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ABSTRACT

The purpose of the study is to determine the effects of the entrepreneurship tendency of orga-
nizational employees on social innovation. A quantitative study is conducted with participants
working in the cooling-heating sector in Istanbul. Survey technique is used for 390 individuals
of the sample. In the current study, data collected from the managers in establishments for
workers is analyzed using SPSS 23 package software. Reliability analysis of the data is conduct-
ed through the Cronbach Alpha coefficient. Skew and kurtosis values are analyzed to deter-
mine whether data in sub-dimensions are in the normal distribution. Data transformation is
conducted by drawing squares for “Social Innovation” variance that did not distribute normal-
ly. Unpaired T-Test and One-Way Variance Analysis (ANOVA) are performed to determine
whether Entrepreneurship Scale and Social Innovation Scale show significance in relation to
demographic variables. Results show that there is a significance between all variables -except
demographic gender- and the dimensions of entrepreneurship. There is a positive significance
between social innovation level and entrepreneurship level. In other words, as the creativity
level of employees and workers increases their entrepreneurship level rises.

Cite this article as: Pergen, N., Raza, A., & Ali, M. (2023). The effects of Intrapreneurship Ten-
dencies on Social Innovation in Organizations: A Practice on Employees in Cooling-Heating
Sector in Istanbul Tiirkiye. Yildiz Social Science Review, 9(1), 16-26.

0z
Aragtirmanin amaci, orgiitsel ¢aliganlarin girisimcilik egilimlerinin sosyal inovasyon tizerin-

deki etkilerini belirlemektir. Istanbul'da sogutma-isitma sektériinde galigan katilimcilarla nicel
bir aragtirma yapilmugtir. Orneklemin 390 bireyi icin anket teknigi kullanilmigtir. Bu caligma-
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da, isletmelerde ¢aliganlar i¢in yoneticilerden toplanan veriler SPSS 23 paket yazilimi kullani-
larak analiz edilmistir. Verilerin giivenirlik analizi Cronbach Alpha katsayist ile yapilmustir. Alt
boyutlardaki verilerin normal dagilimda olup olmadigini belirlemek i¢in ¢arpiklik ve basiklik
degerleri analiz edilmistir. Normal dagilmayan “Sosyal inovasyon” varyanst i¢in kareler izi-
lerek veri doniisiimii yapilir. Girisimcilik Olgegi ve Sosyal Inovasyon Olgeginin demografik
degiskenlere gore anlamlilik gosterip gostermedigini belirlemek i¢cin Unpaired T-Testi ve Tek
Yonlii Varyans Analizi (ANOVA) yapilmustir. Sonuglar, demografik cinsiyet digindaki tiim
degiskenler ile girisimciligin boyutlar1 arasinda anlamlilik oldugunu gostermektedir. Sosyal
inovasyon diizeyi ile girisimcilik diizeyi arasinda pozitif bir anlamlilik vardir. Diger bir deyisle,
caliganlarin ve ¢alisanlarin yaraticilik diizeyi arttikga girisimcilik diizeyleri de yiikselmektedir.

Atif icin yazim sekli: Delioglu, N., Raza, A., & Hulio, M. (2023). The effects of Intrapreneur-
ship Tendencies on Social Innovation in Organizations: A Practice on Employees in Cool-

ing-Heating Sector in Istanbul Tiirkiye. Yildiz Social Science Review, 9(1), 16-26.

1. INTRODUCTION

All establishments have to survive in the present econ-
omy in order to maintain their survival in the world. De-
velopments in the world all together have impacts on this
survival process. The establishments that can renew, change
or develop themselves are more likely to survive, which is
only possible with entrepreneurship and social innovations.

Regardless of how those two concepts mentioned before
seem to be different and independent from each other, ex-
perts in both groups are of creative and innovative char-
acter. Entrepreneurs make all necessary innovations where
they work whereas social innovation experts attempt to re-
move off the communal barriers before these innovations
(Agca and Buyukaslan, 2016).

The first actions in innovation, a function of entrepre-
neurship, took place in the socio-cultural leg. However,
the focus of practices shifted to a point of view toward the
economy and community as time passed. Due to failures
and communal problems in previous economies, it is inevi-
table to consider these two events as a whole.

1.1. Entrepreneurship: Definition

In the most general sense, entrepreneurship is starting
a business for profit by taking risks, which remains at the
forefront of the world and is a dynamic that is blended with
technology. Having harsh working conditions and thoughts
of earning more money, workers are encouraged to make
new attempts.

There has been complexity in the definition of entrepre-
neurship since some individuals are more able to observe or
create new opportunities while some are more successful in
realizing their ideas and dreams than others (Arikan, 2004).

Reviewing the studies on entrepreneurship, it is seen
there is a conflict between the concepts of management and
entrepreneurship. Upon investigating entrepreneur mod-
els, individuals are seen to be going on an independent,
short-term, dynamic, and opportunist path. It is normal
for them to behave professionally within the establishment
they started and run during growth. In this sense, they are

of Professional characteristics rather than any managers
(Berber, 2000).

Another dynamic that is studied with entrepreneurship
is leadership. The general sense is that entrepreneurs must
be leaders. The leadership characteristics that entrepre-
neurs have is seen to be one of the most significant factors
for executive success. The responsibility of a manager is de-
fined as directing all people in an establishment toward the
same vision, motivating and supporting them for success
(Arikan, 2002).

Establishments are much trying to be more corporate
in the present global world system. As a result of increasing
attempts in terms of entrepreneurship in establishments,
competition within a market has risen (Cetindamar and
Fis, 2007). Establishments have developed two separate
theories as “establishment entrepreneurship” and “corpo-
rate entrepreneurship” for defining entrepreneur behaviors
(Alpkan et al. 2005; Danisman and Erkocaoglan, 2007).
The goal of corporate entrepreneurship is to benefit from
opportunities in fast-changing markets, create a dynamic
competitive atmosphere, maintain an innovative and com-
petitive organizational structure, and be flexible (Covin and
Covin, 1990).

Having lots of definitions, entrepreneurship is defined
as the actions of individuals having entrepreneurial quali-
ties in an establishment by Drucker and as the individuals
who take responsibility implement any ideas in an estab-
lishment by Pinchot (Sharma and Chrisman, 1999; Agca
and Yoruk, 2006). Differently, Markoysa (2008: 374) de-
fined intrapreneurship as those who are energetic, creative,
risk-taking, flexible, and innovative characteristics. Taking
all these into consideration, it would be possible to define
intrapreneurship as helping an establishment to compete in
the related sector by one who has or must have the qualities
of an entrepreneur and his or her behaviors of taking risks
to increase profits.

Entrepreneurs enable any candidates of entrepreneurial
characteristics in an establishment. Those who are discov-
ered by work and organization networks and particularly
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previous entrepreneurs are defined as entrepreneurs. When
viewed from this aspect, the first entrepreneurs seem to be
a catalyzer, who take responsibilities with the new entre-
preneurs and then fade themselves to make new ones in-
dependent.

1.2. Entrepreneurship: Dimensions

Making Changes/Innovation: The process of creating
new products, services, processes, Technologies, and meth-
ods (Lumpkin and Dess 1996).

Risk Taking: Despite the possibility to lose, deciding on
investment and taking strategic actions to evaluate new op-
portunities in an atmosphere of uncertainty (Lumpkin and
Dess 1996-2001).

Pro activeness: Top management’s and establishment’s
tendency to be a leader and to make new attempts (Lump-
kin and Dess 1996-2001).

Autonomy: Independence that an individual, group, or
establishment shows during expressing an idea or a vision
(Lumpking and Dess, 1996).

Starting a New Business: Creating new products,
works, and new autonomous units or semi-autonomous
firms in the present establishment (Antoncic and Hisrich,
2001-2003).

Self-Renewal/Strategical Renewal: Re-formulating the
goals and strategies, re-defining work concepts, and re-or-
ganizational and organizational change (Antoncic, 2000).

Competitive Initiative: Positioning toward the rivals
or challenging them in the market directly and intensely
(Lumpkin and Dess, 1996; Antoncic, 2000).

1.3. Innovation: Definition

Innovation is defined as implementing products, new
marketing styles, organizational management or process-
es, which are considerably developed, in in-establishment
practices, establishments or external affairs (Yavuz, 2000).

1.3.1. Social Innovation

Social innovation is defined as creating innovative solu-
tions to cultural, economic, communal, and environmental
problems and implementing them in real life for people, the
community, and the planet themselves. Lots of social en-
trepreneurs today benefit from social innovations for solu-
tions to present problems that people face. Thanks to social
innovation, solutions are possible for such problems as lack
of energy and resources, economic crisis, poverty, discrim-
ination, health problems, educational problems, and demo-
graphic instabilities (Ozdemir and Ar, 2015).

2. METHOD

The study employed general survey model based on
quantitative data. The universe is the individuals living in
Istanbul city while the sample consisted of 390 individuals
randomly chosen and volunteered in participating in the

study. The study is limited to Istanbul city and results are
only used for the survey. Presumptively, the participants
did not misunderstand the questions and answers them
right.

2.1. Data Collection and Analysis

The survey form consisted of 3 sections. The first section
is formed for collecting data on their demographic charac-
teristics. “Entrepreneurship Scale” developed by Naktiyok is
used in the second section. The scale is developed for evalu-
ating 4 dimensions of innovation, proactive behaviors, new
entrepreneurship, and renewal tendency, which included
18 questions. In addition, a comprehensive literature review
is conducted, and it is seen that risk-taking, autonomy, and
competition are actively used in entrepreneurship. All in
all, these 3 dimensions are included in 4 dimensions, and
an entrepreneurship scale of 7 dimensions and 33 questions
is formed. Factor analysis made by Arat stresses on factor
load to be over 0.40 in the entrepreneurship scale. Factor
analysis show that there are 7 factors and 29 variables in the
Entrepreneurship Scale. It is found that 7 factors revealed
71% of the total variance. Reliability analysis show Cron-
bach Alpha value is 0.933. In the third section, the “Social
Innovation Scale” developed by Eren (2010) is performed.
As a result of factor analysis, the 7th question of 9 show the
factor load range is 0.559-0.777 and Cronbach Alpha coef-
ficient is 0.858 and revealed 51.382% of the total variance.

In the current study, quantitative data collected from
the managers in establishments for workers are analyzed
using SPSS 23 package software. Reliability analysis of
the data is conducted through the Cronbach Alpha co-
efficient. Skew and kurtosis values are analyzed to deter-
mine whether data in sub-dimensions are in the normal
distribution. Data transformation is conducted by draw-
ing squares for the “Social Innovation” variance that did
not distribute normally. Unpaired T-Test and One-Way
Variance Analysis (ANOVA) are conducted to determine
whether Entrepreneurship Scale and Social Innovation
Scale show significance in relation to demographic vari-
ables. Simple Linear Regression and Multiple Regression
Analyses are performed to find out the predicator effect
of entrepreneurship on social innovation. All analyses are
performed at 95% reliability.

3. RESULTS

Reviewing demographic characteristics of the partic-
ipants, 74.87% are male, 36.92% are between 31-37 years
and 61.28% are married. 66.15% had bachelor’s degrees and
22.82% has working experience between 6 to 8 years pre-
sented in Table 1.

3.1. Reliability Analysis of Scale Dimensions
Reliability criteria in accordance with the Cronbach al-
pha coefficient are as follows (Ozdamar, 1999).



Yildiz Social Science Review, Vol. 9, No. 1, pp. 16-26, 2023

19

Table 1. Distribution of Demographic Characteristics of
Participants

S %

Gender

Female 98 25.13

Male 292 74.87
Age

24-30 141 36.15

31-37 144 36.92

38 years and more 105 26.92
Marital Status

Married 239 61.28

Single 151 38.72
Education

Primary school 8 2.05

High school 18 4.62

Associate degree 17 4.36

Bachelor’s degree 258 66.15

Master’s degree 89 22.82
Professional seniority

Less than 2 years 27 6.92

3-5 years 62 15.90

6-8 years 89 22.82

9-12 years 79 20.26

13-16 years 72 18.46

More than 16 years 61 15.64

0.00 <a <0.40, scale is not reliable.

0.40 <a <0.60, scale is of low reliability.

0.60 <a <0.80, scale is moderately reliable.

0.80 <a <1.00, scale is highly reliable.

Table 2 shows “Renewal period” (0.719), “Autonomy”
(0.780), “Competitive entertainment” (0.632), “Proactive
behavior” (0.785), “Innovation” (0.787) and “Risk-taking”
(0.746) are moderately reliable while “Competitive entre-
preneur” (0.825) is highly reliable. The total Reliability
calculation of the entrepreneurship Scale is 0.940 (highly
reliable). The total Reliability calculation of the Social Inno-
vation Scale is 0.911 (highly reliable).

3.2. Comparison of Sub-dimensions of
Entrepreneurship Scale and Social Innovation
Scale and Demographic Variables

Research question: Do sub-dimensions of entrepre-
neurship scale and social innovation scale show signifi-
cance in accordance with gender?

Table 3 shows “Inter-personal” (=0.512), “Autonomy”
(=0.251), “Competitive entrepreneurship” (=0.248), “Pro-
active behavior” (=0.386), “Innovation” (=0.898), “Risk
taking” (= 0.244), and “Intrapreneurship” (=0.544) do not
show significance in relation to gender. In other words,

Table 2. Reliability Analysis

Dimensions Cronbach's Alpha f
Entrepreneurship Scale 0.940 29
Novel entrepreneur 0.825 7
Renewal period 0.719 4
Autonomy 0.780 4
Competitive entrepreneur 0.632 4
Proactive behavior 0.785 4
Innovation 0.787 3
Risk taking 0.746 3
Social Innovation Scale 0.911 8

new entrepreneurship, autonomy, competition power,
proactive behavior, innovation, risk taking, and intrapre-
neurship levels of both genders show similarity. Different
from this, it is found out that “Renewal period” (=0.001)
show significance in accordance with gender. Moreover, it
is seen that renewal duration of women (=3.88) is higher
than men (=3.62).

It is seen that “Social innovation” (=0.0 15) show sig-
nificance, also. Social innovation level of women (=4.21) is
higher than men’s (=3.98).

Research question: Do sub-dimensions of entrepreneur-
ship scale and social innovation scale show significance in
accordance with age?

Table 4 shows ANOVA results “New Entrepreneur-
ship” (=0.000), “autonomy” (=0.000), competitive entre-
preneurship” (=0.000), “innovation” (=0.000), “risk taking”
(=0.001), “entrepreneurship” (=0.000), and “social innova-
tion” (=0.000) are significant in accordance with age. Paired
comparison results show new entrepreneurship level of
the participants between 31-37 years is considerably lower
than those between 24-30 (=3.47; =0.000) and over 38 years
(=3.30; =0.038). It is found out that autonomy level of the
participants between 31-37 years (=3.11) is higher than those
between 24-30 (=3.53; =0.000) and over 38 years (=3.71;
=0.000). Entrepreneurship level of those over 38 (= 3.86) is
higher than those between 24-30 (=3.53; =0.002) and 31-
37 (=3.36; =0.000). Proactive behavior level of participants
31-37 (=3.21) is lower than those 24-30 (=3.74; =0.005) and
over 38 (=4). Innovation level of participants between 31-
37 years (=3.42) is lower than those between 24-30 (=3.53;
=0.025) and over 38 (=3.73; =0.000). Risk taking level of the
participants 31-37 (=2.5) is lower than those over 38 (=3.15;
=0,003). Entrepreneurship level of those 31-37 (=3.21) is
lower than those 24-30 (=3.49; =0.002) and over 38 (=3.66;
=0.000). In innovation dimension, social innovation level of
those over 38 (=4.30) is significantly higher than those 24-30
(=4.07; =0.005) and between. 31-37 (=3.81)

Research Question: Do sub-dimensions of entrepre-
neurship scale and social innovation scale show signifi-
cance in accordance with education history?
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Table 3. Unpaired T Test Results to determine whether sub-dimensions of entrepreneurship scale and social
innovation scale show significance in accordance with gender?

f X SD t daf P

New entrepreneurship
Female 98 331 0.93 0.656 388 0.512
Male 292 3.24 0.86

Renewal period
Female 98 3.88 0.61 3.469 206.249 0.001
Male 292 3.62 0.76

Autonomy
Female 98 3.33 0.88 -1.149 388 0.251
Male 292 3.45 0.90

Competitive entrepreneurship
Female 98 3.63 0.75 1.156 388 0.248
Male 292 3.53 0.74

Proactive Behavior
Female 98 3.80 0.63 0.868 233.089 0.386
Male 292 3.73 0.88

Innovation
Female 98 3.48 0.98 0.129 388 0.898
Male 292 3.46 1.00

Risk taking
Female 98 2.83 0.95 -1.167 388 0.244
Male 292 2.94 0.80

Entrepreneurship
Female 98 3.47 0.71 0.607 388 0.544
Male 292 3.42 0.69

Social Innovation
Female 98 4.21 0.34 2.451 334.102 0.015
Male 292 3.98 0.93

Table 5 shows that “Competitive entrepreneurship”
(0.272), “Proactive behavior” (=0.121), “Innovation”
(=0.407), “Entrepreneurship” (0.514) and “social inno-
vation” (0.234) are not significant in relation to educa-
tion history. On the contrary, “new entrepreneurship”
(=0.010), “autonomy” (=0.000), and “risk taking” (=0.000)
show significance in accordance with education history.
New entrepreneurship level of participants with bache-
lor’s degree (=3.02) is lower than those with below asso-
ciate degree (=3.42; =0.049) and master’s degree (=3.31;
=0.023). In the autonomy dimension, the autonomy lev-
el of those with master’s degrees (=3.92) is significantly
higher than those with associate degrees (=3.41; =0.007)
and bachelor’s degrees (=3.26) risk-taking level of those
with master’s degrees (=3.26) is higher than those with
below associate degrees (=2.50; =0.030) and bachelor’s de-
grees (=2.87).

Research Question: Do sub-dimensions of entrepre-

neurship scale and social innovation scale show signifi-
cance in accordance with Professional seniority?

Table 6 shows that “new entrepreneurship” (=0.086),
“renewal period” (=0.087), “autonomy” (=0.233), “compet-
itive entrepreneurship” (=0.0169), and “entrepreneurship’
(=0.248) dimensions are not significant in relation to pro-
fessional seniority. On the contrary, “proactive behavior”
(=0.000), “innovation’, “risk taking” (=0.004), and “social
innovation” (=0.014) are significant in relation to profes-
sional seniority. Proactive behaviors of the participants
with 9-12 years of professional seniority level is lower than
those with 6-8 years (=3.72; =0.032) and more than 13 years
(=4. 00; =0.000). The Innovation level of those 13 years and
more (=3.67) is significantly higher than those with 9-12
years (=3.23; =0.020) of professional seniority. Risk taking
level of the participants with less than 5 years of profession-
al seniority (=3.12) is higher than those with 6-8 years of
professional seniority (=2.71; =0.003).
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Table 4. ANOVA results to determine whether sub-dimensions of entrepreneurship scale and social innovation
scale show significance in accordance with age

ANOVA Results
Score f X SD Variance  Sumof df Mean f P
Source squares Square
New entrepreneurship
24-30 141 347 0.74 Inter-groups  15.711 2 7.855 10.661  0.000
31-37 144 3.01 0.95 In-group 285.162 387 0.737
38 and more 105 3.30 0.87 Total 300.873 389
Renewal period
24-30 141 3.60 0.71 Inter-groups  4.388 2 2.194 4.108 0.017
31-37 144 3.64 0.77 In-group 206.694 387 0.534
38 and more 105 3.86 0.69 Total 211.083 389
Autonomy
24-30 141 353 0.73 Inter-groups  24.511 2 12255 16.404 0.000
31-37 144 3.11 0.96 In-group 289.133 387 0.747
38 and more 105 3.71 0.89 Total 313.644 389
Competitive entrepreneurship
24-30 141 3,53 0.74 Inter-groups  15.348 2 7.674 14.926  0.000
31-37 144 336 0.75 In-group  198.967 387 0.514
38 and more 105 3.86 0.65 Total 214315 389
Proactive Behavior
24-30 141 3.74 0.89 Inter-groups  35.878 2 17.939  30.662  0.000
31-37 144 342 0.77 In-group 226.415 387 0.585
38 and more 105 4.19 0.54 Total 262.293 389
Innovation
24-30 141 3.53 0.89 Inter-groups  17.592 2 8.796 9.225 0.000
31-37 144 321 1.13 In-group 368.985 387 0.953
38 and more 105 3.73 0.86 Total 386.577 389
Risk taking
24-30 141 291 0.66 Inter-groups  9.526 2 4763 6.987  0.001
31-37 144 2.75 0.86 In-group 263.793 387 0.682
38 and more 105 3.15 097 Total 273.319 389
Entrepreneurship
24-30 141 349 0.65 Inter-groups  13.223 2 6.611 14.561  0.000
31-37 144 321 074 In-group 175724 387 0.454
38 and more 105 3.66 0.62 Total 188.947 389
Social Innovation
24-30 141 4.07 0.62 Inter-groups 638.434 2 319.217 11.657 0.000
31-37 144 381 1.04 In-group 10597.621 387 27.384
38 and more 105 430 0,63 Total 11236.054 389

Research Question: Do sub-dimensions of entrepre-
neurship scale and social innovation scale show significance
in accordance with a working year in the establishment?

Table 7 shows that working time had significance in
accordance with all dimensions in the study. It is seen that
new entrepreneurship level of the participants with 3-5

years of working time (=2.71) is lower than those with 2
years and less (=3.53; =0.000). In terms of “renewal time”
(=0.000), the renewal time level of those with 3-5 years
of working time (=3.32) is lower than those with 2 years
and less (=3.74; =0.002) and 6-12 years. Autonomy level of
those with 3-5 years of working time (=2.82) is lower than
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Table 5. ANOVA results to determine whether sub-dimensions of entrepreneurship scale and social innovation

scale show significance in accordance with education

ANOVA Results
Score f X SD Variance  Sumof df Mean f P
Source squares Square
New entrepreneurship
Below associate degree 43 342 1.26 Inter-groups  7.017 2 3.508 4.620  0.010
Bachelor’s degree 258 331 0.85 In-group  293.856 387 0.759
Master’s degree 89 3.02 0.68 Total 300.873 389
Renewal period
Below associate degree 43 388 0.43 Inter-groups  8.432 2 4.216 8.051  0.000
Bachelor’s degree 258 3,58 0.77 In-group  202.651 387 0.524
Master’s degree 89 389 0.70 Total 211.083 389
Autonomy
Below associate degree 43 341 1.01 Inter-groups  28.663 2 14332 19462  0.000
Bachelor’s degree 258 326 0.90 In-group  284.980 387 0.736
Master’s degree 89 392 0.60 Total 313.644 389
Competitive entrepreneurship
Below associate degree 43 338 0.60 Inter-groups  1.436 2 0718 1.306  0.272
Bachelor’s degree 258 3.58 0.79 In-group  212.878 387 0.550
Master’s degree 89 356 0.66 Total 214315 389
Proactive Behavior
Below associate degree 43 392 048 Inter-groups  2.849 2 1.424 2.125  0.121
Bachelor’s degree 258 376 091 In-group  259.444 387 0.670
Master’s degree 89 362 0.65 Total 262.293 389
Innovation
Below associate degree 43 360 1.55 Inter-groups  1.792 2 0.896 0.901  0.407
Bachelor’s degree 258 342 0.93 In-group  384.785 387 0.994
Master’s degree 89 353 0.86 Total 386.577 389
Risk taking
Below associate degree 43 250 0.82 Inter-groups  18.394 2 9.197 13962 0.000
Bachelor’s degree 258 2.87 0.86 In-group  254.925 387  0.659
Master’s degree 89 326 0.63 Total 273.319 389
Entrepreneurship
Below associate degree 43 347 0.80 Inter-groups  0.648 2 0324 0666 0.514
Bachelor’s degree 258 340 0.73 In-group  188.299 387 0.487
Master’s degree 89 350 0.54 Total 188.947 389
Social Innovation
Below associate degree 43 418 0.39 Inter-groups  84.089 2 42.044 1459 0.234
Bachelor’s degree 258 397 094 In-group 11151.965 387 28.816
Master’s degree 89 416 0.56 Total 11236.054 389

those with 2 years and less (=3.61; =0.000), 6-12 years
(=3.63; =0.000) and 13 years and more (=3.65; =0.000). It
is found that the level of “competitive entrepreneurship”
of those with 3-5 years of working time (=3.23) is lower
than those with 2 years (=3.59; =0.010), 6-12 years (=3.63;
=0.000) and 13 years and more (=3.82; =0.000). Proactive

behavior level of the participants with 13 years and more
of working time (=4.20) is higher than those with 2 years
and less (=3.65; =0.000), 3-5 years (=3.41; =0.000) and
6-12 years (=3.80; =0.000). Innovation level of the partic-
ipants with 13 years and more of working time (=4.06) in
the establishment is higher than those with 2 years and less
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Table 6. ANOVA results to determine whether sub-dimensions of entrepreneurship scale and social innovation
scale show significance in accordance with professional seniority

ANOVA Results
Score f X SD Variance  Sumof df Mean f p
Source squares Square
New entrepreneurship
5 years and less 89 335 0.77 Inter-groups  5.085 3 1695 2212 0.086
6-8 years 89 3.06 098 In-group  295.788 386 0.766
9-12 years 79 324 085 Total 300.873 389
13 years and more 133 333 0.88
Renewal period
5 years and less 89 362 0.89 Inter-groups  3.550 3 1.183 2201  0.087
6-8 years 89 3.80 0.69 In-group 207,33 386 0.538
9-12 years 79 354 0.69 Total 211.083 389
13 years and more 133 374 0.67
Autonomy
5 years and less 89 349 0.84 Inter-groups  3.456 3 1.152 1.434  0.233
6-8 years 89 339 090 In-group  310.188 386 0.804
9-12 years 79 356 092 Total 313.644 389
13 years and more 133 332 0.92
Competitive entrepreneurship
5 years and less 89 357 0.84 Inter-groups  2.775 30925 1.688  0.169
6-8 years 89 344 0.68 In-group  211.540 386 0.548
9-12 years 79 349 088 Total 214.315 389
13 years and more 133 3.66 0.60
Proactive behavior
5 years and less 89 3.69 1.02 Inter-groups  18.941 3 6.314  10.015  0.000
6-8 years 89 372 0.64 In-group  243.352 386 0.630
9-12 years 79 339 0.86 Total 262.293 389
13 years and more 133 4.00 0.66
Innovation
5 years and less 89 346 0.95 Inter-groups  10.966 3 3.655 3756  0.011
6-8 years 89 337 1.06 In-group  375.611 386 0.973
9-12 years 79 323 1.08 Total 386.577 389
13 years and more 133 3.67 0.90
Risk taking
5 years and less 89 312 0.72 Inter-groups  9.106 3 3.035 4434 0.004
6-8 years 89 271 0.86 In-group  264.213 386 0.684
9-12 years 79  3.02 0.77 Total 273319 389
13 years and more 133 2.85 0.91
Entrepreneurship
5 years and less 89 347 0.80 Inter-groups  2.009 3 0.670 1.383  0.248
6-8 years 89 335 0.66 In-group  186.938 386 0.484
9-12 years 79 336 0.69 Total 188.947 389
13 years and more 133 3,51 0.65
Social Innovation
5 years and less 89 401 0.71 Inter-groups  303.046 3 101.015 3.566  0.014
6-8 years 89 412 0.56 In-group 10933.009 386 28.324
9-12 years 79 371 1.35 Total 11236.054 389

13 years and more 133 420 0.54




Yildiz Social Science Review, Vol. 9, No. 1, pp. 16-26, 2023

Table 7. ANOVA results to determine whether sub-dimensions of entrepreneurship scale and social innovation
scale show significance in accordance with working year

ANOVA Results
Score f X SD Variance  Sumof df Mean f p
Source squares Square
New entrepreneurship
2 years and less 98 3,53 0.84 Inter-groups  41.373 3 13.791 20.514 0.000
3-5 years 99 271 0383 In-group  259.500 386 0.672
6-12 years 114 333 0.80 Total 300.873 389
13 years and more 79 350 0.81
Renewal period
2 years and less 98 374 094 Inter-groups ~ 20.255 3 6752 13.657 0.000
3-5 years 99 332 0.69 In-group 190.827 386 0.494
6-12 years 114 376 0.57 Total 211.083 389
13 years and more 79 396 053
Autonomy
2 years and less 98 3.61 0.90 Inter-groups  48.833 3 16278 23.727  0.000
3-5 years 99 282 0.77 In-group  264.810 386 0.686
6-12 years 114 3.63 085 Total 313.644 389
13 years and more 79 3.65 0.76
Competitive entrepreneurship
2 years and less 98 3.59 0.1 Inter-groups  16.894 3 5.631 11.011  0.000
3-5 years 99 323 077 In-group  197.420 386 0.511
6-12 years 114 3.63 0.60 Total 214315 389
13 years and more 79 382 0.66
Proactive behavior
2 years and less 98 3.65 1.04 Inter-groups  28.651 3 9550 15.778  0.000
3-5 years 99 341 0.80 In-group  233.642 386 0.605
6-12 years 114 3.80 0.60 Total 262.293 389
13 years and more 79 420 0.58
Innovation
2 years and less 98 3.57 1.00 Inter-groups  56.491 3 18.830 22.020  0.000
3-5 years 99 294 095 In-group  330.086 386 0.855
6-12 years 114 342 0.99 Total 386.577 389
13 years and more 79  4.06 0.67
Risk taking
2 years and less 98 3.08 0.70 Inter-groups  10.433 3 3.478 5106  0.002
3-5 years 99 267 0.89 In-group  262.886 386 0.681
6-12 years 114 289 0.84 Total 273.319 389
13 years and more 79 3.05 085
Entrepreneurship
2 years and less 98 355 081 Inter-groups  27.961 3 9320 22347  0.000
3-5 years 99 3.00 0.66 In-group 160.986 386 0.417
6-12 years 114 3.50 0.53 Total 188.947 389
13 years and more 79 374 0.55
Social Innovation
2 years and less 98 412 0.74 Inter-groups 1089.317 3 363.106 13.813 0.000
3-5 years 99 373 077 In-group 10146.738 386 26.287
6-12 years 114 399 1.06 Total 11236.054 389

13 years and more 79 439 030
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(=3.57; =0.001), 3-5 years (=2.94; =0.000) and 6-12 years
(=3.42; =0.000). Risk taking level of the participants with
3-5 years of working time (=2.67) is lower than those with
2 years and less (=3.08; =0.002) and 13 years and more
of working time (=3.05; =0.021). Entrepreneurship level
of those with 3-5 years of working time (=3.00) is lower
than those with 2 years and less (=3.55; =0.000) 6-12 years
(=3.50; =0.000) and 13 years and more (=3.74; =0.000).
Social innovation level of the participants with 13 years
and more of working time in the establishment (=3.73) is
higher than the participants with 2 years and less (=4.12;
=0.016) 3-5 years (=3.99; =0.000) and 6-12 years (=4.39;
=0.005).

4. CONCLUSION

The purpose of the study is to determine the effects of
the entrepreneurship tendency of organizational employ-
ees on social innovation. The study employed scales the
reliability and validity of which are conducted in previous
research. Factor analysis is performed to determine their
structure validity. As a result, it is seen the factors are effec-
tively explained. The study is conducted with 390 partici-
pants working in Demirdokiim Factories. The Innovation
Scale includes 29 and the Social Innovation Scale consists
of 8 questions.

The total reliability analysis calculation of entrepreneur-
ship scale is 0,940 (highly reliable) and of social innovation
scale is 0,911 (highly reliable). The results of the study are
as follows:

o It is seen that the dimensions of renewal and social
innovation show significance level in accordance with
gender. Renewal and social innovation levels of women
are higher than men.

o The levels of new entrepreneurship and renewal of the
participants between 31-37 years are lower than those
between 24-30 and 38.

o Competition levels of those over 38 years are lower than
those between 24-30 and 31-37.

o The levels of proactive behavior and innovation of the
participants 31-37 are lower than those 24-30 and 38
and more.

+ Risk takinglevel of the participants between 31-37 years
is lower than those 38 years and more.

o Entrepreneurship level of the participants between 31-
37 years is lower than those between 24-30 years and 38
years and more.

 Innovation level of the participants who are 38 and more
years is higher than those between 24-30 and 31-37.

o New entrepreneurship level of the participants with
master’s degree is lower than those with bachelor’s de-
gree and below.

o Innovation level of the participants with associate de-
gree and below is significantly lower than those with
bachelor’s degree.

o Autonomy and risk-taking levels of those with master’s

degree are significantly higher than those with associate

degree and bachelor’s degree.

o Proactive behavior level of the participants with 9-12
years of professional seniority is significantly lower than
those with 6-8 years and 13 years and more of profes-
sional seniority.

« Innovation level of the participants with 13 years of
professional seniority is higher than those with between
9-12 years.

« Risk taking level of the participants with 5 years and less is
higher than those with 6-8 years of professional seniority.

o New entrepreneurship level of the participants with 3-5
years of working time in the establishment is signifi-
cantly lower than those with 2 years, 6-12 years and 13
years and more.

 Innovation level of those with 13 years and more of pro-
fessional seniority is higher than those with 2 years and
less, 3-5 years and 6-12 years of professional seniority.

o Autonomy and competitive entrepreneurship levels of
those with 3-5 years of working history in the estab-
lishment is lower than those with 2 years and less, 6-12
years and 13 years and more.

o DProactive behavior level of the participants with 13
years and more of working time in the establishment is
significantly higher than those with 2 years and less.

« Innovation level of the participants with 13 years and more
of working time in the establishment is significantly higher
than those with 2 years and less, 3-5 years and 6-12 years.

o Risk taking level of the participants with 3-5 years of
working time in the establishment is significantly low-
er than those with 2 years and less, 3-5 years and 6-12
years and 13 years and more.

« Social innovation taking level of the participants with
13 years of working time in the establishment is signifi-
cantly higher than those with 2 years and less, 3-5 years
and 6-12 years

o Itis found that there is a positive and significant associ-
ation between social innovation level and entrepreneur-
ship. In other words, as creativity level of employees and
workers increase, their entrepreneurship level rises.

In general, the study is conducted to determine the ef-
fects of entrepreneurship tendencies on social innovation.
The dimensions of entrepreneurship affect social innova-
tion dimensions that can develop via social entrepreneurs.
In a community, if the individuals are of social innovation
qualities, that community will develop in a fast way.

The literature review shows that there are only a handful
of studies conducted on entrepreneurship and social inno-
vation. Thus, it is thought the current study is of a high sig-
nificance for future research.
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