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Abstract

This article aims to propose an integrated policy framework for competitiveness and entrepreneurship at a unified
macro-meso-micro level. The article presents the evolution of the definition of competitiveness and competitiveness
policy and focuses next on modern definitions of macro-policies, meso-policies, and micro-policies by presenting their
conceptual synthesis based on the literature. Then, by building on the approach of “‘competitiveness web,” it presents
the implications that such an overarching concept can have on the micro-meso-macro level of entrepreneurship
strengthening policies. In this context, it leverages the “Stra.Tech.Man” approach to entrepreneurship dynamics,
which implies that business innovation derives from the synthesis of the innate spheres of strategy, technology, and
management. At the same time, it proposes the micro-meso-level policy of “Local Development and Innovation
Institutes” in the overall context of the competitiveness web. The proposed ‘“‘competitiveness web” policy framework
can address the issue of fostering entrepreneurship in today’s environment of globalization because it takes into
account all the building blocks of socio-economic systems by describing the general framework of the policies at the
micro-meso-macro socioeconomic levels.
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1. Introduction

One of the most critical issues of development of the different socio-economic systems is their level of
competitiveness. The first discussions on the competitiveness of nations began around the late 1980s as aftereffect of
the rapid growth of the Japanese industry that caused back then justified fears in the U.S. and Europe over the
maintenance of their international market shares and the apparent loss of leadership in geo-economic and technological
terms (Kim, 2019; Ohmae, 1985). In the years that followed, the scientific debate went through various phases of
development, contestation, and redefinition until the beginning of the 21% century. In particular, however, after the
outbreak of the global crisis in 2008-9, it seems to acquire a new conceptual outline and interest.

To this end, a new division within the scientific community on the subject seems to emerge. On the one hand, some
analysts focus on particularly positive prospects due to the rapid diffusion of new technologies (Aghion et al., 2007),
while on the other hand, several economists note that the export performance indicators of most developed countries
seem to be quite problematic after overcoming the shock of 2008-9 (Bricongne et al., 2012). Others insist on a more
profound restructuring process of globalization that redefines completely the status quo that concerns how all nations
compete on a global scale now. This process paves the way for a “new globalization” (Vlados, Deniozos, &
Chatzinikolaou, 2018).

In these circumstances, to strengthen the entrepreneurship in different socio-economic systems seems to be one of the
most important priorities of economic policy (Gaudens-Omer, 2018; Kao & Hung, 2015). From a macroeconomic
perspective, promoting an institutional framework conducive to entrepreneurship development seems to take on a
prominent role in academic debate and political practice over time (Khattab & Al-Magli, 2017).
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Entrepreneurship policies, in particular, are directly linked to socio-economic development as they have a “horizontal”
(macro-level) objective of safeguarding the freedom of trade and property rights (Dutz et al., 2000). At the same time,
as a “vertical” target (micro-level), they focus on the individual’s ability to integrate change and innovation into the
business endeavor (Link, 2007). In this context, entrepreneurship policy could connect companies with specialized
stakeholders and knowledge diffusion agents that can enhance the firm’s developmental prospects, and provide
training, education, mentoring, and consulting services. It can also directly intervene in new innovative endeavors
(Autio, 2016).

A common distinction between micro and macro policies is between horizontal or vertical policies. According to
Warwick (2013), horizontal policies correspond to practices fostering the business environment while selective-vertical
policies may aim to promote specific policy skills for specific firms, usually in specific sectors and spaces (meso-level).
Governments today seem to prefer horizontal or integrated policies, as the objectives they seek to achieve are complex
and involve multiple levels of authority (Torjman, 2005). In today’s complex global environment, where “interactive”
governmental approaches come to the fore, and where different government bodies can transfer and exchange
knowledge and skills, the distinction between vertical and horizontal policies can involve the distinction of “diagonal”
policies (Torfing et al., 2012). In the “diagonal” orientation of economic policy, different levels of a government
communicate with dynamic processes, giving and receiving flows from different policy areas.

In the current restructuring of globalization, the analytical focus of development and underdevelopment seems to be on
the promotion of integrated innovation (and hence the broader objective of competitiveness), especially at the micro-
level of the firm (Vlados, 2019c). In contemporary economic crises (Andreou et al., 2017; Andrikopoulos &
Nastopoulos, 2015), macroeconomic regulations appear to have a dominant role, leading to a conflict between the
interests pursued by macroeconomic and microeconomic policies (Danielsson, 2015).

Undoubtedly, liberal policies to promote international trade through entrepreneurship are imperative nowadays but
have to be accompanied by prudent macroeconomic management and micro-level policies that enhance domestic
competitiveness (Kappel & Ghani, 2003). Several studies show that the competitiveness of socio-economic systems at
the sectoral or national level is the primary concern (Ismail & Khalek, 2018). However, how valid is such a
“restrictive” approach to competitiveness?

According to these introductory remarks, it seems essential to explore specific questions related to the level of
conceptual and practical development of policies to strengthen entrepreneurship and competitiveness in our days. In
this regard, the way literature and policy practice address the distinction between micro, meso, and macro policies and
how they relate to each other can be a focal point of research. Variations in the weight attributed at each level of
analysis to enhance entrepreneurship potential exist and, therefore, such analysis could clarify the prevailing
perceptions over time. Therefore, an integrated approach to the policies strengthening entrepreneurship in macro, meso,
and micro terms, simultaneously and in a new way of synthesis, would probably be possible and beneficial.

2. Methodology and structure

This article aims to identify an integrated concept of competitiveness policy that can strengthen entrepreneurship
potential in different spatial levels. It involves the following methodological steps:

I. Firstly, once it defines the concept of competitiveness, it explores how policies of competitiveness enhancement
evolve and identify their current level of development and their principal targets.

Il. Second, it identifies how recent theory addresses policies at the macro, meso, and micro levels, moving forward
with a critical assessment by presenting approaches that are more integrated and comprehensive.

I1l. In this context, it seeks a new perspective on the phenomenon of competitiveness in the form of a systemic
“competitiveness web” that takes into account the integration of different micro-meso-macro levels through
dynamic processes. After placing the focus of competitiveness/entrepreneurship policy on the dynamics of the
firm, it uses the competitiveness web as an integrated policy framework. At the same time, it builds on the micro-
dynamics of the firm in terms of strategy-technology-management (Stra.Tech.Man approach) and the micro-meso
level policy proposal of the Local Development and Innovation Institutes (ILDI) mechanism. The ILDI prioritizes
the diagnosis of the firms’ Stra.Tech.Man innovative potential and, therefore, the intervention for strengthening the
competitiveness of the local socio-economic system.

IV. Finally, it proceeds with an overview of the results and re-examines the proposed conceptual framework.

3. Policies to enhance competitiveness: Past, present, and future trends

To find out the content of competitiveness policies, it seems essential to define the evolving concept of
competitiveness, as understood by the literature and part of policymakers.
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To this end, the research by Aiginger et al. (2013) provides a useful sample of definitions of competitiveness over the
past four decades (Table 1):

Table 1:

Definitions of competitiveness, based on Aiginger et al. (2013)

Scott and Lodge
(1985)

I

.. a nation state’s ability to produce, distribute and service goods in the
international economy ... and to do so in a way that earns a rising standard
of living.”

Fagerberg (1988)

“... the ability of a country to realize central economic policy goals,
especially growth in income and employment, without running into balance
of payment difficulties.”

Porter (1990) “The only meaningful concept of competitiveness at the national level is
national productivity.”
IMD (1994) “World competitiveness is the ability of a country or a company to,

proportionally, generate more wealth than its competitors in the world
markets.”

OECD (1995)

“... the ability of companies, industries, regions, nations or supra-national
regions to generate, while being and remaining opened to international
competition, relatively high factor income and factor employment levels.”

World Economic
Forum (2000)

“Competitiveness is the set of institutions and economic policies supportive
of high rates of economic growth in the medium term.”

European “Ultimately, competitiveness is about stepping up productivity, as this is the
Commission only way to achieve sustained growth in per capita income — which in turn
(2011) raises living standards.”

Janger et al. | “... define competitiveness as the ability to raise standards of living and
(2011) employment, while maintaining a sustainable environment and sustainable

»»

external balances.

The notion of competitiveness transforms over time from seeking exclusively national and international determinants
towards more advanced and specific forms. For example, competitiveness nowadays refers to firms as well as to sectors
and spatial entities. The literature even embraces complex concepts such as sustainable development and the natural
environment, while the conceptualization of competitiveness as equal to productivity seems a declining scientific
perspective (Krugman, 1994).

From a historical point of view, the goal of national competitiveness has been around for several years, though not
explicitly. Hamilton’s Report on the Subject of Manufactures in 1791 (Irwin, 2004), which introduced the hypothesis of
“infant industries” and the need to support them is one such early endeavor. Until the mid-1970s, national economies
were mostly self-contained with a relatively limited volume of international trade, and so the focus on competitiveness
was practically small (Atkinson, 2017). At that time, industrial production was necessary for the growth of the
economy while market failures were a condition to avoid and intervene, and, as a result, the policy had to aim at
protecting “infant industries” (Hirschman, 1958; Rosenstein-Rodan, 1943).

From the rise of globalization (Levitt, 1983), the debate about seeking and enhancing competitiveness comes to the
fore. The facilitating of communications worldwide and the gradual disengagement from the fixed exchange rate
system established at Bretton Woods create massive international flows, and national economies become vulnerable to
international disruptions (Berry et al., 2016). As a result, governments find it increasingly difficult to pick specific
firms or regions as the new winners (Schultze, 1983). Industrial policy starts to focus on the liberalization of markets
and attracting foreign direct investment, aided by macroeconomic stability and minimal government intervention
(Baldwin, 1969; Pack, 2000).

At the same time, one point of agreement among economists who studied the success factors of development strategies
called “externally oriented,” and in particular those of Southeast Asian countries during the 20" century, is the
recognition of the vital role played by the government’s active intervention in strengthening the competitiveness of
each country, more or less developed (Shen, 1991). Today, mainly since 2000, competitiveness policy becomes more
explicit (Corrales-Leal, 2006). In addition to promoting the competitiveness of different globalized sectors (Lall, 2004),
it seeks to ensure the continual development of the national economy. Although some nations (Schwab & Sala-i-
Martin, 2017), regions (Dijkstra et al., 2017), or firms become the losers in today’s game of competitiveness,
competitiveness policies aimed at promoting skills and innovational capacity in the micro-level of the firm spillover
positively throughout the socio-economic system (Froy, 2013).
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In this context, flexibility and pro-active approach in policy articulation are necessary (Naudé, 2010), which can create
a framework aimed at developing the socio-economic system at all levels (Peneder, 2017).

4. Contemporary policy articulation at macro, meso, and micro levels

These new policies of enhancing competitiveness often take on a character and political orientation at the basis of the
level at which they aim to incorporate their intervention. In social sciences, the articulation of microeconomic,
macroeconomic, and macro-social level constitutes a challenging issue (Serpa & Ferreira, 2019; Wiley, 1988). The
meso-level analysis, which refers to the aggregations of one or more networks and organizations, is the conceptual
connection between the micro-macro analytical levels (Dopfer, 2011).

In the macro dimension and macro-policy orientation, Hoogduin et al. (2011) argue that macro-policy interactions are
usually confined to debt management and monetary and fiscal policies while adding to their analysis the concept of
financial stability. Therefore, the macroeconomic policy relates mainly to those issues that usually a country’s
“Ministry of Finance” undertakes by intending to secure specific macroeconomic indicators. Table 2 provides
additional definitions of macro policy (Table 2):

Table 2: Macro-policies definitions

Timmer “The rate and distribution of economic growth are primarily matters of macroeconomic

(2000, p. | and trade policy (once asset distributions are given as an initial condition).”

285)

Hartwell “... macroeconomic policies, put in place to influence predominantly macroeconomic

(2014, p. | aggregates, may have counterproductive or deleterious effects on firm creation via direct

434) costs or via second-order effects such as volatility or hampering expectation formation.”

Ahluwalia “Policy analysis at the macro-level is usually based on a set of quantitative projections

(2015, p. 6) of how the economy is likely to evolve in the short to medium term, taking into account
the likely developments in the world economy and domestic constraints. These
projections are usually based on some formal macroeconomic models but a great deal of
Jjudgment is also used to modify model results.”

The macroeconomic policy usually affects macroeconomic sizes by using forecasts on the short-to-medium term
projected evolution of the national economy. In the traditional macroeconomic context, the extent and diffusion of
economic growth is a priority, and in this way, in the absence of the factors contributing to economic growth, the
overall economy can move backward in developmental terms when it does not emphasize properly on the overall
organic ingredients (firms, sectors, spaces, institutions, and natural equilibrium) of the socio-economic system. In this
sense, macroeconomic growth is the quantitative change of some indicators in the short or medium term, while macro-
socioeconomic development is the ability of a socio-economic system to increase its product over time in “totalizing”
qualitative terms (Perroux, 1969).

At the meso dimension and meso-policy field of analysis, one of the main features is selectiveness. Levin (2018) argues
that meso-policies target specific regulations, laws, and standards of compliance based on specific regions, sectors, and
patterns of behavior. In this sense, meso-policy constitutes an intermediate approach, geared towards specific sub-
systems. Table 3 presents additional meso-policy definitions:

Table 3: Meso-policies definitions

’

Sedelmeier ““meso dimension
(2002, pp. 627-
628)

substantive policy outcomes in distinctive sectoral policy areas”

Meyer-Stamer | “The defining criterion for a mesopolicy is its selectivity. Fiscal policy, monetary policy, exchange
(2005, pp. 7-8) | rate policy and trade policy are generic policies. They affect all economic actors in the same way,
and they are thus elements of the macrolevel. Mesopolicies, by contrast, are selective. They
specifically target limited groups of economic actors. Typical examples are technology policy
(aiming selectively at innovative companies or sectors) and regional policy (selectively promoting
lagging regions and the economic actors that happen to be based there).”

Marra et al. | “Circular economy implementation at the meso level concerns inter-firm initiatives—i.e. practices
(2018, p. 801) regarding the creation and maintenance of symbiotic relationships between firms and eco-industrial
networks, where firms are able to utilize industrial by-products such as heat energy, wastewater and
manufacturing waste.”
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Meso-policy is selective and focuses on specific areas of socio-economic interest. Contemporary meso-competitiveness
policies (as opposed to general macro-level policies) appear to aim at innovative firms or sectors and specific regions.
At the level of sustainable development, the meso-level concerns networks between symbiotic firms and business
ecosystems (Acs et al., 2017). More generally, the meso-level of a socio-economic system studies the dynamic
interactions between firms (micro-level) and macro factors that host their actions.

In the micro dimension of policy, the main issue is to support different socio-economic actors by increasing their
productivity. In this context, fostering entrepreneurship potential and all other factors related to business
competitiveness is a priority for new micro policies (OECD, 2005). Table 4 presents a sample of conceptualization in
the micro-policies field of analysis:

Table 4: Micro-policies definitions

Bianchi (2000, | “The micro level establishes the capabilities with which the actors take part in the economic arena,

p. 327) which means that micro policies not only include local firms, but also local educational institutions,
infrastructures, etc. Together policies on both levels, macro and micro, must be integrated to create
the positive externalities needed for growth in order to avoid the formation of groups resistant to
change.”

OECD (2007, | “e Fostering firm creation and entrepreneurship: increasing the quality and relevance of

pp. 5-6) educational attainment; providing incentives for continuous training/lifelong learning; fostering

knowledge-based management and organization in enterprises.

# Seizing the benefits of information and communications technology (ICT): Developing ICT skills;
stimulating competition in communication markets; implementing e-government; developing digital
content.

e Exploiting and diffusing science and technology: Enhancing the quality of public research;
promoting industry-science links; stimulating demand for new products, processes and services.

e Enhancing human capital and realizing its potential: Increasing access to venture capital;
ensuring efficient bankruptcy regimes, providing entrepreneurial education.”

Fotopoulos and
Storey (2019, p.
192)

“Micro policies, in contrast, focus upon providing support, either for groups or for individuals, in
order to address business-related problems or social concerns. Some individuals or groups, for
example, may be entrepreneurially disadvantaged due to unemployment, by where they live, or by
their ethnicity, age, gender or disability, so preventing them from starting or growing a business.
For these groups, governments in many countries have programs that provide advice, training,
funding or some combination of all three.”

These developments in the literature imply that new micro-level policies aim at strengthening the entrepreneurship
capacities of the specific socio-economic subsystems, with the primary tools being education, training, funding,
research, and all other factors that can boost the competitiveness of the specific actor. Micro policies focus primarily on
the general fostering of entrepreneurship, the promotion of science and technology within firms, and the enhancement
of human, intellectual, and social capital in the targeted socio-economic space.

Overall, it seems that policies at the macro, meso, and micro levels are mostly unrelated to each other in the literature
until these days, as they aim at different levels of the socio-economic system. However, some address the micro, meso,
and macro competitiveness phenomenon from a more integrated and systematic perspective. Table 5 presents this kind
of systemic perspectives:

Table 5: Integrated micro-meso-macro perspectives

Meyer-Stamer
(2005, p. 3)

The following levels describe the “basic structure of the System Competitiveness framework by
looking at key elements and policies at each of the four levels. ... Micro level includes technological,
organizational, and social innovations by efficient firms. ... Meso level includes targeted policies to
strengthen the competitiveness of certain sectors, such as industrial structure policies, import/export
policies, regional policies, infrastructure policies, environmental policies, technology policies,
education policies, and labor policies. ... Macro level is about a stable macroeconomic, political and
judicial framework that includes competition policy, monetary policy, currency policy, budgetary
policy, fiscal policy, trade policy. ... Meta level is about the developmental orientation of society that
includes competitive pattern of economic organization, learning- and change-friendly value
attitudes, ability to formulate strategies and policies, collective memory, and social cohesion.”

Vol3 and | “1. The micro level refers to a focal process of political interactions with a particular rule set (polity)

Bornemann
(2011)

that structures interactions among participating individuals (politics) who deal with specific
problems and solutions (policy).

5
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2. The meso level of politics includes patterns on the level of policy domains where comprehensive
policy programs are negotiated that frame whole issue areas. This takes place in the context of issue-
specific institutional arrangements (polity) that structure conflict and power struggle among
organized collectives with stakes in a particular issue (politics).

3. The macro level captures broader patterns at the level of political systems that span a diversity of
issue areas. It entails discourses about fundamental values and forms of political organization
(policy), is structured by constitutional rules and basic cultural traditions (polity), and features
political struggle along broad social cleavages, societal sectors, or classes (politics).”

Mirzanti et al. | “At the micro level, the policy is targeted to individual, which its contents are business skills,
(2015, p. 399) | opportunity identification skill, and psychological endowment including self motivated. At the meso
level, entrepreneur is defined as an organization that creates an added value through
entrepreneurial process with the content includes business incentives and administration burden. At
the macro level, the impact of entrepreneurship influences jobs creation and start-up creation
nationally in which the policy content includes entrepreneurship culture, entrepreneurship
infrastructure, and education.”

The micro-meso-macro competitiveness policy is more of an overall system than a fragmented policy approach. This
overall approach can be a “system of competitiveness” that takes into account all socio-economic
development/underdevelopment characteristics. According to Meyer-Stamer (2005), at the broader level, at a “meta-
level,” there are usually tacit social processes that mold societal cohesion and the degree to which people are
developmentally oriented. The micro-meso-macro system incorporates different political expressions and priorities at
the three levels while, in particular, a micro-meso-macro entrepreneurship policy must understand how
entrepreneurship systematically changes the socio-economic system as a whole.

The micro-meso-macro system could enable a complete understanding of policy levels. The distinction between micro
and macro in the social sciences is only a conceptual distinction since systemic compositions always appear at different
levels (Jepperson & Meyer, 2011). Besides, the meso-economic environment dynamically unites the previously
separate fields of microeconomics and macroeconomics (Zezza & Llambi, 2002).

According to Dopfer et al. (2004, p. 264), this distinction between microeconomics and macroeconomics is mainly due
to what the author calls as “algebraicism,” in the sense that in economic science a scientific and philosophical
understanding based solely on mathematical logic prevails: “The natural expression of algebraicism in economics is in
the juxtaposition of formal microeconomic propositions in, necessarily, idealized static states with deduced
macroeconomic consequences. Thus, economics involves a micro—-macro division of analysis. Micro is individual
choice, and macro is its aggregate consequences. The sum of micro is macro, and the decomposition of macro is
micro.”

In conclusion, it seems that scholars are trying to find out further the characteristics of this systemic synthesis between
the three micro-meso-macro levels; that is, to understand the distinct—but at the same time co-evolving—approaches
of each level individually and in their composition. The following section also undertakes and enriches this effort.

5. An integrated approach of strengthening entrepreneurship and the competitiveness web

Creating and implementing policies to stimulate competitiveness involves a multitude of factors that co-evolve
dynamically. As a result, there is no definitive, well-implemented policy at all levels, applied in a static way to all
socio-economic systems (Aranguren et al., 2017). It seems clear that such a policy must start from the “cellular”
processes of the socio-economic system, which are at the level of the firm and its specific entrepreneurship.

According to Vlados (2004), the firms at the micro-level are “living” socio-economic systems; they are “organisms,”
which “inhale” and “exhale” socio-economic flows at three compound levels: in their spheres of strategy, technology,
and management (Stra. Tech.Man approach). These “living organizations” have and express a particular “physiology”
that defines their innovative potential. The three spheres of strategy, technology, and management that combine
dynamic processes to compose innovation constitute the bonding substance of the specific “physiology” of the
organization. Each socio-economic organization, whether explicitly or implicitly, strives to answer as effectively as
possible three sets of strategic, technological, and managerial questions (Figure 1):

¢+ Strategy explores the “Where am I, where am I going, how do I go there, and why?”
¢+ Technology explores the “How do I draw, create, synthesize, spread, and reproduce the means of my work and
know-how, and why?”

% Management explores the “How do I use my available resources, and why?”
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Figure 1: The Stra.Tech.Man approach of the socio-economic organization
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The socio-economic organization articulates its strategy, technology, and management to innovate. The shaping of
innovation internally also affects the structuring of the external environment: the internal and external environments of
the socio-economic organizations co-evolve (Breslin, 2016; Cantwell et al., 2010). In order to synthesize the innovative
Stra. Tech.Man potential, the firm receives directly or indirectly elements and flows that transcend the economic sphere,
such as knowledge, information, and any other relative social arrangement. These economic and social dimensions
stem from the co-evolution of the internal and external environment at all possible micro-meso-macro levels
(Gandellini et al., 2012; Vlados & Chatzinikolaou, 2019b).

This “Stra.Tech.Man physiology” constitutes the “DNA” of the socio-economic organization as it enables it to survive
and reproduce its innovative capacity (Vlados & Chatzinikolaou, 2019a). In a “biological-type” view of socio-
economic development (Thomas, 1991; Witt, 2006), the “physiology” of the firm means that there are always specific
strategic, technological, and managerial boundaries, beyond which there can be no “stretch” (Hamel & Prahalad, 1993)
at present. In this sense, the firms are different “animals” since they belong to different “species” that always allow
only specific “openings” within the co-evolving business ecosystem that hosts them (Moore, 1993). In this perspective,
the deeper qualitative Stra. Tech.Man characteristics are more significant than the size of the firm.

Figure 2: The “competitiveness web” and the different levels of policies to strengthen entrepreneurship
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Thus, the firm and the entrepreneurship of its people (micro-level) change structurally the environment that hosts them
(meso-macro-socioeconomic level). These systemic interactions between the different levels show that dynamic
processes interconnect all the environments structurally. According to Vlados (2019a), the levels of space are a
“competitiveness web” where a systemic interaction crosses the different sub-systems dynamically, from the broader
macro-social subsystem to the micro-subsystem of the firm (Figure 2).

In the integrated system of “competitiveness web,” the firms (micro), the sectors, and other business agglomerations
and networks (meso), and the spaces that host this activity (macro) constitute a single entity, an “organism” that
survives in today’s competitive global environment. In this context, the “competitiveness web” clarifies what each level
of analysis includes, as well as its respective political targeting:

R/

+«+ The micro-level encompasses the dynamics of the firm in terms of strategy, technology, and management and the
particular innovation that the firm synthesizes by assimilating the elements of the existing available economic
resources, regulations, and any other related flow.

« The meso-level includes the dynamics of locality and other spatial aggregations between firms (industries) and
other development actors.

«+ The macroeconomic level encompasses the dynamics of the economy, recognized mainly from the growth or
contraction of economic quantities, and includes financial-economic results at the aggregated level.

++ The macro-social level includes all other social factors that shape the developmental perspectives of the system,
such as the diffused technological and cognitive dynamics, the dynamics of the cultural environment, and the
demographic-environmental pressures that overarch the other subsystems.

Moreover, the compositions of the spheres of entrepreneurial dynamics, political intervention, institutional capacity,

and global dynamics that affect dynamically all subsystems that attract development interest (in the form of broadly

conceived investment) transform these micro-meso-macro socio-economic levels structurally. Although the
competitiveness web system integrates the different dimensions comprehensively, micro-meso-macro policies take on
specific features and political targeting:

«+ At the micro-level, the policy aims to enhance the strategic, technological, and managerial potential of the firm,
through research, education, and consulting, to the standards advocated by literature and policy at the micro-level
(Bianchi, 2000; Fotopoulos & Storey, 2019; OECD, 2007).

+«+ At the micro-meso and meso levels, the policy includes a specific framework for strengthening localities in the
form of “Local Development and Innovation Institutes” (ILDIs). The ILDI aims to connect local government,
local-regional educational institutions, and local firms (Vlados & Chatzinikolaou, 2019c) by targeting the
strengthening of local entrepreneurship (Vlados, 2016). The ILDI accomplishes this by utilizing a cycle of six steps
based on the diagnosis of the particular Stra.Tech.Man physiology of the firm and the locality in aggregate terms.
These six steps begin with setting up an environmental diagnostics system, continuing with the analysis and
synthesis of available information, followed by diffusing local expertise, creating innovation, and upgrading local
entrepreneurship in terms of Stra.Tech.Man and, lastly, by monitoring and evaluating development results.

+« At the macro-economic level, all reforms, usually derived from the country’s Ministry of Finance, apply directly or
indirectly to entrepreneurship. For example, these are reforms to the tax framework and policies of a similar
horizontal reach. However, in a new type of government policy where relationships can be “vertical” and
“diagonal” in addition to horizontal, other government authorities can contribute to the macroeconomic policy as
well, such as with labor law, education and energy reforms, or similar “extra-economic” legislations.

« In this context, macro-social policies relate to all those policies external to the competence of the Ministry of

Finance, concerning policymakers who regulate other aspects of social symbiosis. Besides, the developmental

predisposition of the society to this dynamic system of competitiveness web, as well as the effects the society

receives from subsystems, plays a decisive role in the system’s prospects. This analysis also refers to the so-called

business environment reforms (World Bank, 2019).

5. Conclusions and discussion

Can some of the micro-meso-macro policies be more significant for strengthening entrepreneurship than others? In an
integrated approach to competitiveness policy, in the form of a competitiveness web, the center of gravity seems to lie
predominantly in reinforcing the micro-meso levels.

In the current phase of restructuring of globalization, the issue of development seems to change the way socio-
economic sciences perceive socio-economic evolution (Vlados, Deniozos, Chatzinikolaou, et al., 2018). There seems to
be a shift in the dominant interpretive paradigm (Kuhn, 1962) in the competitiveness strengthening conception from
partial and non-cohesive policies—on either a macro, meso, or micro-level—to an integrated view of the dynamics that
contribute to socio-economic development across all systems/subsystems.
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In this context, development/underdevelopment dynamics are multilevel, requiring a structural and “organic”
understanding of the micro-meso-macro environments since socio-economic entities evolve today within a global
socio-economic system. According to the converging perspective of Dopfer et al. (2004), the micro-meso-macro levels
are above all evolutionary. More precisely, it is essential to understand that evolutionary microeconomics is about how
socio-economic actors interact with a subset of other agents and that evolutionary meso-economics describes the core
of structural change of the system, while evolutionary macroeconomics is how the overall “organization” transforms
within a complex structure and associated processes.

Moreover, at the micro-firm level of strategy, technology, and management, the way the firms can manage the change
as “living socio-economic organizations” is of critical importance (Vlados, 2019a). The competitiveness web approach
helps to perceive that socio-economic development stems from the competitive potential of the firm that does not arise
automatically and externally. Socio-economic development derives from the particular decisions and behavior at the
micro-level, disseminated to the other subsystems by causing increased heterogeneity in today’s globalization (Scherer
etal., 2013).

In this context, a new economic policy of entrepreneurship and competitiveness empowerment must now focus on
supporting the “cells” of the system. The proposed micro-meso-level mechanism of the Local Development and
Innovation Institutes has precisely this role, namely the promotion of innovation and productive knowledge of local
entrepreneurship at the local-regional level.

In conclusion, the central finding of this study is that the competitiveness web is a modern form of an integrated
economic policy of competitiveness and entrepreneurship. The competitiveness web is a framework for recognizing the
evolutionary constraints and perspectives that policymakers may face in today’s world of rapid and profound
restructuring of globalization.
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