http://rwe.sciedupress.com

Research in World Economy

Vol. 12, No. 2, Special Issue; 2021

Entrepreneurship and Crisis in Greece From a neo-Schumpeterian
Perspective: A Suggestion to Stimulate the Development Process at the
Local Level
Charis Vlados1,2, Epaminondas Koronis3 & Dimos Chatzinikolaou1
1

Department of Economics, Democritus University of Thrace, Komotini, Greece

2

School of Business, University of Nicosia, Nicosia, Cyprus

3

University of Westminster, London, UK

Correspondence: Charis Vlados, Department of Economics, Democritus University of Thrace, Komotini, 69100,
Greece. Tel: 30-25310-39824. E-mail: cvlados@econ.duth.gr
Received: November 25, 2020

Accepted: December 24, 2020

doi:10.5430/rwe.v12n2p1

Online Published: January 11, 2021

URL: https://doi.org/10.5430/rwe.v12n2p1

Abstract
In economies where most firms are family-owned, there is a risk of poor management and problematic strategic and
technological comprehension. Multiple cases prove the existence of a series of socio-economic pathologies in such
firms that undermine an economy‘s ability to overcome economic crises through innovative and entrepreneurial
thinking and adaptability. The paper aims to present the relationship between entrepreneurship and ―development and
crisis‖ from the perspective of Greece‘s current socio-economic crisis. It first analyzes the neo-Schumpeterian
entrepreneurship theory and the structures that allow innovative and competitive models to appear and then links this
context with Greece‘s case. The ―Stra.Tech.Man‖ theoretical framework of physiological types of entrepreneurship is
suggested as the analytical base for elaborating a local development policy instrument for economies where such less
competitive businesses prevail.
Keywords: entrepreneurship, socio-economic crisis, Greek crisis, neo-Schumpeterian perspective, Stra.Tech.Man
physiology, entrepreneurship types, less competitive firms, local development
1. Introduction
A vibrant discussion is underway as to how innovative firms can bring socio-economic development in today‘s
Greece, which seems to enter a new development trajectory after the long-term recession that resulted from a
structural socio-economic crisis (Koronis & Vlados, 2019). Although Greece seems to be moving in the right
direction today, with a highly skilled human workforce and with a banking sector working to improve their finances,
at the same time, severe problems in Greek entrepreneurship appear to persist.
Positive socio-economic development occurs through innovative firms, predominantly. However, there are internal
organizational ―taboos‖ within Greek companies and industries, for which there is no extensive dialogue. For the
most part, these organizational deficiencies hinder business performance (Xie & Suh, 2014), even when the external
environment is favorable and internal reforms assist in the right direction. In particular, in many Greek industries, a
―shadow entrepreneurship‖ still exists and sometimes prevails (Williams & Nadin, 2011). Entrepreneurs without the
necessary funds and ―collateral‖ are trying to survive by evading taxes, defying labor laws, and downgrading their
product or service. Simultaneously, several tourist services are still at a comparatively low level of competitiveness,
contrary to the widespread belief that Greece‘s tourist product is one of the most developed tourist products
worldwide (Dimelli, 2017; Vasileiou et al., 2016).
Besides, in an economy where most firms are family-owned, there is an increased risk of poor management practice
and problematic cooperation models. Multiple cases within large firms prove the existence of a series of
organizational pathologies. In many European countries where there is a similar business structure (especially in
Italy), there has recently been a fundamental shift in corporate governance and external relations. To this end, many
small and medium-sized enterprises in the European South appear to be moving away from centralized structures
(Mack & Szulanski, 2017) and evolving into active players in the global market, whereas in Greece, such a transition
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does not seem to be the case. Still, it is a fact that all firms need medium-term to long-term strategies. Although a
―myopic‖ approach to reforms by the Greek state, together with multiple institutional framework changes, has forced
Greek firms to think in the short-term logic and, therefore, not plan and implement long-term strategies, a
repositioning now seems necessary. Firms need to be always ready to invest in new projects and even change their
basic tactics to survive. However, exports and successful strategies require relative stability, building brand
reputation, and systematically investing in modern technologies (Love & Roper, 2015). In other words, as the
economic environment changes, all firms must adapt. Otherwise, the improvement in funding and the institutional
framework will create temporary or anemic, or ―inflated‖ growth. This development must come from upgraded firms
by creating the structures in which visionary entrepreneurs can invest in exporting and innovative efforts, or else
Greece will again experience an irregular cycle of internal growth only.
More profoundly, however, important structural questions arise. How does the concept of entrepreneurship relate to
the development and crisis consequences? How can entrepreneurship help strengthen the Greek economy to find a
new path of socio-economic development? These are the two main questions that this article will try to answer by
reviewing the relevant literature, presenting the Greek firms‘ level of development, and proposing a repositioned
economic policy-making framework.
This paper aims to link the Greek economic context with modern entrepreneurship theory and identify the structures
that allow innovative-competitive models to emerge. A theoretical proposition that has been previously framed as
―Stra.Tech.Man‖ is transferred into the context of economies dominated by small businesses and suffering from
entrepreneurial pathologies. This articulation will present how entrepreneurship relates to the phenomenon of
―development and crisis‖ under the perspective of Greece‘s current socio-economic crisis by following specific
methodological steps. The paper first presents the foundations in business innovation theory and discusses its
relationship with socio-economic crisis and development. It uses the Schumpeterian and neo-Schumpeterian
contributions to the evolutionary dynamics of the firm. Next, it analyzes contemporary contributions to the Greek
socio-economic system. Then, it discusses the socio-economic crisis issue, emphasizing the Greek case in the context
of seeking an overall enhancement of the competitiveness and attractiveness of the socio-economic system.
Subsequently, it outlines three ―physiological‖ types of entrepreneurship that appear to be prevalent in Greece by
utilizing the ―Stra.Tech.Man‖ approach, which suggests that the innovative-competitive potential of socio-economic
organizations comes from how they synthesize the spheres of strategy, technology, and management. Finally, it
summarizes the findings, proposing a repositioned economic policy framework to strengthen entrepreneurship in
Greece.
2. Literature Review
This section investigates the relevant literature of entrepreneurship and development by focusing on Greece‘s case,
attempting a non-systematic approach to synthesize the existing knowledge, and suggesting a new theoretical
framework (Snyder, 2019). The issues of development and crisis from a neo-Schumpeterian perspective are explored,
focusing on how entrepreneurship evolves within a socio-economic system.
2.1 Entrepreneurship, Development, and Crisis in neo-Schumpeterian Terms
The study of entrepreneurship and the respective successful innovation introduced into the socio-economic system
have their theoretical foundations primarily in Schumpeter‘s work (1942, 1939, 1934). Schumpeter (1942, pp. 82–83)
first put the action of the innovative entrepreneur at the center of the capitalist process, arguing that ―the fundamental
impulse that sets and keeps the capitalist engine in motion comes from the new consumers‟ goods, the new methods
of production or transportation, the new markets, the new forms of industrial organization that capitalist enterprise
creates.‖
According to this observation, Schumpeter (1942, p. 31) argues that the capitalist system‘s evolution follows a steady
course of constant changes due to innovation: ―capitalist economy is not and cannot be stationary. Nor is it merely
expanding in a steady manner. It is incessantly being revolutionized from within by new enterprise.‖ This intrinsic
revolution of the system is due to the profit-motivated entrepreneur, who causes constant upheavals in historically
existing situations (he aspires to ―build a personal empire‖). In this context, Schumpeter (1939, p. 223) emphasizes
the dialectically elevating behavior of the capitalist system where prosperity phases give their place to recessionary
phases in an ever-transforming way. In this capitalist process, a new situation is always created, in a higher level of
evolution, until bureaucratically-minded technocrats take over businesses, profits cease to exist, and thereby
capitalism falls victim to its success.
The central explanatory power in this Schumpeterian scheme of development and crisis through innovation is the
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concept of ―creative destruction.‖ For Schumpeter (1942, pp. 81–86), the destruction of old forms and norms through
business innovation can describe economic development‘s discontinuous nature. This continuous cycle of
development and crisis is a dynamic and evolutionary process, in which most quasi-static analyses of quantities are
relatively inadequate: ―Dynamic analysis is the analysis of sequences in time. In explaining why a certain economic
quantity, for instance a price, is what we find it to be at a given moment, it takes into consideration not only the state
of other quantities at the same moment, as static theory does, but also their state at preceding points of time, and the
expectations about their future values‖ (Schumpeter, 1942, p. 107).
On top of these observations focusing on the evolutionary logic, subsequent neo-Schumpeterian works appear
gradually and begin to penetrate the deeper structural processes synthesized within firms‘ behaviors, in what is called
the ―evolutionary theory of the firm.‖ The first work in this conceptual direction is by Nelson and Winter (1982).
One of its central arguments is that the neoclassical maximization paradigm assumes that the firm is just an
automatic transformer of inputs into outputs in a rational way, which is analytically inadequate. They argue that we
can borrow biological analogies to the study of the firm. The firm is an ―organism‖ that has organizational
capabilities and exercises specific routines over time:
―We have argued in detail the view that organizational capabilities consist largely of the ability to perform
and sustain a set of routines; such routines could be regarded as a highly structured set of „habitual
reactions‟ linking organization members to one another and to the environment. The tendency for such
routines to be maintained over time plays in our theory the role that genetic inheritance plays in the theory
of biological evolution‖ (Nelson & Winter, 1982, p. 142).
Today, recent contributions to the firm‘s evolutionary theory and the development of entrepreneurship follow the
Schumpeterian finding of the capitalist system‘s discontinuity through periodic development/crisis cycles due to
innovation. For example, business evolution is a process of emergence rather than rational design (Nooteboom, 2008)
as ―heterogeneous‖ processes appear within the firms (Coad, 2010), which always have bounded rationality and
limited learning capabilities (Etemad, 2017; Rahmeyer, 2010). Firms are socio-economic organizations of
―biological-type‖ that express their individuality and behaviors and design their specific strategies to survive in their
continually changing internal and external environment (Sirghi, 2014; Stoelhorst, 2010).
According to Hanusch and Pyka (2007), the neo-Schumpeterian perspective is about synthesizing the micro, meso,
and macro levels analytically by exploring innovation and firms‘ learning behavior (micro-level), the structural and
qualitative dynamics of industry (meso-level), and the articulation of international competitiveness (macro-level). In
this sense, the institutional environment through the periodic change of the existing ―paradigm‖ is a central analytical
pillar (Acemoglu & Robinson, 2012; Dosi, 1982; Kaldor, 2008; Perez, 2002, 2010). An institutional environment‘s
ability to transform structurally through institutional innovations is another feature of the neo-Schumpeterian
analysis (Pyka & Nelson, 2018; Raffaelli & Glynn, 2015).
Overall, socio-economic systems‘ evolution depends on the firms‘ innovative development that they can host and
nurture. In particular, in today‘s era of crisis and restructuring of globalization (Vlados et al., 2018a), where global
capitalism changes both qualitative and quantitative context drastically, the dialectical ―diptych‖ of development and
crisis co-exists in all socio-economic systems with the dynamics of knowledge and innovation that, ultimately,
depend on the dynamics articulated by the firms (Figure 1).

Published by Sciedu Press

3

ISSN 1923-3981

E-ISSN 1923-399X

http://rwe.sciedupress.com

Research in World Economy

Vol. 12, No. 2, Special Issue; 2021

Figure 1. The evolutionary cycle of socio-economic systems in globalization passes through the dynamics of firms
In conclusion, the neo-Schumpeterian theory places the dynamics of the firm at the center. To this end, it also
borrows some of the analytical features of evolutionary biology. This analysis moves away from neoclassical
maximization calculus, as the firm has routines and behaves like a ―living organization‖ (Vlados, 2019b). In the
neo-Schumpeterian perspective, all spaces and institutions evolve organically, making a socio-economic system
competitive.
2.2 Approaches to the Greek Crisis in the Literature
This kind of approach to capitalist evolution as a perpetual cycle of development and crisis means that our world is
not in balance, nor is it likely to be in the future, despite earlier optimistic forecasts (Fukuyama, 1992; Ohmae, 1999).
During the current crisis and restructuring phase of globalization, the Greek socio-economic system is increasingly
experiencing a negative performance in innovative entrepreneurship and competitiveness (Vlados et al., 2018b). In
this sense, the Greek crisis makes up a profound structural transformation phenomenon.
Many relevant approaches address the Greek crisis from a macroeconomic perspective. For example, there is a study
of the financial data of the Greek crisis, considering the swelling of public debt (Kouretas & Vlamis, 2010), or the
relatively weak regional position of Greece as a country of the European South (Kazemi & Sohrabji, 2012;
Magoulios & Chouliaras, 2014). The criticisms of austerity policies applied to the weak Greek economy are also
another common framework in analyzing the causes of the crisis (Andreou et al., 2017; Triantopoulos & Staikouras,
2017), as well as the existence of a shadow economy associated with high levels of corruption (Bitzenis et al., 2016).
Simultaneously, causes related to the Greek socio-economic system‘s weakness for real social and political
development are also identified (Andrikopoulos & Nastopoulos, 2015; Koutsoukis & Roukanas, 2011; Skalkos,
2018).
Some approaches focus on the aspect of inadequate and less competitive entrepreneurship within the Greek
socio-economic system. For example, Herrmann and Kritikos (2013) argue that Greece is not an innovation-intensive
economy, as it has weak industrial growth and a large number of comparatively small firms. Vassiliadis and
Vassiliadis (2014) highlight the succession problem in small and medium-sized Greek family-owned businesses,
arguing that they experience issues in developing their human resources, which are exacerbated by the existence of
bureaucracy and an unstable tax environment. Williams and Vorley (2015) take the view that the institutional system
in Greece is deteriorating recently and is leading to an ―entrepreneurship crisis,‖ while Giannacourou et al. (2015)
and Sainis et al. (2016) find structural problems within the Greek companies.
According to Kaplanoglou et al. (2016), Greece presents one of the most substantial tax gaps compared to other
developed economies, indicating a strategic tax evasion on the part of small and medium-sized enterprises.
Giotopoulos et al. (2017) note that Greek firms lack human capital and entrepreneurial training, while Giotopoulos
and Vettas (2018) focus on how the Greek business system can be restructured towards a dynamic, extroverted, and
export-oriented productive model. According to Kapitsinis (2019), finally, several firms‘ relocation to neighboring
countries shows a necessity rather than an expansion strategy.
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In Greece, production factors are not particularly fertile and knowledge-oriented, while there is a relative absence of
sophisticated labor in terms of market skills (Christopoulou & Monastiriotis, 2016). Moreover, the Greek market is
not a demanding one in terms of quality, and the difficulty of gaining a prominent exporting place among developed
countries reflects this deficiency (Klonaris & Agiangkatzoglou, 2017; Pitelis, 2012). Simultaneously, the knowledge
and innovation environment seem weak and entrenched (Panagiotakopoulos, 2015), also reproducing cultural and
demographic problems (Ifanti et al., 2014; Labrianidis & Vogiatzis, 2013).
According to these analyses, it appears that the current socio-economic crisis in Greece, which has multilevel
consequences (at the firm, industry, and national level), is not ―coincidental.‖ It is articulated in multiple conceptual
and practical levels: socio-political, economic, cultural, and ideological, in the particular contexts of today‘s crisis
and restructuring of global capitalism (Caron, 2020).
2.3 Competitiveness and Attractiveness
Understanding the multilevel crisis of entrepreneurship requires a repositioned view of the development phenomenon
from a historical and multidimensional perspective. In practice, economic development differs from economic
growth. The economic growth approach usually bypasses socio-economic factors since it sees economic
development as a mechanistic outcome of a growing economy (Arndt, 1981; Chartier, 2004; Coméliau, 1994;
Schubert & Zagamé, 1998). Quite often, in terms of economic growth, market flows appear sufficient to study
economic progress and development, while socio-institutional structures are usually bypassed (Dragan &
Demetrescu, 1988; Georgescu-Roegen, 1971). This mechanistic interpretation considers economics a mechanical
science, which should not deviate towards ideological and political directions (Foray, 2009; Zaccaï,2002).
For Brinkman (1995), science has specific paradigmatic boundaries, and, in this context, a leveling based on the
logistic growth curve can be the only outcome of economic growth. Brinkman postulates that economic evolution
needs both growth (reproduction and replication) and development (mutation and transformation). Therefore,
economic development and economic growth are different concepts, with economic growth usually reflected in
national or per capita income and GDP increases, while economic development in the quality-of-life improvements,
poverty reduction, and structural economic changes (Nnadozie & Jerome, 2019). According to Acemoglu (2012),
economic growth is an exciting sub-area of economics, although the problem of economic development remains a
major one for humanity at large and economics as a science.
Although economic development is not possible in the long term without simultaneous economic growth, the two
concepts are distinct in investigative terms. The ―conventional‖ theorization of economic growth only studies
cumulative quantities, whereas economic development refers to profound, qualitative and structural, socio-economic
transformations (Alcouffe & Ferrari, 2008; Chiras, 1995; Hosseini, 2003). In the ever-transforming context of
economic science, standard neoclassical economics is still attached to the belief that critical development issues, such
as poverty, technological change, political power, crisis, innovation, and other socio-economic dimensions, lie
externally to the scope of ―pure‖ economics (Nelson et al., 2018; Nelson & Winter, 1974; Vlados, 2019c). On the
contrary, contemporary evolutionary and neo-Schumpeterian theorizations perceive development as a historic,
multiform, and dynamic process of both qualitative transformations, implemented within an ever-altering framework
of evolving social forms and political priorities (Andersen, 2009; Boulding, 1981; Chatzinikolaou & Vlados, 2019;
Dopfer & Nelson, 2018; Pyka & Nelson, 2018; Rahmeyer, 2016; Winter, 2006).
As we have seen, a potential point of enrichment of today‘s economic science lies at the micro-level of the firm‘s
dynamics and the meso-level of economic sectors and localities. In this sense, the Greek crisis problem begins with
the deficiency in multilevel competitiveness (Esser et al., 2013; Peneder, 2017). All socio-economic players in the
global evolutionary process reproduce their comparative strengths and weaknesses in a ―correlated‖ rather than an
―absolute‖ manner, and, therefore, being better than your competitors is an ongoing process (Vlados, 2019a). In this
context, each socio-economic organization (an individual, a business, a region, or a nation) may be more competitive
than their counterparts based on a common goal (Balkytė & Tvaronavičienė, 2010). A socio-economic organization‘s
competitiveness means to survive and thrive in the external global environment‘s evolving conditions (Vlados &
Chatzinikolaou, 2019c).
Many definitions of competitiveness refer to a nation‘s ability to produce and deliver goods to international markets
by increasing the citizens‘ real income (Boltho, 1996). However, studying competitiveness in terms of
entrepreneurship at the micro-level and meso-level enriches this national competitiveness analysis. Firm-level
competitiveness is the firm‘s ability to perform better than its competitors and constitutes the ―cellular‖ process.
Meso-competitiveness occurs at the level of firms‘ agglomerations, mostly at local or regional spaces (Porter, 1998).
In this context, today, competitiveness is a multilevel synthesis product that involves all levels of space, in their
global perspective (Figure 2).
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Figure 2. Competitiveness and attractiveness as structural development factors at the different socio-economic
systems
This structural approach to multilevel ―micro-meso-macro‖ competitiveness (Dopfer, 2011; Dopfer et al., 2004) can
help us understand that socio-economic development collectively consists of four dynamics: the dynamics of
knowledge and innovation; the dialectic of crisis and development with the continued emergence of new
socio-economic forms; the dynamics of investment attractiveness; and the dynamics of ―organic‖ competitiveness
created by all the socio-economic system‘s (or ―competitiveness web‖) tangible and intangible resources (Vlados,
2019d).
Investment attractiveness is a critical pillar in defining a competitiveness framework that links the entire
socio-economic system‘s macro-dynamics, the regional or local space‘s inter-sectoral meso-dynamics, and the firm‘s
micro-level entrepreneurial dynamics (Aydalot, 1986; Delapierre et al., 2000). In this sense, socio-economic
development in today‘s era of globalization presupposes a socio-economic system‘s ability to attract and assist in
establishing business interests (at local, national, and supranational levels).
Moreover, this doublet of ―attractiveness-competitiveness‖ presupposes the existence of mechanisms to help create a
competitive advantage in terms of locality (Algan et al., 2013; Bloom et al., 2012; Bougette & Charlier, 2016).
Maintaining the attractiveness of business interest requires the socio-economic space to remain competitive by
meeting the international aspirations of the firms it hosts. As a result, the Greek socio-economic crisis is primarily
due to a relative lack of competitiveness found at the micro-level of the hosting firms‘ innovative potential. In Greece,
most firms appear to ―be governed‖ by structural deficiencies, stemming from their extremely low competitiveness,
which derives from the way they articulate (or do not articulate) their innovation. The next section examines the
problem of structural idiosyncrasies of the Greek socio-economic business ecosystem.
3. Structural Dimensions and Peculiarities in Greek Entrepreneurship
Although the dynamics of globalization lean on and affect all socio-economic systems and organizations, leading to
an increasingly deeper homogenization, the forces of cultural heterogeneity and diversity are reinforced at different
edges of the world (Ladhari et al., 2015; Roudometof, 2014; Scherer et al., 2013). To this end, according to Vlados
(2012, 2004), the Greek entrepreneurial ecosystem hosts firms of different (idiosyncratic) ―physiology‖ and structure:
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that is, the firms operating in Greece do not all belong to the same ―species‖ of entrepreneurship. Specifically, Greek
firms ―think‖ and act based on three distinct ―Stra.Tech.Man‖ physiologies, that is, in the way they evolve the inner
dialectical spheres of their strategy, technology, and management. The three ―Stra.Tech.Man‖ questions that govern
these organizations (and every other socio-economic organization) are the following:
i.

Strategy: ―where am I, where am I going, how do I go there, and why?‖

ii.

Technology: ―how do I draw, create, synthesize, spread, and reproduce the means of my work and
know-how, and why?‖

iii.

Management: ―how do I use my available resources, and why?‖ (Figure 3)

Figure 3. The evolutionary Stra.Tech.Man ―physiology‖ of the firm at the center of the socio-economic system‘s
evolutionary trajectory
Analyzed in a spatially and historically defined framework, the ways socio-economic organizations compose the
three Stra.Tech.Man spheres also specify the socio-economic system‘s innovation potential, competitiveness,
attractiveness, and overall development and crisis potential. In other words, the sophistication level of innovative
entrepreneurship in terms of Stra.Tech.Man determines the overall evolutionary trajectory of the socio-economic
system in globalization.
According to the Stra.Tech.Man ―physiological‖ typology developed by Vlados (2004), there are three major
categories of entrepreneurial development in Greece, classified as ―monad-centered,‖ ―massive,‖ and ―flexible‖
entrepreneurship. It turns out that the Greek socio-economic system‘s low competitiveness is due to the existence of
―monad-centered‖ firms, which constitute the overwhelming majority even today (Vlados & Chatzinikolaou, 2019a,
2019b):


In terms of strategy, ―monad-centered‖ firms exploit an instinctive approach. At the technology level, they
choose tools (in a broad sense) sporadically, while at a management level, the everyday experience of
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market practice prevails.


On the contrary, ―massive‖ firms follow a ―mechanistic‖ logic in articulating their strategy, utilize their
technology linearly, and base their management on rigorous specialization.



The advanced forms of entrepreneurship, the ―flexible‖ ones, think in an evolutionarily strategic way while
their technology is increasingly network-based and modern, followed by multilevel and participatory
management, both bottom-up and top-down.

3.1 “Monad-Centered” Firms
In terms of strategy, a ―monad-centered‖ firm‘s core logic (Miller et al., 2001; Nieto et al., 2015; Siakas et al., 2014;
Vlados, 2004) is instinctive since a strategic systematization is absent. It uses this instinct to pursue a ―short-sighted‖
immediate profit by tending to avoid risk-taking. At the same time, business planning is usually an informal process
in which the business owner is the dominant figure. Besides, this firm tracks its internal and external environment
superficially, without clear and systematic methods. More generally, this firm‘s ―strategic planning‖ follows the
rationale of immediate profitability with a repetitive nature, while the overall strategic concept presents a peculiarly
mixed framework of opportunism and conservatism.
In terms of technology, the ―monad-centered‖ firm exploits the technological opportunities that lie ahead of it
sporadically, in the absence of a systematic framework for identifying its evolving knowledge environment.
Technology creation is minimal internally, mainly expressed as ―better standardization,‖ technology adoption seems
like an obstacle to overcome, and the diffusion and application of technology are limited to specific actions that
usually the business owner undertakes solely. Finally, technological evaluation is sporadic as the firm performs low
value-added projects in terms of technology.
In terms of management, the core logic of practical experience runs throughout all the firm‘s managerial levels. The
organizational design focuses on immediate and short-term solutions to pressing problems, with role overlaps and the
absence of a written organization chart. Business staffing is usually based on the recruitment of employees with
practical experience in the field, while the development of human resources is considered unnecessary to the extent
that ―the business must survive‖ in the ―adverse‖ conditions of competition. In this context, motivation assumes a
character of trust in this firm that stems from a traditional and peculiar type of ―paternalism‖ inspired by the business
owner and, therefore, leadership is at the sole responsibility of the ―boss.‖ Finally, the owner‘s willingness defines in
this type of firm how things are controlled, while communication and coordination are usually activated after the
problem occurs and becomes a pressing one.
3.2 “Massive” Firms
In terms of strategy, the massive firm‘s core logic (Belasco, 1991; Lee & Edmondson, 2017; Moss Kanter, 2013;
Vlados, 2004) follows mechanistic effectiveness, with the overall strategic focus expressed as the accomplishment of
quantifiable projects. In this way, the massive firm‘s business plan is ―strictly systematic‖ and, to a certain extent,
sufficiently bureaucratic, leading to tracking the external environment from a quasi-static perspective that is unable
to foresee unexpected changes. This firm analyzes the internal environment with precise controls that measure
operational efficiency and performance. In this context, strategic analysis is a matter primarily for top executives and,
secondarily, for shareholders, usually taking the form of an ―introverted‖ process that should not go beyond the
firm‘s internal boundaries.
In terms of technology, it follows a linear logic mostly, focusing on the systematic exploitation of existing
technologies in the internal value chain. Technology acquisition takes small and quantifiable steps, while only
incremental and measurable performance additions lead to exploiting modern technologies. The adoption and
diffusion of technology are mechanistic, as they usually involve specific functional segments of the firm, while the
implementation of technology is under the senior management‘s responsibility, at the top of the hierarchy. Finally,
technological evaluation resembles a rally whereby added quantitative improvements are the primary criterion of
success.
The core logic of strict specialization runs throughout all the ―massive‖ firms‘ hierarchical management levels.
Management planning concerns long-term quantitative goals and rules through a ―generally rigid‖ hierarchy reflected
in a detailed organization chart. In this context, the massive firm‘s recruitment focuses on searching for a qualified
specialist with limited needs since human resource development focuses on specific operational areas. The aspect of
motivation in this type of firm has a ―purely‖ quantitative and predetermined nature of economic incentives, while
leadership is rigorous with clear routines and rules. The centrally designed controlling is implemented with formal
reports, while coordination and communication have a top-down character that usually occurs linearly.
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3.3 “Flexible” Firms
In terms of strategy, a flexible firm‘s core logic (Deming, 1982; Englehardt & Simmons, 2002; Nandakumar et al.,
2014; Vecchiato, 2015; Vlados, 2004) is of evolutionary conception, which views the business environment as a
dynamic whole. Business planning at this level considers and, at the same time, composes various social and
economic dimensions as they transform over time. The study of the environments (internal, external, and
meso-sectoral) is ―organic‖ by taking historical back-and-forth comparative data since it is an active co-creator of
developments. This firm‘s strategic analysis is functionally multilevel, working ―along the length and width‖ of the
business in the constant pursuit of business evolution. The ―flexible‖ firm focuses not only on its short- and
long-term profitability but also on combining the two and achieving its bold vision.
The flexible firm follows a networking technological perspective, focusing on interactive technological data
utilization and enabling dynamic and continuous technology acquisition. At the level of technology adoption, the
―flexible‖ firm is well developed and durable as it focuses on continually evolving its quality dimensions while
striving to create technology organically. It seeks to integrate technology into the organization between individuals
and groups simultaneously. The diffusion of technology is inter-departmental and integrated, while technological
application focuses on this inter-departmental concept since a business division‘s creativity can extend to the rest of
the organization. In conclusion, a ―flexible‖ firm evaluates its technological endeavor with a lens of overall technical
efficiency, integrating all the relevant quality dimensions.
In terms of management, the core logic of participation is a shared focus on the flexible firm. A continuous quality
improvement belief drives management planning through the integration of short and long-term goals.
Simultaneously, the organization follows a decentralized logic where partial operational teams are autonomous under
the condition that they work under the shared vision. Recruitment focuses on finding the creative and hardworking
partner, with human resource development following a cognitive enhancement rationale across all organizational
departments. At this level, motivation has an idealistic and long-term character, with multi-faceted leadership that
fosters open discussion and consensus in decisions. To this end, decentralized controlling is sought via the audit of
partial projects and the employee‘s self-evaluation. Finally, the flexible firm achieves communication and
coordination at all the organization chart‘s levels and ―hierarchies‖ while disseminating information through
interactive networks.
3.4 Critical Conclusions
These three types of Stra.Tech.Man physiologies show that there are structural reasons why some firms
(socio-economic organizations) stand out as compared to others. They reproduce their innovative potential in the
system that hosts them and, in this case, in a relatively weak innovative Greek socio-economic system. The fact that
the ―monad-centered‖ or ―family-centered‖ firms are the majority (for several years) in Greece points to the
reproduction and dominance of the least systematic way of doing business, which does not include many elements of
capitalist efficiency. They keep surviving while they are lagging in competitiveness because the Greek
socio-economic system favors them.
The crucial issue for Greek entrepreneurship is the adaptation to today‘s conditions of increasing competition in
globalization, which seems increasingly difficult in the current pandemic crisis of COVID-19 and the subsequent
socio-economic changes at the global level (United Nations, 2020). It seems that the ―monad-centered‖
entrepreneurial physiology has to hybridize (Battilana & Dorado, 2010; Ghosh & Ray, 2017) to more massive or
flexible forms of entrepreneurship by increasing the potential for innovation and knowledge. In this case, the overall
competitiveness and attractiveness of the Greek socio-economic system would improve.
4. Concluding Remarks: Proposals for the Structuration of Entrepreneurship-Enhancement Mechanisms in
Greece
This article highlighted entrepreneurship as a crucial factor in the development and crisis of socio-economic systems
in today‘s changing globalization conditions by examining critical contributions to entrepreneurship analysis. After
presenting structural problems reproduced by the Greek socio-economic system in the domestic entrepreneurship, it
presented a ―physiological‖ typology of Greek firms, based on the way these perform in terms of strategy, technology,
and management internally (the ―Stra.Tech.Man approach‖).
The Greek socio-economic system reproduces an idiosyncratic type of business physiology: the ―monad-centered‖
one. In this context, most Greek firms articulate their strategy based on instinctive choices and exploit only
sporadically technological tools and expertise, and management solely follows the inefficient, in broad terms,
everyday practical experience. Consequently, competitiveness improvement, especially for small, medium-sized, and
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family-focused enterprises, seems to be a priority for a new competitiveness policy in conditions of socio-economic
crisis (Vlados & Chatzinikolaou, 2020). According to Vlados and Chatzinikolaou (2019d), ―Local Development and
Innovation Institutes‖ are one such policy that the Greek government could implement directly in the Greek regions
(Figure 4).

Figure 4. Local Development and Innovation Institutes in the context of the Greek socio-economic system. Based on
Vlados and Chatzinikolaou (2019d)
These Institutes could connect local actors (at the level of business ecosystems, business clusters, official regions)
who until yesterday were uncoordinated and incapable of supporting coordinated development, such as local
government, universities, and local businesses (Carayannis & Campbell, 2010; Etzkowitz & Leydesdorff, 1995).
These development mechanisms, aiming to strengthen and stimulate entrepreneurship potential, could focus
primarily on the diagnosis of business physiology in ―Stra.Tech.Man terms.‖
They could follow a cycle of six successive steps, in which the priority is building a system of environmental
diagnosis through field research on the locally established entrepreneurship. The analysis and synthesis of the
information could follow, which clarifies the process of partnership, networking, coordination, and decision-making
for local businesses, suggesting and evaluating current investment opportunities. The mechanism could then focus on
local diffusion of knowledge through business forums, networking processes, and educational interventions, such as
scientific workshops. Next, it could create innovation and upgrade local entrepreneurship action by direct consulting,
advising, and training in Stra.Tech.Man terms. Finally, this mechanism could track development results by collecting,
configuring, and announcing data to the relevant bodies.
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