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Abstract

Considering its dual focus on creating competitive advantage and utilizing new opportunities, the interest in Strategic
Entrepreneurship (SE) research has increased rapidly over the last two decades, and the relationship of this concept with
other fields is also under scrutiny. The literature on middle management has also taken its share from this increasing
interest. It is argued in the relevant literature that middle manager roles serve as the foundation of the company’s strategic
entrepreneurship. The present study aims at showcasing the relationships between the two basic academic disciplines. In
order to test this aim, a total of 330 questionnaires were applied to mid-level managers of medium-sized enterprises in
Bursa, Sakarya, Istanbul, Kocaeli and Konya provinces operating in Turkey and leading in the automotive supply industry.
It is thought that the four basic strategic roles of middle managers significantly relate to the four dimensions that reveal
the SE of the enterprises. The successful integration of these two fields can pave the way for the development of a new
and important perspective for both researchers and practitioners. Moreover, the implications of the study will shed light
on future research and applications on the integration of these two subjects, which are scarce in the existing literature.

Keywords: integration, middle management, middle manager, strategic entrepreneurship (SE), strategic roles.
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Introduction perspective and willingness for sustainable

The new living environment of the
business world and companies emphasises the
indispensability of the existence of change.
This is the context in which technology has
brought competition to a new dimension
through digital transformation (Bettis and Hitt,
1995; Ireland and Hitt, 1999). However, it
should not be forgotten that change brings new
opportunities, and companies endeavour to
capitalise on these opportunities (Shane &
Venkataraman, 2000).

In this context, entrepreneurship is one
of the most well-known efforts of companies
and managers to achieve success in
competition.  Because the basis of
entrepreneurship lies in seizing opportunities
and achieving success in the new
understanding of competitiveness. Especially
motivation, which includes a long-term

success, plays an important role in this process.
As a matter of fact, all levels of management,
especially senior managers, play an important
role in integrating the strategic and
entrepreneurial dimensions of SE. In this
study, firstly entrepreneurship is discussed in
relation to the SE process, then the conceptual
framework of strategic entrepreneurship is
discussed and finally the relationship between
strategic  entrepreneurship and  middle
managers is discussed. The relationship
between the discussion and strategic
entrepreneurship is analysed through field
research and the relationship between them is
tried to be described.

Copyright © 2023 Author(s), published by Vytautas Magnus University. This is an open access article distributed under
the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution Non-Commercial 4.0 (CC BY-NC 4.0) license, which permits unrestricted
use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium provided the original author and source are credited. The material
cannot be used for commercial purposes.
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A Short Conceptual Framework for
Entrepreneurship

The ability of organisations to adapt to
an evolving and rapidly changing world
depends on how uncertainties are managed and
the level of proactive behaviour (McGrath and
MacMillan, 2000: 1). Because
entrepreneurship involves identifying and
exploiting opportunities in an uncertain
environment regardless of the availability of
resources (Stevenson et al., 1983). Especially
in parallel with the economic developments,
new features have been added to the definition
of entrepreneur over time. For example, Say
mentions that in the 1800s, the entrepreneur
was a contractor who mediated between capital
and labour. Schumpeter, on the other hand,
emphasises the necessity for the entrepreneur
to be innovative and dynamic. Another
emphasis is on the important contributions that
entrepreneurship makes to the economic
welfare of regions and nations, such as
providing new employment opportunities by
paving the way for the establishment of new

enterprises  through  innovations  and
technological changes. Today,
entrepreneurship,  which  is  generally

recognised as an incentive to create value as a
result of the individual actions of firms (Peng,
2001), is seen as a way of coping with the new
competitive environment and its tremendous
pace of change (Brock and Evans, 1989; Hitt
and Reed, 2000).

On Strategic Entrepreneurship

The relationship between strategy and
entrepreneurship is a remarkable issue for both
those working in the organisational field and
those working on the impact of management
on entrepreneurship (Acs and Audtretsch,
2003; Bruton et al. 2013). Because, the
relationship between these two concepts
describes a two-way relationship in creating
added value. While discussions on the concept
of entrepreneurship, which is in mutual
interaction, aim to create value, those who
research on strategy discuss how to create
value (Pitelis, 2009). As a matter of fact,
according to Dess et al. (1999: 85), not only
those working in this field but also strategic
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management researchers are making efforts to
understand entrepreneurship. Schendel and
Hofer (1979: 6) argue that the choice made by
the entrepreneur is important in understanding
strategy and strategic management. Because it
is accepted that strategy paves the way with
strategic thinking on the entrepreneur in both
planning and implementation  process
(Zabriskie and Huellmantel, 1991). On the
other hand, it is necessary to evaluate the
relationship between these two concepts
through the concept of opportunity. Because
opportunities are guiding in the description of
both concepts and in the understanding of
competition (Hitt et al, 2001; Ireland et al,
2001).

In particular, the fact that competition
has become increasingly difficult and complex
has forced businesses to change and improve
the way they create value for their stakeholders
and achieve their goals (Hitt et al., 2001: 69).
This need for change and development forces
businesses to make a decision between doing
the necessary activities to utilise today's
competitive advantages while using their
limited resources and skills and discovering
innovations  today that will provide
competitive advantage to the firm in the future
(Ireland and Webb, 2007: 50). For the solution
of these challenges, entrepreneurship
contributes by creating opportunities and
strategic management contributes by turning
these  opportunities  into  competitive
advantage.

Therefore, strategic entrepreneurship is
the integration process of entrepreneurship and
strategic management (Hitt et al., 2001: 480).
As a matter of fact, Hitt, Ireland, Camp and
Sexton (2001: 481) define it as the area where
strategic  understanding/thinking intersects
with entrepreneurial understanding and claim
that this is also necessary to create prosperity.
Because researchers and practitioners working
in the field of entrepreneurship and strategy
show how to achieve competitiveness and
sustainable success through this relationship
(Alvarez and Busenitz, 2001). In this context,
strategic  entrepreneurship  explains  how
competitiveness is integrated with strategy and
how entrepreneurship is created through
opportunities.
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In this regard, Cooper (1979) plays a
pioneering role with his researches. In
particular, his analyses of the relationship
between  strategy, performance  and
entrepreneurship are pioneering. Venture
creation and how it arises from the relationship
between innovation and opportunity creation
make important contributions to the
understanding of a new paradigm for strategic
management employees (Sandberg, 1992).
However, the concept of strategic
entrepreneurship is first encountered in
Mintzberg's studies since the two thousand
years. In 1973, Mintzberg talked about the
entrepreneurial role of the manager who
determines the strategy and the entrepreneurial
organisational structure, and in 1975, under the
name of entrepreneurship school, one of the
ten schools of strategic management, he
defined the concept of entrepreneurship from a
strategic perspective as an element that can
both facilitate and complicate the strategy
process. These definitions have given a
perspective to the concept of strategic
entrepreneurship in its current meaning
(Mintzberg, 1973). However, here, the concept
of entrepreneurship is more of a complement
to strategy or has different qualities from
strategy. Looking at the academic literature,
the special issue on "strategic
entrepreneurship™ in 2001 by Strategic
Management Journal is important in terms of
emphasising the concept. This special issue
aims to encourage, develop and disseminate
research that integrates entrepreneurship and
strategic management perspectives. Many of
the published articles focus on new and
different entrepreneurial approaches and
strategies. The studies link entrepreneurship
and strategic management with new and
different approaches such as creative
destruction (discontinuities), resource-based
view, organisational learning, network theory,
transaction costs and institutional theory.
These studies, which make important
theoretical and empirical contributions to the
field, provide a solid foundation for future
research on strategic entrepreneurship. In
addition, Hitt et al. published “Strategic
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Entrepreneurship: Creating a New Mindset”
published by Hitt et al. in 2002 has been an

important reference for strategic
entrepreneurship. These studies, on the one
hand, bring the concept of strategic

entrepreneurship to the agenda and, on the
other hand, provide important steps in the
formation of the literature (Foss & Lyngsie,
2011). In addition, the literature on the field is
developing with contributions from many
fields such as economics, psychology,
sociology, organisational behaviour and
organisation theory, but it has a scattered and
fragmented literature.

The main dimensions of strategic
entrepreneurship can be listed as follows
(Ireland et al., 2003; Tantau et al., 2011):

a. Entrepreneurial culture includes the
skills of risk-taking, dealing with uncertainty,
opportunity chasing, flexibility, adaptability,
living and managing in a chaotic environment.
The culture in which these skills live naturally
makes the entrepreneurial drive strong.
Because being an entrepreneur teaches how to
utilise opportunities in a timely, accurate and
effective manner. It also shows how to deal
with uncertainty and weaknesses.

b. The second dimension of strategic
entrepreneurship is entrepreneurial leadership.
Entrepreneurial leadership is about aligning
resources and showing how the organisation
should behave towards the goal. Especially
considering the integrity of the strategy as a
long-term process, developing the skills and
discovering new talents of the companies is the
ingenuity of the entrepreneurial leadership
process. This also applies to the management
of human resources and the harmonisation of
employees with the environment.

c. Strategic entrepreneurship is the
strategic management of resources. In the
strategic management process, one of the
defined objectives is how the resources of the
companies will be wused and become
competitive in the long term. This includes not
only the harmonisation of resources with the
environment but also how all the resources
used should be used for the sustainability of the
company.
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d. Finally, encouraging and managing
creativity for innovation is another dimension
of the strategic entrepreneurship approach.
Especially with globalisation, the dimension of
competitiveness has changed and the need for
innovation has increased. As Tantau et al.
(2011) says; An entrepreneur is an innovative
person or organisation that implements change
in the market. For this purpose, innovations
can be made in the existence and quality of
goods, production methods, exploration of new
markets, renewal of supply sources and finally
organisational form.

Importance of Middle Managers for
Strategic Entrepreneurship

While Bower (1970) argues that middle
managers are the architects of change, their
contribution to business strategy and even how
their strategic perspective (Zahra, 1991; Zahra
& Covin, 1995) contributes to
entrepreneurship is an important research
topic. It is argued that the perspectives of these
managers contribute to the creation of strategy
(Bartlett & Ghoshal, 1993; Nonaka, 1994),
strategy implementation (Floyd &
Wooldridge, 1997) as well as strategic
entrepreneurship. This situation, which is also
a strategy learning process, is also important in
terms of talent discovery and efforts to
improve the process. The middle management
perspective also sees the strategy process as a
learning process. This process includes the
discovery and development of new capabilities
for long-term and sustainable competitive
advantage (Floyd and Wooldridge, 2000).

In other words, middle managers are
indispensable for the SE process (Kuratko,
2017). It is generally accepted that the middle
level of management is above the operational
structure for organisations and below the top
managers (Dutton and Ashford, 1993). What
makes them effective and differentiates them is
that they have the power to integrate
operational knowledge with top management.
This highlights their ability to mediate and
guide between the environment and the
organisation, to carry information and to run
effective operations (Hutzschenreuter and
Kleindienst, 2006; Rouleau and Balogun,
2011). In addition, these managers collect and
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analyse all reactions from the market and
buyers, interpret this information and balance
opportunities and threats (Dutton, Ashford and
O'Neill 1997, Floyd and Wooldridge 1994,
1997, Van Cauwenbergh and Cool 1982,
Wooldridge and Floyd 1990). The
effectiveness of middle managers can be
clearly seen in a study conducted by Balogun
(2003). Using qualitative methodology, this
study reveals how the influence of middle
managers increases and how top managers can
become uncertain.

In this context;

a. Implementation: The implementation
of strategy is often seen as a routine of the top
level. However, competitive and complex
environment confronts organisations with new
realities. In this case, while the roles of senior
managers regarding the development of the
strategy come to the fore, the task undertaken
by the middle level for focus and
implementation becomes more important.
This is because middle managers, who manage
the tactical proposals in the implementation
process, also undertake resource management,
which is indispensable for the existence of the
strategy. In this case, implementation in the SE
process plays a key role in achieving strategic
advantage in a dynamic environment.

Hypothesis 1: The role of middle
managers in the implementation process has a
positive relationship with strategic resource
management of SE.

b. Synthesis: According to Floyd and
Wooldridge (1997), middle managers have a
very central and decisive position and power in
terms of organisational coordinates. This
position highlights their role not only in the
acquisition of knowledge but also in the
transfer of knowledge by using their skills,
expertise, etc. In other words, their
synthesising power and analysing skills make
them knowledge workers and operation
experts (Dutton & Jackson, 1987). This role
strengthens their ties with the environment and
enables them to manage the data they obtain
from the environment more easily and
effectively. Thus, they contribute to the
formation of the big picture and form the
entrepreneurial mind with their comments.
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Hypothesis 2: The synthesising role of
middle managers is positively related to the
entrepreneurial mindset dimension of SE.

c.Simplification/Facilitation:

Organisations aim to ensure that daily/routine
operations run smoothly through the simple
flow they have. Organisational flexibility
contributes to this. Flexibility and simplicity
are important for the correct functioning of the
process and for the organisation to work in
harmony with the environment. In this
direction, middle managers take the initiative
and find new and improvable ideas, which lead
to flexibility, harmony and the right connection
with the environment. Because these new and
simple ideas are important for living in a
dynamic and innovation-structured
environment. What is more important is to find
them and adapt them to the organisation
(Kuratko et al., 2005). The facilitation process,
managed by middle managers, creates the
organisational culture necessary for innovation
and creativity and contributes to the
management of the entrepreneurial start-up
with a balance of resource use.

Hypothesis 3: The facilitative role of
middle managers is positively related to the
entrepreneurial culture dimension of SE.

d. Championing: The creation of new
capabilities and new variations of existing
capabilities, creating new areas of use and thus
supporting the strategic initiative has led to the
emergence of this concept. For this, middle
level managers are needed. This is because
middle managers are called master translators
who are able to understand the strategic
development of the company, the market
demand for different use of resources, the
ability to reorganise and disrupt routines as
well as manage them, and to see the future of
the environment by going beyond the demands
of the environment (Nordqvist and Melin,
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2008: 327). This role is recommended to
middle managers as a key role for SE and this
role is recognised by internal and external
stakeholders (Floyd and Wooldridge, 1997).
Hypothesis 4: The championing role of
middle managers is positively related to the
entrepreneurial leadership dimension of SE.

Methodology

In this study, we assume that middle
management/manager roles serve as the
foundation of the company’s strategic
entrepreneurship. At the same time, we aim to
determine the relations between two distinct
academic fields with each other. In order to test
this assumption, a 31-item questionnaire was
given to mid-level managers of medium-sized
enterprises working for leading automotive
supply companies in Bursa, Sakarya, Istanbul,
Kocaeli and Konya provinces of Turkey. The
measurement of strategic entrepreneurship was
done with a statistically valid and reliable four-
dimensional strategic entrepreneurship scale
developed by Kimuli (2011). It was targeted to
reach 330 middle managers. In this scale, there
were 4 questions about entrepreneurial
mindset, 4 questions about entrepreneurial
culture, 3 questions about entrepreneurial
leadership and 4 questions about strategic
management of resources, which totals to 15
questions in the guestionnaire. The scale was
designed as a 5-point Likert scale. It was
translated into Turkish by Turkmen and
Yilmaz (2019) as a result of meticulous work.
The second section was devoted to evaluating
middle managers’ actions and it was carried
out by using a scale which was developed by
Floyd and Wooldridge (1992) and previously
used by Gokce et al. (2020). As a result of the
fieldwork, 311 proper and evaluable
questionnaires were obtained and analyzed.
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Strategic Roles of Middle Manager Dimensions of Strategic Entrepreneurship
Facilitating <«——»  Entrepreneurial Culture
Championing - Entrepreneurial Leadership
Implementing <«——» Managing Resources Strategically
Synthesizing «— Entrepreneurial Mindset

Figure 1. Research Model

As a result of the field research, it is
expected to demonstrate a significant and
strong relationship between the four strategic
roles of middle managers and the four
dimensions that reveal the strategic
entrepreneurship of enterprises. In case the
results of the analysis meet the expectations,
the successful integration of these two fields
can pave the way for the development of a new
and important perspective for both
researchers and practitioners. Another purpose
is to present propositions that aim to shed light
on future research and applications on these
two subjects, which are very limited in the
literature, based on the inferences from the
analyses.

Findings

The scale was given out to 330 middle
managers working in different departments of
medium-scale enterprises operating in Turkey
which have a leading position in the
automotive supply industry in Bursa, Sakarya,
Istanbul, Kocaeli and Konya provinces, yet
readable and meaningful data could be
obtained from 311 of the participants. Of the
respondents, 47 (15.1%) were in Konya, 39
(12.5%) in Sakarya, 93 (29.9%) in Istanbul, 61
(19.6%) in Kocaeli, and 71 (22.8%) in Bursa.
Due to both the development levels and
population density in the automotive sector, it
is understandable that Istanbul has more
participants than the others.

Table 1. Participants’ Cities

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent

\alid Konya 47 15,1 15,1 15,1
Sakarya 39 12,5 12,5 27,7
Istanbul 93 29,9 29,9 57,6
Kocaeli 61 19,6 19,6 77,2
Bursa 71 22,8 22,8 100,0
Total 311 100,0 100,0

The research was completed with 311
participants, consisting of 156 (50.2%) males
and 155 (49.8%) females. According to the
results of the household labor force survey,
14.4% of senior and middle managers of
companies was female in 2012, whereas it rose
up to 19.3% in 2020. However, considering the

increasing education rate of women over the
years (87.7% as of 2020) and the increase in
the labor force participation rate of women
with higher education degrees, the equal
distribution of participants between genders is
not surprising.

Table 2. Participants’ Gender

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent [ Valid Percent Percent
Valid Male 156 50,2 50,2 50,2
Female 155 49,8 49,8 100,0
Total 311 ] 100,0 100,0
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As for the age scale of the participants, it
can be seen that 22 of them (7.1%) are at and
below 25 years, and 115 (37%) are aged 26 to
35. The number of managers between the ages
of 36-45 is 106 (34.1%). The next sub-group
consisted of those aged 46 to 55, which

13 (4.2%) managers in the age group of 56 and
over. When we look at the age distribution of
middle level managers, it can be seen that there
are 215 managers (71.1%) between the ages of
26 and 45. This represents a fairly
understandable range for managers in the

contained 55 participants (17.7%). There are middle of their career.

Table 3. Participants’ Age

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent
\Valid iglgv\e/ars and 29 71 71 71
26-35 115 37,0 37,0 44,1
36— 45 106 34,1 34,1 78,1
46 — 55 55 17,7 17,7 95,8
56 and above 13 4,2 4,2 100,0
Total 311 100,0 100,0

Distribution by professional experience
in the current position shows that 103 (33.1%)
managers have been working in the same place
for 1 to 3 years; 66 (21.2%) for 4 to 7 years; 64
(20.6%) for 8 to 11 years; 33 (10.6%) for 12 to

15 years, and 45 managers (14.5%) have been
working for 16 vyears and longer. The
employment period of a significant one-third
of the managers in the current position varies
between one year and three years.

Table 4. Participants’ Service Period in Current Company

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent [ Valid Percent Percent

\VValid 1-3 103 33,1 33,1 33,1
4-7 66 21,2 21,2 54,3
8-11 64 20,6 20,6 74,9
12-15 33 10,6 10,6 85,5
isoi’/iars and| s 14,5 14,5 100,0
Total 311 100,0 100,0

As regards the education level of the
participants, a significant portion, 193 persons
(62.1%), have a bachelor’s degree. When
master's and doctorate graduates are also
counted in, 222 of the managers (71.4%) have
education at undergraduate and graduate level.
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This implies the importance of education level
in adapting to the ever-changing and
developing environment and thus to business
life. As the level of education increases, the
performance of the managers is also expected
to be higher.
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Table 5. Participants’ Educational Level

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent [ Valid Percent Percent
\Valid  High school 46 14,8 14,8 14,8
Associate degree 43 13,8 13,8 28,6
Bachelor 193 62,1 62,1 90,7
Graduate 28 9,0 9,0 99,7
PhD 1 3 3 100,0
Total 311 100,0 100,0
Analyses

In order to test the validity of the findings
obtained from the field research, factor
analysis was performed. As a result of
Bartlett's test and Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO)

sampling suitability test, the value obtained for
KMO is .879 and the value obtained for Barlett
is .000 (for p <.05) and it is understood that it
is suitable for factor analysis.

Table 6. KMO and Bartlett's Test

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy.

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity

,879

Approx. Chi-Square 4680,593
df 465

Sig. ,000

The questionnaire used for the field
research was organised on a five-point Likert
scale and consisted of 31 questions in total.
The variables included in the questionnaire
could be listed as follows; entrepreneurial
oriented culture, entrepreneurial leadership,
entrepreneurial mindset, strategic resource

management, championing role of the middle
manager, facilitating role, synthesising role
and implementation role. In the factor analysis,
eleven questions that were not compatible with
the factor distribution were removed. Eight
factors to be used for the analysis emerged and
are shown in Table 7.

Table 7. Results of Explanatory Factor Analysis on Variables

Statement Factor load

Alpha

MO AVE CR

We possess more promising ideas
than the time and resources that
are available to us.

Changes in society rarely lead to
commercially promising ideas in
our company.

We always have ideas that can
turn into profitable services.

We focus on improving our
company's existing services.

779

,736

EOC

,649

,584

0,598 0,645* 0,48 0,78

Good interpersonal relations and
courteous and diplomatic
leadership come first for me as the
founder.

My leadership comes from
persuading others perfectly from
my point of view.

We encourage people and try to
build self-confidence through
reassuring behavior and
counselling.

771

EL

,753

,705

0,572 0,631* 0,55 0,79
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We passionately follow

; . ,867

entrepreneurial opportunities.

We attach  importance to

following the most promising 804

opportunities in a disciplined '

manner. 0,748 0,632* 0,59 0,85

S | We usually focus on consistency 709
W | of practices. :

We focus on involving everyone

in the process of identifying and ,668

pursuing venture opportunities.

We often focus on certain

resources of the company to ,840

maintain competitive advantage.

Our resources are strategically

managed to exploit simultaneous

o ,764

opportunities and  encourage

advantage-seeking behawo_r._ 0.724 0,710 0,55 0,83

Our managers have the ability to

5 strategically ~ structure  the 739
o | resource portfolio.

We encourage progressive and

strategic monitoring of resource 611

acquisition, retention and '

disposal.

I explain the job description and

necessity of new programs to my ,801

s subordinates.
S | I thoroughly evaluate new offers. ,794 0,759 0,695* 0,59 0,85
5 I search for new opportunities. ,736

| recqmmend projects/programs 734

to senior managers. '

| encourage informal

interviewing, discussion and ,823

information sharing.

s | | soften the arrangement as
S | needed so that new projects can be ,786 0,740 0,654* 0,56 0,84
& | launched.

I make time for experimental 746

programs. '

I make time for research projects. ,639

I provide a safe environment for 898

experimental programs. '

s | ge_1tr_1e_r informatior! about the 845

S fea5|b|I|ty_of new prolec_ts. 0,699 0,625* 0.71 0,01
& | ! keep in touch with other 829

| colleagues and students. '

| take advantage of changes in my 793

external environment. '

I monitor activities that support 827

senior management objectives. '

s | I'turn goals into action plans. 754
= | | turn organizational goals into 709 0,684 0,670* 0,52 0,81
% | individual goals. :
I give initiative to lower level
,575

managers.

It is possible to understand the of the eight factors were analysed and it was
consistency between the mean relationships understood that the model was reliable based
between judgements or questions by reliability on the combined reliability value of .70. It is
analysis. The factor reliability values for each possible to see the values obtained in Table 7.
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Table 7 shows that the reliability
coefficients of all factor groups are above 50%.
These values indicate a sufficient level of
reliability. Descriptive statistics are used to
summarize a large number of numerical data
obtained in research in a few simple terms.
Descriptive statistics cover the number of
times each value or set of values occurs in a

variable, the distribution of values around a
centrally chosen point, and the distance to the
midpoint or relative distance to each other. The
mean and standard deviation values of some of
these statistics were calculated for the factors
and are given in Table 7. Based on all these
data, all the hypotheses tested in the study were
accepted.

Table 8. Results of Regression Analysis on Variables

R Square F-Value Std. Beta Sig. Decision
1 ARMM-2>SRM 0,26 | 109,705 0,512 ,000 Accept
2 SRMM->EM 0,19 | 71,332 0,433 ,000 Accept
3 FRMM->EOC 0,09 | 27,256 0,285 ,000 Accept
4 CRMM~->EL 0,15 | 55,435 0,390 ,000 Accept

Regression analysis was performed in
order to understand the accuracy/inaccuracy of
the hypotheses. With the help of regression
analysis, the relationship between the roles of
middle managers and the dimensions of
strategic entrepreneurship was tried to be
understood. As seen in Table 8, the hypotheses
are confirmed.

Conclusion

Strategic  entrepreneurship is an
important concept on which many researches
have been carried out as well as a new one.
Knowing how to use strategic entrepreneurship
in terms of the future of companies reveals that
it will increase their competitiveness and
sustainability =~ power.  Although  each
management level has important duties in
managing this process, focusing on the
activities of middle managers in particular will
contribute to how organizations should learn
and manage the concept of strategic
entrepreneurship. Developing the capabilities
of middle managers within the framework of
many concepts such as environment,
dynamism, competition, knowledge transfer
and operational efficiency also means
developing the capabilities of organizations.

In this context, in order to learn about
strategic entrepreneurship in Turkey, the
automotive sub-industry sector, in which
Turkey has competitive power in the
international arena, has been selected. Five
provinces (Bursa, Sakarya, Istanbul, Kocaeli,
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Kocaeli and Konya), where both OEM and
aftermarket companies are located, were
selected and the impact of middle managers in
these companies in terms of strategic
entrepreneurship was analysed through four
main hypotheses. The findings obtained as a
result of the field research were analysed and a
same-directional relationship was found
between the roles undertaken by middle

managers and strategic entrepreneurship
dimensions for the automotive supplier
industry.

This situation will contribute to

understanding  the  competitiveness  of
automotive supply industry enterprises in
Turkey on an international scale. In other
words, it also shows that Turkish automotive
supply industry companies have talented
middle managers who establish the link
between a competitive, dynamic and uncertain
environment and the organisation. In other
words, there is a positive relationship between
the facilitating role of the middle manager and
entrepreneurial  culture,  between  the
championing role and entrepreneurial
leadership, between the implementation role
and resource management and finally between
synthesising and entrepreneurial mindset. In
this context, middle managers have a direct
contribution to strategic entrepreneurship.

e This study was supported by BAP
(Scientific Research Project) project no
221236002.  Project name:  Strategic
Entrepreneurship From Middle Management
Perspective.
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