢in ¢ok yiiksek bir orandir.

Girigimcilerin ~ yarisindan  fazlasti KOSGEB  Destek  6demelerinden
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memnunlardir. Katilimeilarin %83t KOSGEB’i basarili bulmaktadir, dyle ki
%3801 tekrar is kursa KOSGEB ile ¢alisacagini belirtmistir. KOSGEB algi olarak
geng girisimciler ic¢in yiiksek pozitif bir algiya sahiptir denilebilir. Geng

girisimcilerin %90°1 devletin girisimcilik politikalarint bagarili bulmaktadir.

Anket caligmasi sonuglart KOSGEB‘ten Devlet Destegi alan geng girisimcilerin
bir kisminin i¢lincii-taraflardan ticret karsiligi damigmanlik destegi aldigini
ortaya koymustur. Katilimcilarin yarist ticret karsiligi destek veren firmalarin
kendileri ile irtibata gegtigini beyan etmistir. Katilimeilarin %28’1 de iicretini
Odeyerek bu firmalardan ya da kisilerden danigmanlik hizmeti satin almistir. Bu
rakam oldukga yiiksek goriinmektedir, ¢iinkii tim katilimcilar KOSGEB’in

diizenlemis oldugu 32 saatlik Uygulamali Girisimcilik Egitimi’ne katilmiglardir.

Katilimcilarin {icte biri destek sonrasi KOSGEB‘te calisan danismanlarin
kendileri ile irtibata gectigini belirtmislerdir. Yine ligte birt KOSGEB Destek
O0demelerinin 6 ay icerisinde gerceklestigini belirtmiglerdir. 16. soruda
katilimcilardan cevaplardaki 6 problemden en ¢ok sikinti yasadiklari ti¢linii
se¢meleri istendi. En ¢ok sikint1 yasanan ii¢ problem %20 den fazla girisimcinin
tercih etmesit ile, sirasiyla; izinler, bagvurular gibi biirokratik prosediirler, vergiler
ve uygun yer (kiralik) bulunamamasi ve sehrin altyapist ile ilgili problemler
olmustur. Finansmana erisim, kanun mevzuat bilmeme ve bilgisizlik ve

tecriibesizlik sirasi ile takip eden problemler olmustur.

Son soruda gen¢ girisimcilerden KOSGEB ile ilgili sikdyet ve Onerilerini
paylasmalar1 istenmistir. Soruyu 314 girisimci cevaplamistir. En sik cevaplanan
sikayetler KOSGEB ve siirecleri ile ilgili olmustur. Bunlar arasinda,
KOSGEB’de calisan danigman kaynakli problemler, KOSGEB Uygulamal
Girisimcilik Egitimi kaynakli problemler, KOSGEB Miidiirliigiiniin sehir

icindeki konumu yer almaktadir. En sik rastlanan ikinci cevap ise KOSGEB
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Destek o6deme siirelerinin uzunlugudur. Sonrasinda, KOSGEB mevzuati
kaynakl1 problemler gelmektedir; KOSGEB Destek 6deme politikalari, destek
kapsaminin darhigi, KOSGEB Girisimcilik desteginin bir defaya mahsus
verilmesi, teminat mektubu. Katilimcilarin kiiciik bir kismi1 ise KOSGEB

Girisimcilik Destek Programi‘nin destek miktarini az bulmustur.

Anket sonuglarina gore, KOSGEB’ten Devlet Destegi alan geng girisimcilerin
karsilastiklar1 problemler ile literatiir arastirmasinda elde edilen problemler
benzerlik gdstermektedir. Finansmana erisim, girisimcilik egitimi, kamu ile ilgili
siirecler ve bilirokratik yiik her iki ¢alismada bulunmaktadir. Girisimcilik
stirecinde yasanan bilgisizlik ve tecriibesizlik ve sehrin altyapisi ile ilgili
problemler de her iki ¢aligmada yer almaktadir. Tiim bu bulgularin 1s181nda ilk

hipotezin reddedilemez oldugu belirlenmistir.

Geng girisimcilerin cinsiyet, egitim diizeyi, isletmenin bulundugu sehir veya
bolge ve sektor farkliliklarina gore problemlerden etkilenme durumlari da
incelendi. Oransal hipotez testleri bu incelemede kullanildi. Cinsiyet ve egitim
durumu iki 6rneklem oransal hipotez Z testi kullanilarak incelendi. Belirtilen
farklar istatistiksel olarak anlamlidir. Kadin gen¢ girisimciler KOSGEB
destekleri hakkinda erkek geng girisimcilerden daha fazla bilgiye sahip. Benzer
sekilde kadin geng girisimciler devletin girisimcilik politikalarimi erkek geng
girisimcilerden daha bagarili bulurken, biirokratik islemlerin daha fazla oldugunu
diisiiniiyor. Egitim durumu goz 6niine alindiginda, KOSGEB desteklerinin kendi
islerini kurma siirecinde etkisi, iiniversite mezunu gen¢ girisimciler igin
{iniversite mezunu olmayanlara gore gorece daha az. Universite mezunlarinin
KOSGEB destekleri konusunda bilgileri daha fazladir. Lisans derecesine sahip
olmayan geng girisimciler iigiincii-taraf danigmanlik firmalarindan daha fazla

hizmet almislardir ve biirokratik siireclerde daha fazla problem yasamislardir.

137



Geng girisimciler arasindaki sehir ve bolge farkliliklarinin problemlerden
etkilenme durumuna etkisi oransal hipotez Z testi kullanilarak incelendi.
Girisimciler Ankara, Istanbul biiyiiksehirleri ve Marmara, Ege, Akdeniz, I¢
Anadolu, Karadeniz, Dogu Anadolu ve Giiney Dogu Anadolu cografi bolgeler
olmak tizere 9 farkli baslik altinda incelendi. Kadin girisimciler %50’ye yakin
oranlarda en fazla Ankara ve Marmara bolgesinde KOSGEB Girisimcilik Destek
Programi’ndan faydalanirken, %30’un altindaki oranlarla en az I¢ Anadolu ve
Giliney Dogu Anadolu’da faydalanmislardir. Tiim geng girisimciler arasinda en
fazla katilim 150 kisiden fazla katilim ile Akdeniz ve Karadeniz bdlgelerinde

olmustur. En az katilim ise 66 kisi ile Marmara bolgesinden gerceklesmistir.

Asagida belirtilen c¢ikarimlar, istatistiksel olarak anlamli olan ¢ikarimlardir.
Ankara’da yasayan geng¢ girisimciler KOSGEB Desteklerinin girisimcilik
stirecindeki etkisinin diger bolgelere gore daha farkli oldugunu belirtmislerdir.
Marmara ve Giiney Dogu Anadolu bdlgesindeki geng girisimcilerin KOSGEB
Destekleri hakkinda bilgileri digerlerine gore farklidir. Sadece Istanbul’da
yasayan geng girisimciler devletin girisimcilik politikalarina farkli bir yaklagim
sergiliyor. Ankara ve Istanbul’da yasayan girisimciler, diger bolgelere gore
liclincii-taraflardan daha az damismanlik hizmeti almislardir. Akdeniz ve
Karadeniz’de isletmesi bulunan geng girisimler ise iigiincii-taraf danismanlik
sirketlerinden daha ¢ok faydalanmislardir. KOSGEB destek 6demeleri Marmara
bolgesinde daha erken Odenirken, Istanbul’da daha ge¢ &denmistir. Ankara
altyapisal olarak diger bolgelere gore geng girisimcilerin ihtiyaglarini1 daha fazla
karsilamistir. Altyapisal problemler Ankara’da daha az goriilmiistiir fakat
Karadeniz bolgesinde diger bolgelere gore daha fazla goriilmiistiir. Isletme
yonetiminde yasanan bilgisizlik ve tecriibesizlik Ankara’daki geng girisimcilerde

daha fazla goriiniirken, Istanbul ‘dakilerde daha az goriinmiistiir.
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Geng girisimcilerin  profil farkliliklarinin  problemler {izerindeki etkisi
incelenirken son farklilik olarak sektér farkliligi da incelenmistir. Sektor
farklilig1 oransal hipotez Z testi kullanilarak degerlendirilmistir. Incelenen
sektorler; matbaa-reklam ajanslari, otomotiv, insaat, eczacilik, kuafor ve giizellik
merkezi, kafe-restoran, gida ile ilgili diger sektorler, tekstil, miihendislik-
mekanik—bilgi teknolojileri, gida ile ilgili sektorler ve diger sektorlerdir. Kadin
girisimcilerin sik goriildiigi sektorler her ikisinde de %60’dan fazla katilim ile
Eczacilik ve kuafor ve gilizellik merkezidir. Kadin girisimciler her ikisinde de
%20’nin altinda katilim ile en az otomotiv ve miihendislik-mekanik—bilgi
teknolojileri sektorlerindedir. Tiim geng girisimciler en fazla kuafor ve giizellik
merkezi, kafe-restoran, tekstil, mithendislik-mekanik—bilgi teknolojileri ve diger
sektorler basliginda isletme kurmustur. Her birinin tim sektorler arasindaki
yiizdesi %10°dan biiyiiktiir. Geng girisimciler %5’°in altinda bir oranla, en az

matbaa-reklam ajanslar1 ve otomotiv sektorlerinde isletme kurmuslardir.

Kuafor—giizellik merkezi, tekstil, eczacilik, insaat, kafe-restoran sektorlerindeki
geng girisimciler KOSGEB olmasaydi, isimi kuramazdim sorusuna diger
sektorlere gore daha farkli cevap vermislerdir. KOSGEB’in girisimcilere
getirdigi biirokratik yiik, genele gore insaat, miihendislik-mekanik—bilgi
teknolojileri, otomotiv, kuafor-gilizellik merkezi ve diger sektorlerde farklilik
gostermektedir. Diger KOSGEB Destekleri hakkinda bilgi sahibi olma orani,
otomotiv, matbaa—reklam ajans1 ve miihendislik-mekanik-bilgi teknolojileri

sektorlerinde farklilik gostermektedir.

Devletin girisim politikalarina yaklasim genele gore kuafor-giizellik merkezi,
eczacilik, tekstil, miihendislik-mekanik—bilgi teknolojileri, tekstil, matbaa ve
reklam ajansi, otomotiv ve diger sektorlerde farklilik gostermektedir. Kafe-
restoran, matbaa-reklam ajansi, eczacilik ve miihendislik-mekanik—bilgi

teknolojileri sektorlerindeki geng girisimcilerin tiglincii-taraflardan danigsmanlik
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hizmeti satin alma orani diger geng girisimcilerden oldukga farklidir. Uygun
(kiralik) igyeri ve sehrin altyapisi ile ilgili oransal olarak, genel katilimcilara gore
daha farkli olan sektorler arasinda; kuafor-giizellik merkezi, otomotiv,
mithendislik-mekanik-bilgi teknolojileri ve diger sektorler sayilabilir. Eczacilik,
kafe-restoran ve miihendislik-mekanik-bilgi teknolojileri sektorlerindeki geng
girisimcilerin kanun ve mevzuat bilmeme problemindeki oranlar1 diger geng
girisimcilere gore farklidir. Otomotiv, matbaa-reklam ajansi, insaat ve tekstil
sektorlerindeki katilimcilarin isletme yonetiminde yasadiklari bilgisizlik ve

tecriibesizlikten etkilenme orani diger katilimcilara gore farklidir.

Farkli cinsiyetlerdeki, egitim seviyelerindeki, bolgelerdeki ve sektorlerdeki geng
girisimciler iizerinde problemlerin etkileri farklidir. Problemlerin her bir farklilik
tizerinde farkl etkisi vardir. Tiim bu bulgular 15181nda, bu tez ¢aligmasinin test
ettigi ikinci hipotez, profil farkliliklarinin problemlere yaklagimi degistirdigi

dogrulanmaistir.

Literatiir taramasinda ortaya ¢ikan tiim problemler, katilimcilara sorulmamustir.
Kisisel ve sosyal problemler, pazarla ilgili problemler, uygun eleman bulma,
miisteri, tedarik¢i ve yatirimer kaynakli problemler bu tezin konusu degildir. Bu
tezde 6zellikle devlet ile ilgili stirecler ve KOSGEB ile ilgili problemler iizerinde
durulmustur. Katilimcilara sorulan sorular kamu kurumlart ve KOSGEB ile
yasadiklar1 problemlerle ilgilidir. Bu ¢alismanin amaglarindan biri KOSGEB
yetkilileri ve geng¢ girisimcilikle ilgilenen diger kamu kuruluslarina bir yol
haritas1 sunmaktir. KOSGEB geng girisimciligin gelistirilmesinde ¢ok dnemli bir

rol oynarken, KOSGEB’in gelistirmesi gereken bazi konular vardir.

Oncelikle, girisimcilik egitimi, geng girisimcilerin problemlerini ortadan
kaldiran ya da azaltan, onlarin basar olasiliklarini artiran bir konudur. KOSGEB

Girigimcilik Destek Programindan faydalanmak isteyen girisimcilerin, 32 saat
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stiren KOSGEB Uygulamali Destek Egitim Programini bagari ile tamamlayip,
sertifikalarim1  almalar1 gerekmektedir. Bu tez caligmasindaki 1089 geng
girisimcinin  tamami1 bu sertifikayr almislardir. Fakat gen¢ girisimciler
KOSGEB’in verdigi girisimcilik egitiminin bircok agidan gelistirilmesi
gerektigini konusunda hemfikirdir. Geng girisimciler KOSGEB Uygulamali
Girisimcilik Egitimine katilabilmek i¢in uzun siire beklediklerini sdylemislerdir.
KOSGEB bu egitimleri daha sik diizenlerse bu problem ortadan kalkacaktir.
Katilimcilarin azzimsanmayacak bir kismi KOSGEB’in diger destekleri, kanun,
mevzuatlar ve isletme yonetimi konularinda yeterince bilgi sahibi olmadiklarini
belirtmislerdir. Oysa ki, bu konular KOSGEB Uygulamali Girisimcilik Egitimi
miifredatinda mevcuttur. KOSGEB’in girisimcilik egitiminin igeriklerinin ve

egitimcilerinin kalifikasyonlarinin gelistirilmesi gerekmektedir.

Ikinci olarak, 16. sorunun ¢iktilarma gore geng girisimciler en cok KOSGEB’in
blirokratik siireclerinden sikayet etmislerdir. Dokiiman hazirlanmasi icin
harcanan zamani, 6deme ve onaylar icin beklenmesi gereken zamani uzun
siirecler olarak nitelendirmislerdir. 15. soruda katilimcilarin {igte biri destek
O0demelerinin alinma siiresinin 6 aydan uzun siirdiiglinii belirtmislerdir. Bu
sebeple, kisith kaynaklarla ve daha ¢ok hizmet sektorii agirlikli ¢alisan geng
girisimciler nakit akisim  yonetmekte zorlanmaktadir. KOSGEB’in  tiim
Girisimcilik Destek Programu siireclerini bagtan ele almasi, gereksiz biirokratik
zorunluluklar1 ortadan kaldirilmasi ve destek 6deme siireclerinin daha makul

stirelere ¢ekilmesi gerekmektedir.

Uciincii olarak tez ¢alismasi geng girisimciler arasindaki profil farkliliklarmin
problemlerin girisimciler lizerindeki etkisini degistirdigini ortaya koymustur.
Farkli cinsiyet, egitim seviyesi, bolge ve sektordeki gen¢ girisimciler farkli
problemlere karsi daha giiclii veya hassas olabilmektedir. Bu da profil

farkliliklarin1 g6z Oniine alarak hazirlanacak bir eylem planinin geng
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girisimcilerin problemlerine daha hizli, kolay ve ucuz ¢6ziimler iiretebilecegini
gostermektedir. Ornegin; iiniversite mezunu olmayan girisimcilerin KOSGEB
Uygulamali Girigimcilik Egitimine ihtiyaci, olanlara gore daha fazladir.
Universite mezunu olmayanlara daha kapsamli ve onlarm ihtiyaglarma tam
olarak cevap verecek bir egitim programi hazirlanabilir. Ek olarak, bolgesel
farkliliklar da problemlerin girisimciler iizerindeki etkisini artirmaktadir. Uygun
kiralik yer ve sehir altyapis1 kaynakli problemi belediyeler ve valiliklerle yapilan
ortak ¢alismalar sonrasi ortadan kaldirilabilir. Destek 6deme siiresi uzun olan

bolgelerde 6deme siirecleri hizlandirilabilir.

KOSGEB’in girisimcilik kararindaki etkisi Dogu Anadolu ve Giliney Dogu
Anadolu gibi daha az gelismis bolgelerde daha fazladir. Bu ¢ikarim girisimceilik
ve desteklerle bolgeler aras1 gelismislik farkliliklar azaltilabilir. Bunun i¢in s6z
konusu bolgelere 6zel destek programlari hazirlanabilir. Son olarak belirli
sektorlerde belirli problemler 6n plana ¢ikmaktadir. Ornegin; otomotiv ve
kuafor-giizellik merkezi sektorleri KOSGEB’in biirokratik siireclerinden ve
sehirdeki altyapisal problemlerden daha fazla etkilenmektedir. Kafe-Restoran
sektorlindekiler digerlerine gore daha fazla {igiincii-taraf danigsmanlik hizmeti

satin almiglardir.

Son olarak KOSGEB yetkilileri birka¢ konuda daha gelistirme yapabilir. Bunlar;
destek miktarlarinin  artirllmasi, KOSGEB danismanlarinin  niteliginin
artirilmasi, sehirlerindeki KOSGEB Miidiirliiklerinin daha uygun konumlara
taginmast ya da siireglerin miidiirliikklere gitmeden ytiriitiilmesinin saglanmasi
olarak siralanabilir. Tiim bu bulgular 15181nda KOSGEB geng girisimciler i¢in

cok dnemli bir kurum olsa da gelistirmesi gereken siirecleri vardir.
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