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Immigrant Effect and Collective Entrepreneurship -
The Creation and Development of a Turkish 

Entrepreneurial Group 

Maria Elo ∗ 

Abstract: »Migrationseffekte und kollektives Unternehmertum – Die Entstehung 
und Entwicklung einer türkischen unternehmerischen Gruppe«. This study ad-
dresses multifaceted business development via collective entrepreneurship in a 
return migration setting. Instead of focusing on the necessity lens on how mi-
grants adapt economically and develop livelihoods, this study addresses mi-
grant success and the outcome of migratory paths and learnings in entrepre-
neurial strategy. This single case study examines a Turkish migrant family in 
Germany and, in particular, the second-generation returnee to Turkey, and his 
venturing and resulting entrepreneurial and business groups. Returnees are 
known to invest in housing and local venturing, if they do not return as pen-
sioners, but very little is known about the business strategies that transnational 
migrants introduce in the ‘home’ context and their success factors, even less on 
adolescent returnees’ development. Thus, this study examines the interconnec-
tion of the migrantness, the entrepreneurial development, and the transfer of 
knowledge and ideas (i.e., immigrant effect) in business growth. It contributes 
to the research literature on returnees and transnational diaspora and, in par-
ticular, extends our understanding on the immigrant effect on collaboration 
and alliance building. 

Keywords: Transnational diaspora entrepreneurship, returnee, immigrant ef-
fect, entrepreneurial group, business group, strategy, automotive aftermarket, 
Turkey. 

1.   Introduction 

Migration is often approached from its problematic angle, as a result, migrant 
entrepreneurs are addressed in the category of necessity entrepreneurs (Chrys-
ostome 2010). Further, entrepreneurship is seen as a coping strategy for eco-
nomic adaptation and as a solution for livelihood generation (Portes, Guarnizo, 
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and Haller 2002; Guarnizo, Portes, and Haller 2003; Portes 2006). Such under-
lying assumptions denote that entrepreneurship is an outcome of migration, a 
post-migration phenomenon partly rooted in the migratory transformation. This 
is one form of emerging entrepreneurship of migrants, but there are also those 
who search, identify, and migrate for opportunities and business development 
(Ardichvili et al. 2003; Sarason, Dean, and Dillard 2006; Elo, Harima, and 
Freiling 2015; Elo and Volovelsky 2017), and those who seek them after re-
turning (Bai, Holmström, and Johanson 2018; Liu et al. 2010). 

There are many different contextual settings for the development of mi-
grants’ entrepreneurship and such settings influence their opportunity structures 
(Elo 2016a). The historical migration waves of labour diasporas after World 
War II, the “Gastarbeiter” (Bhagwati, Schatz, and Wong 1984; Klekowski von 
Koppenfels and Höhne 2017) provided an example of labour migrants for 
whom employment was the organizing element in terms of integration (Castles 
2010). In fact, it was not expected that the Gastarbeiter would settle down in 
Germany, as they were seen as visiting labourers. Despite that and the low 
integrative expectations from the society as a whole, several spouses and fami-
ly members started arriving afterwards and new families were emerging in 
diaspora. These categories of migrants were not targeted by policymaking as 
potential entrepreneurs at the time, although entrepreneurial activities are 
strongly intertwined with migration (Zolin and Schlosser 2013; Urbano, Tole-
dano, and Ribeiro-Soriano 2011). Since then, ethnic enclaves and respective 
ethnic and transnational business formations of migrants have gained increas-
ing attention (cf. Portes 2006). Interestingly, views addressing necessity, em-
ployment problems, and other deficits tend to dominate the research lenses.  

In addition to labour migration, there are entrepreneurial migrants for whom 
entrepreneurial motivation exists a priori to their migration and functions as a 
push factor. Furthermore, entrepreneurial motivation influences pre-migratory 
and post-migratory building on opportunities and potential (Elo 2016b). It is to 
be noted that migrants may shift their status across categories, from employ-
ment to self-employment, entrepreneurship, and investment over time and 
generations (Masurel et al. 2002; Nijkamp, Sahin, and Baycan-levent 2010). 
Such entrepreneurial push is in the nexus of opportunity and agency (Sarason, 
Dean, and Dillard 2006) and constitutes an idiosyncratic force. Returnees, 
particularly transnational diaspora returnees who establish entrepreneurial 
activities in their country of origin, are approached more often from the oppor-
tunity perspective and are subject to higher expectations on their contribution 
after returning (Liu et al. 2010; Drori, Honig, and Wright 2009). Repatriation is 
a process that brings in the human capital built abroad and thus its meaning for 
entrepreneurial orientation, competences, and knowledge can be notable 
(Reiche 2012; McCormick and Wahba 2001). However, if the repatriation 
happens before the individual has obtained a professional life and respective 
assets, for example, as an adolescent or student, the market knowledge, social 
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ties, and networks are not necessarily there (Pruthi 2014; Bai, Holmström, and 
Johanson 2018) and instead of competitive advantages the person faces new 
socio-cultural and other disadvantages in the new context (Sahin 1990). This is 
often the case for so-called 1.5 generation migrants who are children or adoles-
cents following their parents.  

Currently, extant entrepreneurship research has concentrated on issues, such 
as categories of migrants as immigrants, ethnic, diaspora, and transnational 
entrepreneurs in different contexts and has invested fewer efforts in under-
standing their mobility, international business strategies, and collective dimen-
sions (Riddle and Brinkerhoff 2011). Migrant embeddedness socially (e.g., 
family, co-ethnic teams, diaspora) and culturally (e.g., linguistics, religion, 
traditions) emerges as a crucial contextual setting for such analysis (e.g., Jones 
et al. 2014; Elo and Minto-Coy 2018). Migration research focuses on more 
aggregated levels, such as in and out-flows of migrants and the pull and push 
forces shaping these outcomes. However, relatively little research is carried out 
on the individual entrepreneur level explaining the micro foundations of entre-
preneurial migratory paths and the reasons behind it. The entry-exit decisions 
and dynamics remain often underexplored and there is yet very little research 
on the formation and employment of migrants’ resources related to their migra-
tory transformations (Elo and Leinonen 2018). Moreover, the reflection of how 
entrepreneurs recruit partners for their ventures or strike business alliances is 
largely unexplored (Ruef 2010) as is the interplay of strategies how entrepre-
neurial ventures proceed once established in different contexts and opportunity 
settings (see also Etemad 2004, 2018). Understanding the strategy potential 
brought in by migrant and diaspora entrepreneurs can provide interesting im-
plications for theory, management, and policymaking but it also requires more 
careful contextualisation (Riddle, Hrivnak, and Nielsen 2010; Welter 2011; 
Zahra, Wright, and Abdelgawad 2014).  

Despite their business environment and contextual impediments, migrants 
are particularly entrepreneurial and entrepreneurially oriented (Etemad 2015; 
Blume-Kohout 2016). In fact, migrants who are entrepreneurs can benefit from 
family, social and ethnic resources, and “safety” networks that may alleviate 
impediments (Ma et al. 2013; Chen and Tan 2009; Sørensen and Vammen 
2014). Extant research indicates that entrepreneurial migrants form teams and 
groups, which enables business generation and growth (Cooney 2005; Kakarika 
2013; Discua Cruz, Hamilton, and Jack 2012; Discua Cruz, Howorth, and 
Hamilton 2013). There is rich literature on social groups, networks, and com-
munities that influence entrepreneurial activity through embeddedness and 
interconnectedness, but also through cultural dimensions of collectivism and 
interdependencies and shared agendas (Ruef 2010; Price and Chacko 2009; T. 
Jones et al. 2014; Kloosterman 2010; Rath and Kloosterman 2000; Castles 
2010; Tharenou 2010; Bengtsson and Kock 2000; Johnson, Dowd, and Ridge-
way 2006). The social relationships and ties of migrants have linguistic, reli-
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gious, social, ethnic, and cultural dimensions in their ties that others do not 
have (Pruthi 2014; Waldinger and Duquette-rury 2015; van Dalen, Groe-
newold, and Fokkema 2005; Elo and Volovelsky 2017; Sørensen and Vammen 
2014; Ibeh and Kasem 2011; Discua Cruz, Howorth, and Hamilton 2013). The 
way how migrants engage their social ties in business operations is possibly 
context-specific, not only geographically, but also temporally and market-wise 
(Dimitratos et al. 2016; Ram, Theodorakopoulos, and Jones 2008). 

The purpose of this study is to intersect migrant entrepreneurship theories 
with collective entrepreneurial strategies on business groups and networks by 
addressing the connected and collective nature of business development. This 
study moves beyond the ontological dichotomy between individual and firm-
level analysis and examines not the social formations of entrepreneurial groups 
or the inherent teams per se, but the formation of an entrepreneurial group, its 
business relationships, and growing network dimension to a global group.  

This study asks how an entrepreneur with a migratory background, particu-
larly a 1.5-2. generation “returnee”, establishes collaborations and builds alli-
ances – both in the sense of individual collaborations in an entrepreneurial 

group (see Harper 2008, Ruef 2010; see also Kontos 2003, Vissa and Chacar 
2009) and inter-organizational alliances in business groups (Khanna and 
Palepu 1999; Iacobucci and Rosa 2005; Karaevli and Yurtoglu 2017; Lechner 
and Leyronas 2009). The focal interests are on understanding the capability of 
migrant entrepreneurs to transfer their knowledge from one market to another 
while shifting contexts and how they develop entrepreneurial growth strategies 
using their immigrant effect (Chung, Rose, and Huang 2012) for novel entre-
preneurial collaboration and growth. In other contexts, business groups run and 
owned by ethnic and migrant groups have employed their immigrant effect 
strategically for internationalization and international expansion (cf. Yeung 
1999; Sui, Morgan, and Baum 2015). Still, the evolution of such process re-
mains underexplored. As the theme requires in-depth understanding, a qualita-
tive approach is suitable and a single case study is applied. The case study 
covers the migratory path of an individual entrepreneur, Mr. Kavkaci, between 
Turkey and Germany, from childhood and family firms to the establishment of 
his first venture, REKSIM, and the strategic expansion into a Turkish business 
group TATCOM (an alliance of entrepreneurial groups) being a central actor in 
the Turkish market and, finally, into a member of an international business 
network TEMOT INTERNATIONAL (a global alliance). The case illustrates 
the importance of immigrant effect and entrepreneurial orientation within the 
family, local adaptation, understanding embeddedness and social relationships, 
and collective investments in long-term development. In particular, the transfer 
of contacts, contextual understanding, and business approaches originating 
from other contexts employed successfully to benefit the business venturing in 
a larger constellation is an interesting and unusual outcome. 
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The study contributes to: a) understanding the complex intertwinement of 
entrepreneurial and business group formation as business networks, b) advanc-
ing diaspora and transnational migrant entrepreneurship studies theoretically, 
and c) exploring the immigrant effect in entrepreneurial strategy and collective 
entrepreneurship. 

The paper is organized as follows: first, extant theories on migrant entrepre-
neurship are discussed and then the research approach is introduced. In the 
following part, the case study is presented and findings are explained. Finally, 
the implications and future research are discussed in the conclusion. 

2. Theories Explaining Migrant Entrepreneurship and 
Transnationalism – A Review 

Entrepreneurship research has long debated the question of who the entrepre-
neur is and respective entrepreneurial opportunity development (Shane and 
Venkataraman 2007; Gartner 1989). Shane and Venkataraman (2000, 218) link 
the opportunity with the emerging entrepreneurship (i.e., establishment of the 
firm or respective activity). Moreover, they specify two key elements to study: 
the processes of discovery, evolution, and exploitation of opportunities; and the 
set of individuals who discover, evaluate, and exploit (ibid.). Entrepreneurship 
research can therefore be understood as explaining the discovery and develop-
ment of opportunities (Ardichvili et al. 2003). The literature on “just” entrepre-
neurship (without the descriptive adjective) does not specify the origin or eth-
nicity of the entrepreneur. In different streams of entrepreneurship research, the 
focus of analysis differs, for instance, from the individual, team, or family to 
the firm. The positions of the different theoretical viewpoints are not explicit 
and they often overlap regarding the entrepreneur-person generating analytical 
confusion. Therefore, a review to the extant research is needed to foster the 
understanding on analysis. 

There is another on-going discussion on the ontological and epistemological 
roots in entrepreneurship, especially concerning migrant and international 
entrepreneurship and these concerns relate strongly to the focus of analysis and 
contest the traditions in terms of the object of study (cf. Elo et al. 2018; Etemad 
2018). The object of analysis building on the dichotomist firm-individual focus 
– inherent in various forms of migrant and international entrepreneurship due 
to the categorization – tends to bring a research bias with it by leaving the 
context (Welter 2011; Zahra, Wright, and Abdelgawad 2014), the embed-
dedness in respective contexts (Granovetter 1985; Price and Chacko 2009; 
Halinen and Törnroos 1998), and the dynamics of context (Rana and Elo 2017; 
Zahra 2008) with less attention. It is theoretically relevant that focal entrepre-
neurs or focal firms do not operate in a vacuum (Chang, Chiang, and Pai 2012; 
Halinen and Törnroos 2005), although for immigrant entrepreneurs certain 
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vacuum-like constellations may prevail (Rath and Kloosterman 2000). But 
regardless of such societal in- and out-groups and respective discrimination 
(Santamaria-Alvarez et al. 2018), entrepreneurs are rarely acting alone in their 
actual venturing, as they are supported by family members and friends and 
often co-venture with others, forming various entrepreneurial teams and groups 
that bring together missing resources formally or informally (e.g., Kontos 
2003; Vissa and Chacar 2009).  

International entrepreneurship (IE) research focuses more on the firm than 
addressing the origin of the entrepreneur. International entrepreneurship is seen 
as the development of international new ventures or start-ups that, from their 
inception, engage in international business, thus viewing their operating do-
main as international from the initial stages of the firm’s operations (Oviatt and 
McDougall 2005). IE addresses “the discovery, enactment, evaluation, and 
exploitation of opportunities – across national borders – to create future goods 
and services” (Oviatt and McDougall 2005, 540). There are different conceptu-
alizations of international opportunities: some address international opportuni-
ties in particular (innovation opportunities and arbitrage opportunities), others 
refer more to the entrepreneurs’ behaviour and enactment on opportunities 
(Opportunity discovery and Opportunity creation) (Mainela, Puhakka, and 
Servais 2014). 

Ethnic economies and ethnic entrepreneurship theories started focusing on 
the ethnicity in entrepreneurship by employing the lens of minority within a 
host country setting, very often with a sociological, ethnological, or psycholog-
ical emphasis (e.g., Basu 2009; Chaganti and Greene 2002; Dana and Dana 
2008; Price and Chacko 2009). Ethnic entrepreneurship addresses ethnic mi-
nority entrepreneurship, setting a contextual “indigenous vs. entrant” compari-
son and underlining the status in the overall societal context (e.g., Basu 2009; 
Dana 2007; Ilhan-Nas, Sahin, and Cilingir 2011; Ram and Jones 2008). The 
ethnicity and ethnic character of the entrepreneur has been central in the ex-
planandum of this stream, but also aspects of social and human capital, theories 
on assimilation and institutions, and even theology have been employed (Ram, 
Theodorakopoulos, and Jones 2008; Guarnizo, Portes, and Haller 2003; Riddle 
and Brinkerhoff 2011). Even the entrepreneurial traits of certain ethnic popula-
tions are debated (cf. Cohen, 2008). 

Ethnic populations are a central setting in these lenses. Waldinger, Aldrich, 
and Ward (1990, 3) define ethnic entrepreneurship as “a set of connections and 
regular patterns of interaction among people sharing common national back-
ground or migration experiences “(Waldinger, Aldrich, and Ward 1990). Ethnic 
entrepreneurs have particular motivations and work under different perfor-
mance conditions than domestic entrepreneurs, despite the deficit lens on eco-
nomic adaption, there are novel views on urban endogenous growth among 
groups with a distinct cultural identity (Masurel et al. 2002). Zhou (2004) notes 
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that ethnic entrepreneurship research excludes larger firms and differs through 
operating in ethnic businesses and out of mainstream economy. 

Immigrant entrepreneurship theory refers to those entrepreneur-individuals 
who have actually immigrated over the past few decades pointing out the 
meaning of their migratory path (Volery 2007). The concept of immigrant 
entrepreneurship (Aliaga-Isla and Rialp 2013) addresses individuals who have 
recently arrived in a host country and then start a business as a means of eco-
nomic survival (Chaganti and Greene 2002). Ethnic enclave theory and mid-
dleman theory are linked to ethnic entrepreneurship theory (Volery 2007; Ter-
jesen and Elam 2009); in ethnic enclaves (i.e., geographical locations with 
ethnic populations), ethnic entrepreneurs develop intra-ethnic businesses while 
middleman (also referred to as middleman minority) represents a category of 
ethnic intermediaries who connect producers and consumers or span bounda-
ries in trade relations (cf. Cohen, 2008). These concepts and notions are often 
linked with nuances of discrimination, victim diasporas, and lower societal 
status. 

The debates on terms and definitions are on-going and fuzzy, the personal 
status of migrant origin people differ and their social and business lives may be 
related to an isolated niche (Masurel et al. 2002; Ma et al. 2013). In terms of 
international expansion, ethnic enterprises are local, settled companies follow-
ing ethnic strategies, i.e., they are not active in internationalization; they per-
ceive and act on opportunities affected by their entrepreneurship dimension, 
but also by their ethnical, cultural, and religious background (Volery 2007). 
Another crucial point is the way opportunities are approached and created, as 
there are also opportunity-driven “business immigrant” cases (Clydesdale 
2008; Elo, Harima, and Freiling 2015; Elo and Hieta 2017), not just necessity 
driven migrants (Chrysostome 2010; Newland and Tanaka 2010), and their 
survival strategies differ (Harima, Elo, and Freiling 2016; Elo 2016b/c). 

Furthermore, generations of migrants differ in their entrepreneurship (Dis-
cua Cruz, Hamilton, and Jack 2012; Achidi Ndofor and Priem 2011). There is a 
difference in the venture type between first and second generation immigrants, 
indeed, more technology and knowledge oriented ventures of second genera-
tion immigrants are also more affine for international activities than locally 
oriented service firms (Beckers and Blumberg 2013).  

The transnationalism of migrants and migrant entrepreneurs represents a 
significant potential for entrepreneurship but it is also considered that transna-
tionalism may decrease over time and due to assimilation (Guarnizo, Portes, 
and Haller 2003; Elo and Hieta 2017). Transnational entrepreneurship (TE) 
forms a lens to compare international entrepreneurs, ethnic entrepreneurs, and 
returnee entrepreneurs while addressing issues such as why, how, and when 
individuals or organizations pursue new ventures employing resources in more 
than one country (Drori, Honig, and Wright 2009; Drori, Honig and Ginsberg 
2010). TE builds on understanding the process of TE that involves entrepre-
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neurial activities that are carried out in a cross-national context, and initiated by 
actors who are embedded in at least two different social and economic arenas. 
Transnational entrepreneurs – the term refers to individuals migrating from one 
country to another, concurrently maintaining business-related linkages with 
their former country of origin, and currently adopted countries and communi-
ties, but also approaches them as social actors who enact networks, ideas, in-
formation, and practices, especially with the purpose to address business oppor-
tunities or maintaining businesses (Drori, Honig, and Wright 2009); thus, there 
is a dual social fields setting. This theory lens incorporates the migration aspect 
and also refers to diaspora but is not focusing on similar dimensions with these 
research streams; instead, it leans heavily on the concept of transnationalism 
(Vertovec 2001). The level of analysis builds on the firm and the entrepreneur, 
and examines respective attributes and activities (Sequeira, Carr, and Rasheed 
2009). Inherently, the theoretical interest is concentrating on the international 
nature of the venture and its international activities (Terjesen and Elam 2009), 
but also on its embedded nature and networks (Chen and Tan 2009), such as 
the social context and habitus of the transnational entrepreneur (e.g., Patel and 
Conklin 2009; Ambrosini 2012).  

Transnationalism as the guiding characteristic of venturing and entrepre-
neurial development is a complex concept (cf. Levitt 2001; Vertovec 2001, see 
also Elo and Freiling 2015). Kivisto (2001, 549) criticizes transnationalism as a 
concept that “suffers from ambiguity as a result of competing definitions that 
fail to specify the temporal and spatial parameters of the term and to adequately 
locate it vis-á-vis older concepts such as assimilation and cultural pluralism”. 
Transnationalism as a concept originates in humanistic sciences – not in entre-
preneurship – and its evolutionary nature is intrinsic and individual. Thus, there 
are two dynamic processes co-evolving but the causalities linking these two 
phenomena (transnationalism and entrepreneurship) and their levels (individual 
vs. organization) are still underexplored. Elo and Jokela (2015) found that there 
are individuals who are transnational and entrepreneurs, but who do not repre-
sent transnational entrepreneurs, i.e., are not having international business 
activities building on their transnationalism in cross-border context. In addi-
tion, they indicate that the degree of transnationalism reduced over time as the 
first generation entrepreneurs became more and more integrated in the country 
of residence (Elo and Jokela 2015). 

Diaspora entrepreneurship theory associates the migrant resources into a 
multi-layered socio-cultural and country setting (Riddle and Brinkerhoff 2011; 
Brinkerhoff 2016). Transnational diaspora entrepreneurs refers to migrants and 
their descendants who set-up entrepreneurial activities spanning the national 
business environments of their countries of origin and countries of residence 
(Riddle, Hrivnak, and Nielsen 2010). Diaspora entrepreneurship has diverse 
contextual settings; nine different country-settings for analysis have been iden-
tified acknowledging the particularities of emerging and developing markets 
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(Elo 2016b). That being said, diaspora entrepreneurs are not just bound to one 
place, as diasporans per definition are migrants who settle in some places, 
move on, and regroup; they may also be dispersed; and they are in a continuous 
state of formation and reformation (Cohen, 2008, 142).  

Diaspora entrepreneurs can be transnational and international in their activi-
ties and lifestyle (Riddle and Brinkerhoff 2011); nevertheless, some transna-
tional diasporans employ their entrepreneurial resources more in the context of 
one country (Elo and Jokela 2015). Circular diasporans are circulating between 
countries, even without permanent return or residence, connecting markets and 
developing businesses transnationally (Riddle, Hrivnak, and Nielsen 2010). 
Interestingly, diasporic motivations, resources and strategies to venture in the 
host country may significantly differ from those in the home country, as in 
many contexts altruistic, sentimental, and social aspects seem to influence their 
behaviour towards their homeland (Newland and Tanaka 2010; Gillespie et al. 
1999; Riddle, Hrivnak, and Nielsen 2010).  

Therefore, diasporas as both locally and internationally relevant actors for 
economy form talent pools for economic development and innovation (Kuz-
netsov 2006a; Elo and Vemuri 2016; Kumar, Mudambi, and Gray 2013). Ac-
cording to Kuznetsov (2006b, 221), diaspora networks have three key features 
that may support their entrepreneurship: 1) networks bring together people with 
strong intrinsic motivation; 2) members of diaspora play both direct roles (im-
plementing projects in the country of origin) and indirect roles (serving as 
bridges and antennae for the country of origin project development); and 3) 
successful initiatives move from discussions on how to get involved with the 
country of origin to transactions (tangible outcomes, such as entrepreneurial 
activities and investments) (Kuznetsov 2006a). The research streams address-
ing ethnic groups and diaspora communities acknowledge the embeddedness of 
the individual in a larger context; however, the location and spread of this 
social context may differ. 

Particular types of diasporic people are the returnees, the ones who perma-
nently repatriate to their country of origin. The category of returnee entrepre-
neurship has been most central in the context of Asia and the economic devel-
opment of China and India, but also elsewhere with previous outflows of 
migrants (Pruthi 2014; Liu et al. 2010; McCormick and Wahba 2001). This 
theoretical lens refers to entrepreneurs who have first migrated and then repat-
riated bringing new technology, knowledge, and other capabilities to their 
ventures in the country of origin (e.g., Kuznetsov 2006a, 2006b; Kenney, 
Brenitz, and Murphee 2013). The context of emerging economies has been 
very central as the framework for this research stream (e.g., Bruton, Ahlstrom, 
and Obloj 2008; Liu et al. 2010). For example, Filatotchev et al. (2009) link 
exporting of high-technology small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) with 
knowledge transfer of returnee entrepreneurs (see more in Liu et al. 2010). In 
the context of Egypt as the country of origin, the connection of the return and 
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the resulting entrepreneurship is positively influenced by work experience 
abroad and the duration of stay overseas in terms of literate returnees, showing 
that the acquired skills matter most, while for illiterate returnees the generated 
savings were more significant in fostering resulting entrepreneurship as they 
had less opportunity to learn respective skills (McCormick and Wahba 2001). 
Wang and Liu (2016) address the returnee entrepreneurial talent and its man-
agement and present several resulting entrepreneurial ecosystems. 

Ammassari (2004) found that, in particular, elite return migrants benefit 
their countries of origin through economic activity such as entrepreneurship 
and investment. Moreover, they contribute with innovative practices, produc-
tive investments, ideas, knowledge, work skills, and foreign experience, like in 
the case of Ghana and Côte d’Ivoire (Ammassari 2004). However, there were 
slight differences in the entrepreneurial behaviour of these two cohorts indicat-
ing that diasporas are heterogeneous and idiographic in their contexts. Entre-
preneurial differences may also originate in the contextual setting, such as the 
country constellation influencing the resource base, the social and professional 
embeddedness, and the entrepreneurial strategy (cf. Brinkerhoff 2009). 

Although there is a strong notion of family, clan, co-ethnics, and diaspora 
communities- at least through the concept of embeddedness- in migrant and 
diaspora entrepreneurship research, this collectiveness in action has not been 
widely addressed in the analysis (Price and Chacko 2009; Jones et al. 2014). 
Aggregations of entrepreneurial action such as entrepreneurial business groups, 
networks, and strategic alliances are less researched in the context of transna-
tional and diaspora entrepreneurship (Child, Faulkner, and Tallman 2011; 
Discua Cruz, Hamilton, and Jack 2012). However, industrial business net-
works, international business and marketing related networks offer suitable 
conceptual and analytical lenses to also address formations of migrants’ strate-
gic business groups (Halinen, Törnroos, and Elo 2013; Vasilchenko and Mor-
rish 2011). Network theories assist in exploring migrant entrepreneurship col-
lective activities (cf. Ford, 2002). Ontologically suitable network approaches 
can be valuable in related contexts representing entrepreneurial and inter-
organizational relationships and networks (e.g., Ford 2002; Sydow et al. 2010; 
Larimo et al. 2015) such as entrepreneurial groups, business groups and alli-
ances where migrants enact business opportunities. 

As transnational diasporas are multi-local, multi-layered networks and social 
formations, their entrepreneurial group and business group dimensions deserve 
theoretical attention following these structural leads of theoretical interest. 
Beyond the sociological and anthropological lens of entrepreneurial business 
actors and their collective action, there is another stream of research on the 
groups as interconnected businesses, where formations of firms represent the 
actors (Khanna and Palepu 1999; Iacobucci and Rosa 2005; Karaevli and Yur-
toglu 2017; Lechner and Leyronas 2009). The difference between the people 
and the organizational level is not clear-cut because smaller firms may de facto 
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represent a single entrepreneur. Thus, the locus of agency theoretically differs 
in these viewpoints. Since businesses established by migrants differ in terms of 
their resources from other businesses, the business groups that evolve and grow 
as a result of migrant entrepreneur’s action and strategy require more research 
(Sui, Morgan, and Baum 2015; Alam et al. 2010; Committee et al. 2010; Drori, 
Honig, and Wright 2009).  

Iacobucci and Rosa (2005) suggest that entrepreneurial firms grow through 
the formation of business groups that represent a set of companies run by the 
same entrepreneur or entrepreneurial team. Another view on business groups 
addresses them as aggregation of small (independent) businesses, i.e., multi-
entrepreneurial formations (Lechner and Leyronas 2009; Merchant 2001). The 
East Asian business groups that are often family and clan- based (i.e., family 
groups) are known for their particular business group structures and networks 
forming both a resource base and structural inertia (cf. Guillen, 2000), but also 
for regional expansion and growth. Those networks and alliances that build on 
intercultural interaction among the business group involve higher complexity 
and require particular intercultural competences (Larimo et al. 2015).  

Sociological viewpoints have addressed social structures, collectivity, and 
relationships in entrepreneurial groups (Ruef 2010). In a similar vein, business 
networks of entrepreneurial firms are reflected as actors accessing and employ-
ing resources of network partners through the ties and bonds created (Halinen 
and Törnroos 1998; Basu and Virick 2015; Bengtsson and Kock 2000; Pruthi 
2014; Coviello 2006). The nodes may also represent individual entrepreneurs 
whose ties connect the network (e.g., Ford 2002). Business network theory has 
concentrated on the interplay of the entrepreneur-firm and the business for-
mations (e.g., groups, nets, and networks) employing an analytical lens of 
actor’s activities, resource structures, and interaction patterns (Håkansson et al., 
2009). This theory focuses on networks as “sets of connected business relation-

ships rather than as sets of connected firms” (Anderson et al. 2002, 229) and 
offers suitable analytical framings for understanding transnational diaspora 
entrepreneurship and respective business activity formations. As Hansen 
(1995) points out, entrepreneurial networks are very similar to business net-
works, since both focus on the organizational growth and development.  

Theoretically, the study of transnational business networking and venturing 
of migrants and their entrepreneurial and business groups is either fragmented 
due to disciplinary silos or under-developed offering little insights on the 
mechanisms because the long term perspectives are lacking (Drori, Honig, and 
Wright 2009; Elo et al. 2018). 
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3. Research Approach and Methods 

The study has an explorative strategy based on qualitative approach using a 
single case study (Piekkari, Plakoyiannaki, and Welch 2010; Eisenhardt 1989; 
Marschan-Piekkari and Welch 2004). A single case study is considered 
appropriate as this study examines a complex real-life phenomenon and 
presents ethnographic dimensions (Carsrud and Brännback 2014). This design 
builds on the relation of the entrepreneur-migrant and entrepreneurial strategy 
and its application process in the expansion of the firm into a global group 
using a network approach. The analytical logic reflects extant views on 
different migrant entrepreneurship forms and expands the theory discussion 
(Eisenhardt 1989). It is designed as a chronological analysis of the 
development of the entrepreneurial path from a single venture to a network 
with an additional lens on the migration processes. In parallel, critical events 
linking entrepreneurship and venturing1, strategy and alliance building are 
identified and analysed in terms of contents and meanings (Halinen, Törnroos, 
and Elo 2013). The interplay of the events and resulting changes represent the 
causality between the constructs (cf. immigrant effect). 

The case selection is purposeful as the case represents a critical case on 
transnational diaspora entrepreneurship (Aharoni 2011) and thus functions as a 
theory validating and testing empirical material that extends our understanding 
on what transnational diaspora entrepreneurship is and represents (Gaur and 
Kumar 2010). The case is identified from a data bank on internationally active 
companies in the automotive sector and through personal discussions on 
criteria such as family background, origin, nationality, type of business, and 
business strategy. The data collection is qualitative. The primary data consists 
of diverse types of qualitative data, such as in-depth interviews with the 
entrepreneur and his family, other individual interviews, group discussions 
with the family, and follow-up questions per email (Marschan-Piekkari and 
Welch 2004). The focal actor is the entrepreneur, who is the firm’s founder and 
as the embedded context his family and partners are involved in group 
discussions and interviews of stakeholders (cf. Ford 2002; Carsrud and 
Brännback 2014). Most discussions and observations were conducted by two 
researchers to support the quality of the interpretation and the social interaction 
(Yin 2013; Silverman 1998). Further data collection includes ethnographic 
visiting, participation, and observations as well as field notes and photographic 
material that build an overall understanding of the process (Johnstone 2007; 
Silverman 2006; Marschan-Piekkari and Welch 2004). In addition to primary 
data, secondary data has been collected from company documents, news, 

                                                             
1
  Venturing here refers to the establishment of business that involves other individuals as 

investors/co-entrepreneurs, not just one single entrepreneur. 
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internet, and other print and marketing material and triangulated (Heath 2015; 
Denzin 2012). The ethnographic-style participant researcher data collection 
allows for field notes and observations that serve for naturally occurring data 
between 2015-2017 (Bruni, Gherardi, and Poggio 2004; Johnstone 2007).  

As the study aims to contribute by theorizing migrant entrepreneurship and 
strategy, it follows the analytical tradition by addressing the focal actor that is 
not the firm but the entrepreneur-establisher as a person, referred in analysis as 
‘the entrepreneur’. It is noteworthy that the context and the type of 
entrepreneurial activity in its multiple embeddedness and complexity require 
methodological attention to provide contributions for theorizing (Welter 2011; 
Wiklund et al. 2011). Therefore, in terms of analytical logic, it is important to 
address the different layers of embeddedness; social, cultural, contextual, 
migratory, and business layers in addition to the entrepreneur when analysing 
the entrepreneurial and business group formations (Landolt 2001). In 
particular, as the business evolves within the family setting, its family 
constellations play a role as well (Discua Cruz, Hamilton, and Jack 2012; 
Discua Cruz, Howorth, and Hamilton 2013; Basco and Pérez Rodríguez 2011). 
The data is analysed using progressive logic which suggests going back and 
forth between empirical data and theories, through which the analysis evolves 
and is then framed chronologically in its context and logically as an explorative 
case study (Jones and Coviello 2005; Halinen, Törnroos, and Elo 2013; 
Sinkovics and Alfoldi 2012). It follows a chronological processual 
organization. 

4. The Case of a “Returnee” Entrepreneur in Turkey – 
from a Teenager to a Visionary Entrepreneur 

This is a case of a Turkish diasporic family and its business. The migrant par-
ents (later grandparents) were immigrant entrepreneurs and then returnee entre-
preneurs that had a strong entrepreneurial orientation. The entrepreneur-
establisher in this case, Mr. Kavkaci, does not fit in any theoretical category but 
overlaps many categories of migrantness and entrepreneurship. Thus, the 
presentation follows the development of migratory-entrepreneurial path and not 
rigid categories of any types (immigrant, ethnic vs. returnee entrepreneurship). 
The returnee dimension in this case is radically different (in terms of strategy 
and the individual entrepreneur’s life path) from the idea of an adult investor-
entrepreneur repatriating for venturing; moreover, it illustrates the possibility to 
stretch the limits of feasibility and contests the ideas behind the necessity-
impediment view on entrepreneurship.  
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Entrepreneurial Activity and Economic Adaptation in Germany 

As part of the large migrant wave from Turkey to Germany, the parents of Mr. 
Kavkaci left Turkey in 1961 and received “Gastarbeiter” status in Germany. 
They became labour diasporans, part of the largest German migrant-diaspora 
population (Bhagwati, Schatz, and Wong 1984; Klekowski von Koppenfels and 
Höhne 2017). The father of the entrepreneur worked in the mining sector.  

The focal entrepreneur-to-be, Mr. Kavkaci, was born and grew up in Ger-
many. He went to the local German school and managed to make it to a gym-
nasium, the advanced level of schooling in Germany, which required high 
grades to enter and was not typical at the time, especially for the children of 
migrants (Söhn and Özcan 2006). Thus, his education was built on the German 
school system, but his Turkish language skills originated from the family con-
text, not from formal education nor the schooling system as this was unavaila-
ble at the time.  

His mother took care of the family and children, but his father soon estab-
lished a tailor shop for his wife. Two years later, they bought an Italian ice 
cream shop but realized that this business was not applicable for the winter 
season and turned the concept into a pizzeria. Soon after, they shifted the con-
cept again to also include Turkish food, among the very first in Germany. This 
was a successful strategy and the business grew, leading them to open another 
restaurant in Düsseldorf. The entrepreneurial core group in their family busi-
ness was the family the parents and the children who supported them.  

Return to Turkey 

In his teens, his parents decided to return to Turkey, their country of origin, and 
start a new life there. The two older brothers stayed in Germany as they already 
had settled down and had families of their own, but for Mr. Kavkaci there was 
no option to finish his education in Germany as he could not stay in the country 
without his parents. Despite their local social ties, the family, friends, and his 
Turkish family origin (Pruthi 2014), it was not easy to enter the education 
system in that phase as his education was from another country and his lan-
guage skills were not on an adequate level. In Turkey, his school education 
(Gymnasium) was not accredited and he had to start all over from the fifth 
grade following classes with pupils of eleven and twelve years old – even 
though he was already 15. Thus, his prospects for higher education and local 
career building were not very realistic and counter to his plans. Instead of stud-
ying, he started working at a very young age and learned by doing. He worked 
in different tasks and helped in the café-restaurant of his parents during 1981-
1983. During this time, he invested in improving his English at a language 
school for 18 months. Due to his language skills in German and English, he got 
a job at the biggest representative of foreign car spare parts in the automotive 



HSR 44 (2019) 4  │  143 

aftermarket in 1985. In this business, he worked intensively and developed his 
capabilities and networks in the automotive sector and related services.  

Becoming an Entrepreneur – Establishment of REKSIM 

In 1992, he followed the entrepreneurial orientation (cf. Azmat 2013) of his 
family and established his first own venture called Reksim Ltd. Şti. He had one 
business partner working with him as the founding team coming from the same 
automotive business field (see Discua Cruz, Hamilton, and Jack 2012; Ruef 
2010). They quickly managed to become representative agents for two German 
export houses, starting from international, or here, transnational business con-
necting Germany and Turkey (Alam et al. 2010; Dimitratos et al. 2016). In the 
meanwhile, Mr. Kavkaci had married his Turkish fiancée and established a 
family in Turkey, which cemented the business location in Turkey. His wife 
supported his ideas and could ensure stability in demanding entrepreneurial life 
through her expertise, education, and work in the pharmaceutical sector. Be-
yond the sparring partner effect, the external income of the entrepreneur-
partners’ working wives’ formed a buffer against possible business failure and 
allowed them to bear the risks. Learning the automotive aftermarket business 
from the inside out, he was well aware of the local market, the market players, 
the respective processes, and the needs and prospects. He could also reflect on 
the vast potential of the growing Turkish market and its future development 
through the business contacts in Germany. His business model was built on his 
in-depth market knowledge where he could capitalize on his language and 
managerial capabilities acquired earlier and his German-international relations 
in the sector (Chesbrough 2007; Rana and Elo 2017). Mr. Kavkaci and his 
business partner facilitated initial growth by seeking further business with 
Germany, the country where many of the suppliers were located. The second 
year, they visited 15 potential business partners employing the transnational 
family resources of Mr. Kavkaci in Germany and were able to attract three new 
representations. The firm grew rapidly and represented approximately ten sig-
nificant German automotive companies, leading businesses in the independent 
aftermarket, after only five years of venturing. 

Introducing a Novel Strategy through a Turkish Alliance- New 
Entrepreneurial Group TATCOM 

The Turkish market grew as he had estimated, but was also very competitive 
and structurally different from the German market. In the Turkish market, 
family firms and -groups were numerous and developing the automotive mar-
ket. It did not have monopolies of state-owned multinational enterprises or such 
large dominant actors as in some emerging markets; instead, it had a plethora 
of smaller players and, more importantly, about 20 large players. Turkish busi-
ness groups present some relational and structural similarities with Asian busi-
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ness groups regarding family ownership and management (Guillen 2000). 
Emerging markets differ and Turkey had its particularities. Instead of centrally 
planned economy and state-actors shaping the rules of the game and the institu-
tional environment (Kothari, Kotabe, and Murphy 2013; North 1991; Scott 
2004), in this emerging entrepreneurial market it was families and business 
communities that were more central in making the market structures and rele-
vant institutions (Estrin and Prevezer 2011; Hwang and Powell 2005). In com-
parison to state-owned firms, private, entrepreneurial firms may respond better 
to the demands of the customers because of their flexibility and in-depth 
knowledge of the market (Etemad 2015). The hard competition between these 
Turkish companies was created partly due to the fragmented, multi-actor struc-
ture that diminished their competitiveness, profitability, and negotiating power, 
for example, in front of large multinational suppliers (see Elo 2016a; Ghoshal 
and Bartlett 1990). 

Mr. Kavkaci had a novel plan to overcome the structural problems of com-
petition in the market. This plan was to include customers in the collaboration 
and create a “trilogy” by bringing together Reksim, its customers, and the sup-
pliers introducing a collective strategy of a business group (Interview, 2018). 
This was novel and unique as no other such entrepreneurial group or alliance 
had been introduced earlier. The 20 large players were mainly family business-
es. More than half of them had a business relationship with Reksim and were 
run by second-generation family members who were of similar age as Mr. 
Kavkaci. This created a common point for discussing the new plan. All of them 
were trying to outperform the other and were using resources for local level 
competition, competing on conditions: for example, payment terms, delivery 
terms, open credits, and some special actions done by them several times to 
gain necessary profit margins. Mr. Kavkaci started introducing his idea through 
his good relations with them, creating opportunities for them to get together 
and get to know each other. He organized meetings, business trips, and dinners. 
Slowly but consistently, he was able to convince them of the benefits of co-
opetition (cf. Luo 2004). After initial trading attempts and trust creation, they 
decided on a common goal, competing together against the others with joint 
purchasing and common conditions generating higher turnover. As an end-
effect of the co-opetitive alliance structure for their new business group, they 
had more organized purchasing and distribution of goods, as well as common 
actions to the market, i.e., the end user garages. Mr. Kavkaci noted that these 
common conditions were even better for the end users, thus this alliance was 
beneficial for everyone.  

The new business group, a company called TATCOM, was founded in 2012 
with nine shareholders. TATCOM is an aggregation of leading local family 
firms, where family-owned-and-run business groups represent the founding 
team (Basco and Pérez Rodríguez 2011; Discua Cruz, Hamilton, and Jack 
2012). The key markets the new alliance served through its shareholders were 
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in spare parts services in passenger cars, light commercial vehicles, and heavy 
vehicles – sectors, similarly as before. Mr. Kavkaci serves as the chairman of 
the board at TATCOM group that leverages the entrepreneurial capability of its 
members strategically. He was selected indefinitely for this task. In parallel, 
Mr. Kavkaci is one of TATCOM’s shareholders but remains also at Reksim as 
the founding entrepreneur and partner. 

In shaping this strategy, he could compare the structures and strategies of 
the Turkish market and the German market. He has employed his immigrant 
effect capabilities (Chung, Rose, and Huang 2012) and strategically examined 
the structural challenges. His entrepreneurial strategy in this second venture 
embraced networking, cooperation, collaboration, and getting opportunities 
assessed together to consider the collaborative potential. His efforts in organiz-
ing social and business occasions and events, included also the families, result-
ing in important trust building and relationship development (Alam et al. 2010; 
Basco and Pérez Rodríguez 2011). Part of the problem in Turkey was endoge-
nous; the local family business groups competiting with each other, while the 
German market has traditionally had a strong cooperative and coopetitive sys-
tem in use and thus a strong Mittelstand and cooperation landscape (Vasilchen-
ko and Morrish 2011; Merchant 2001; Child, Faulkner, and Tallman 20112).  

The Turkish partner firms, also successful as independent firms and business 
groups, could reflect on the positive potential of collaboration and co-opetition, 
similarly, as in the “Verbundgruppen” (von Hirschhausen, Neumann, and 
Weigt 2008; Zentes et al. 2012) that build strategic competitive advantages by 
horizontal cooperation. Such horizontal cooperation was unusual in Turkey and 
not part of the mainstream business culture (Eren-Erdogmus et al. 2010; Mer-
chant 2001), which required particular effort to convince the partners. 

The formation of TATCOM – both as an entrepreneurial group and a formal 
organizational structure of collaborating businesses – in Turkey was a major 
achievement where the leadership of the transnational entrepreneur in orches-
trating the process together with other independent entrepreneurial groups 
(mostly Turkish family firms) was vital. The collaborative structure became an 
alliance, the first of its kind, to address the challenges of the Turkish automo-
tive aftermarket sector and its supply systems. Since then, the company Tatcom 
is active as a Turkish Automotive Trade Community (Company presentation, 
2017). The collectiveness here is not just cultural, but organizational, forming 
and uniting multiple family businesses entrepreneurially into a business net-
work and -group. Furthermore, this network connects market players horizon-
tally and vertically;  

                                                             
2
  See also <https://www.dgrv.de/webde.nsf/.../$FILE/Cooperatives EU.pdf> (Accessed January 

28, 2018) 
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Tatcom, as an active player of the automotive industry creates a network of 
manufacturers competitive in terms of quality and price to generate alternate 
options in the spare parts industry. (TATCOM website, 2018) 

Participation in a Global Group – TATCOM with TEMOT 
INTERNATIONAL 

As a kind of a transnational returnee-diaspora entrepreneur (Riddle, Hrivnak, 
and Nielsen 2010; Riddle and Brinkerhoff 2011), Mr. Kavkaci had his regular 
social contacts with his family members in Germany. Moreover, being educat-
ed in Germany and fluent in German, he was in the position to follow closely 
the developments, business strategies, and patterns as well as soft signals from 
the German market employing this “immigrant effect”. Additionally, these 
capabilities were particularly useful in understanding the strategies of the large 
and quite dominant German and European suppliers and partners in the busi-
ness sector. After the establishment of TATCOM, several supplier companies 
and international trading groups (ITGs3) began to put pressure on TATCOM 
members and Reksim to enter as a member of a buying group. Various negotia-
tions took place, also with Mr. Kavkaci’s German partners and contacts on the 
future strategy in terms of long term competitiveness and selecting right group 
partners for collaboration.  

Guided by transnational connections and networks, TATCOM and TEMOT 
INTERNATIONAL – a global group of companies and a business network – 
started negotiating. TATCOM became a member in this unique international 
organization and strategic alliance with a similar strategy benefitting suppliers, 
members, and customers. In this process, the transnational contacts of Mr. 
Kavkaci were fruitful; “ZF Trading assisted the marriage as they knew both 
sides” (Interview, Temot International CEO). This shows how the “immigrant 
effect” was also about transnational relationships as ZF Trading is one of the 
key German supplier partners. Partnering with TEMOT INTERNATIONAL, 
which is a global organization in automotive aftermarket, was a major step in 
strategic internationalization of the Turkish members, among others. Temot 
International is present in Europe, Asia, America, Africa, and Australia; it 
employs more than 35,000 people directly and produces total revenues over € 
10 billion. The Turkish group participates among others in purchasing, IT and 
eCommerce activities. Furthermore, on the local level, TATCOM is also a 

                                                             
3  

In several industries and businesses, the consolidation and strategy processes have generat-
ed strong groups operating as business actors, consisting of independent smaller firms join-
ing forces. International trading groups and buying groups are examples of such collabora-
tive groups. Although they can consist of entrepreneurial companies. these groups are not 
conceptually identical to the entrepreneurial group concept in Ruef (2010) as they address 
the firm-level instead of the individual level of collaboration. The empirical phenomena, 
however, are closely related and intertwined. 
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Figure 2: International Supplier Partners of the Alliance (Company Document, 
2017) 

 

These developments and the strong entrepreneurial strategy on coopetition 
have created a considerable competitive advantage that benefit the Turkish 
automotive aftermarket and its customers. Such developments regarding entre-
preneurial alliances and business groups are more typical in Germany and 
Central Europe, but in the Mediterranean countries such formations are yet less 
developed or have had ideological foundations (cf. IBB and Institut für Handel 
und Internationales Marketing 2003). Thus, the case presents an outlier busi-
ness development-wise, and an interesting transfer of strategy (cf. immigrant 
effect) that has been successful and, at the same time, has strongly built on 
Turkish context and culture taking care of the interests of Turkish partners and 
customers.  

5.  Findings and Discussion 

Theoretically, the case develops an intersection of viewpoints that assist in 
addressing migrant entrepreneurship and resulting entrepreneurial groups and 
alliances. The prior studies on business groups and business networks focus 
more on the firm as an actor and the respective inter-organizational features 
(e.g., Sydow et al. 2010), leaving the entrepreneurial agency, resources, and 
social ties with less attention, while entrepreneurial groups and teams have 
focused on individuals but not on their immigrant effect. The transnationalism 
and migrantness of the entrepreneur and the resulting immigrant effect has 
remained a black box in the analysis of business groups (cf. Lechner and Ley-
ronas 2009). Migrant businesses, their strategies, and growth paths are not 
relevant only in ethnic enclaves or ethnic business sectors, but very much em-
bedded in the global business (e.g., Riddle and Brinkerhoff 2011; Ammassari 
2004). At the same time, the perspective of groups addressing social for-
mations, such as teams, family members, and other partners in venturing and 
entrepreneurial development can be rewarding for advancing the understanding 
of collective migrant entrepreneurship and its analysis (Ruef 2010; Karaevli 
and Yurtoglu 2017). This study suggests that both viewpoints are intertwined, 
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just focusing on a different viewpoint and layer on analysis, which, if com-
bined, may provide a rich and more holistic understanding of the entrepreneuri-
al dynamics (cf. Anderson et al. 2002; Håkansson et al. 2009). The intercon-
nected layers that are fruitful for improving theoretical lenses and 
understanding include: family and origin, founding/entrepreneurial team and 
co-developer partnerships, firm as an organization, entrepreneurial business 
groups, alliances, and finally, global business networks (cf. Etemad 2018; Elo 
et al 2018). This study contributes by linking these layers of groups. 

Furthermore, this study contests extant views on the theoretical categories of 
migrant entrepreneurs (see Etemad 2018; Elo et al. 2018; Elo and Servais 
2018) that seem to be inadequate in offering exhaustive and dynamic analytical 
categories for explaining internationalising and growth oriented migrant entre-
preneurs and their venturing. The case provides a novel perspective to concepts 
such as returnee, diaspora return, and repatriation with an age angle. It illus-
trates an outlier case of a teenager whose parents are returnees but who himself 
is in fact an immigrant in his own country of citizenship and nationality – but 
who is also a transnational entrepreneur spanning country contexts (Bai, 
Holmström Lind, and Johanson 2016; Wright et al. 2008; Rana and Elo 2017; 
Nkongolo-Bakenda and Chrysostome 2013; Liu et al. 2010; Riddle, Hrivnak, 
and Nielsen 2010). There is no category in any of the extant theories that could 
incorporate the case of Mr. Kavkaci, which highlights a need for theorizing on 
contextual processes and life paths. Furthermore, adolescents and young people 
who do not have a strong foothold educationally in the new setting – but with 
entrepreneurial resources potentially counterbalancing their disadvantaged 
entry – have not been addressed despite calls for more positive and balanced 
research lenses (Stahl and Tung 2015). This is a particularly critical category to 
understand, for example, for refugee adolescents who have been detained from 
the normal path (Wauters and Lambrecht, 2008).  

The conceptualization of the actors, actor types, and their layers poses a 
challenge. For instance, the conceptual discussion on return, repatriation and 
“returneeness” requires revisiting. What makes a returnee becomes a compli-
cated question in a case like this, where the individual is a so called second-
generation migrant-diasporan in Germany, but actually a 1.5 generation immi-
grant in his parents’ country of origin, which – despite all – is his home coun-
try. The entrepreneur here is a bicultural hybrid, he is not fully transnational 
either, only partly if the framing of Portes et al. (2002) is employed. These 
hybrid, bicultural, and transnational features are of central importance in the 
entrepreneurial path benefitting business development and international activi-
ties of his entrepreneurship.  

The scaling of these immigrant effect features on different group levels di-
rects the attention to the network structures and management (cf. Brinkerhoff 
2009). Ties of transnational entrepreneurs may be central and highly useful in 
explaining the socializing, utilization of immigrant effect, resource access, and 
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-building, but also strategy formation of migrant entrepreneurs and their busi-
ness groups. These transnational resources, meta-level perceptions and 
knowledge, migrant resilience, and context-specific social ties illustrate novel 
managerial implications to be considered in business group management. Addi-
tionally, the case contests the rigid necessity-opportunity divide and the stance 
approaching only adults or formally high-skilled migrants as objects of analysis 
and of theoretical interest. Challenging the elite perspectives (e.g., Elo and 
Leinonen 2018), resilient and creative repatriates with various, even unusual, 
family histories may become valuable business actors in their fields of exper-
tise by accessing other dimensions in communication, networks, structures, 
culture, and ideas than local entrepreneurs or experts.  

In terms of analytical perspectives, the individual embedded in an extended 
transnational context extends the view beyond single entrepreneur-individuals. 
This case study and its development path proposes that both broader time- and 
relational context are needed for analysis, not just post-migration era, snapshot 
type of lenses, and solo-individuals as actors (Aharoni 2011). Contextually, the 
study provides an example of the business group potential in emerging markets 
(Guillen 2000), which is in line with the emerging market multinational- phe-
nomenon and expands it to family firms (Kotabe and Kothari 2016). The need 
of contextualization in analysis of such embedded processes over time and the 
contextualization of the diffusion of entrepreneurial strategies being linked to 
immigrant effect are explicated (cf. Welter 2011; Chung, Rose, and Huang 
2012).  

6.  Limitations and Contributions 

The greatest limitation of this study is also its strength: a single case study that 
has idiographic characteristics and is limited to specific spatio-temporal con-
text. Potential for generalisation is limited, but at the same time, the approach 
offers an in-depth perspective on the complex interwovenness of individual 
migratory path, venturing, and transnational collaboration across business 
groups and alliances. Future research is needed to examine the role of mi-
grants’ age and origin dynamics linked to their entrepreneurial expectations and 
plans, as we know that adolescents face numerous problems in coping with 
migration experiences but are already having life plans and novel ideas (Pe-
tersen, Dunnbier, and Morgenroth 2012; Schimmer and Van Tubergen 2014). 
Moreover, the special transnational capabilities of migrants in employing their 
immigrant effect for developing local and international business, for recruiting 
members of entrepreneurial groups, entrepreneurial and business alliances, and 
for international business networking require further research attention. 

Theoretical findings of the study contribute to multiple research streams. 
First, returnee migrants are addressed so far only as adults in research on re-
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turnee entrepreneurship. The development of a teenager “returnee-migrant” and 
his resource employment as an entrepreneur provides insights on a rather 
unique growth path into becoming part of an international-global business 
group. Furthermore, the findings illustrate the embedded actor contexts around 
the individual entrepreneur and interconnect discussions on various entrepre-
neurial groups between social formations, business network formations and 
alliances. It presents the actors’ multi-layeredness and intertwined development 
of the different types of groups (cf. Etemad 2018). This has inter-organizational 
and entrepreneurial strategy implications, adding to the complexity of man-
agement. The role of the founding team, the families around, and later the co-
opetition and alliance building of several family groups play a central role in 
shaping this success story shifting the focus to the larger case of entrepreneur-
ship (see Thomas 2011, see also Ford 2002; Ruef 2010; Larimo et al. 2015). In 
terms of family firms and strategy, family business growth in Turkey has been 
influenced by the heterogeneity from the founding family structures and in 
particular, by family size (Karaevli and Yurtoglu 2017). This case illustrates 
that in addition to heterogeneous capabilities and resources of the family, the 
family’s entrepreneurial orientations, traditions, and behavioural schemata (cf. 
Azamt 2013), as well as the transnational diaspora ties influence business sur-
vival and growth (see e.g., Etemad 2004, 2018; Discua Cruz, Hamilton, and 
Jack 2012; Basco 2014; Basco and Pérez Rodríguez 2011; Riddle and Brinker-
hoff 2011). 

Concerning strategic implications, the findings underscore the transnational 
immigrant effect and suggest that the developed co-opetition strategy within 
the “trilogy” has been a well-functioning strategy transfer in the Turkish con-
text (cf. Luo, 2004). Cooperation is one of the strategic backbones of the Ger-
man Mittelstand, but similar entrepreneurial strategies are applicable in an 
emerging market context increasing the competitiveness of the family groups. 
In this case, cooperation worked through the global group formation (cf. ITGs) 
fostering their position in the international arena (cf. Guillen, 2000). Entrepre-
neurially, this implies that entrepreneurial families can successfully exploit and 
develop opportunities emerging from transnational contexts and increase their 
market position, particularly when they combine forces to face structures that 
could otherwise use dependencies against their interests (Luo 2004; Håkansson 
et al.2009). This is potentially a trait that stems from the transnational diaspora 
experience offering a “meta-view” on the markets. 

Second, the findings expand the views beyond necessity and ethnic entre-
preneurship related strategies illustrating an exceptional development and 
growth path (cf. Achidi et al., 2011; Basu, 2009; Chaganti et al., 2002). The 
findings imply that these categories are not rigid but change over time, as strat-
egies evolve. How opportunities, constraints, and resources are employed on 
long-term is shaped by the larger understanding of the entrepreneurial teams 
that provided access to additional transnational and dynamic knowledge. In 
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short, diaspora matters as diasporic experiences, networks, resources, and ideas 
affect entrepreneurship, e.g., enable the development and transfer of immigrant 
effect and transnational constellations (Chung, Rose, and Huang 2012).   

Concerning policymaking, there are numerous implications for the mobility 
of entrepreneurial families and family members. Transnational advantages 
require supportive policy settings; otherwise, there is a danger that they will 
remain unexploited, increasing brain waste. The migratory path of the entre-
preneur shows how policymaking was not up-to-date to tackle the school ac-
creditation and related challenges of the 1.5 and second generation mobility 
between the country of origin and the country of residence. Since then, several 
changes regarding transnational diaspora have been made in both settings. 
Inclusive and more holistic understanding could serve transnational policies. 
Policies need foresight and fast reaction to amend such discrepancies in the 
education acknowledgement and related mobility issues because they form 
unnecessary bottlenecks for talented and motivated immigrants, especially 
“returnees” who need linguistic support (Song 2011).  
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