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e are experiencing a phase of profound restructuring of 

world capitalism. Several phenomena and 

developments lead us to observe a restructuring and 

crisis that take place upon the previous phase of globalization. In 

ÖÜÙɯÝÐÌÞȮɯÛÏÌɯÊÜÙÙÌÕÛɯÎÓÖÉÈÓɯÊÙÐÚÐÚɯÐÚɯÈɯÚÖÊÐÖÌÊÖÕÖÔÐÊɯɁÎÈÔÌ×ÓÈàɂɯ

of planetary reach, where the balanced and healthy reproduction 

of the past globalization is over. Moreover, we should notice that 

this theoretical approach cannot be a superficial or sporadic one 

but structural and systematic.  

The main conceptual thread of this book argues that, in every 

substantial contemporary approach to globalization, we must 

understand the particular historical/evolutionary nature of the 

global socioeconomic space in its unity. We must examine 

together, in their dialectical adaptation and co -evolution, all the 

dynamic dimensions: economic, technological, social, and 

geopolitical.  

In this context, the study of geo-economic and geopolitical 

dynamics in Southeastern Europe and Greece invites us to examine 

many partial dynamic dimensions. These dynamic s unify the 

levels of spatial analysis (local, national, international, and global), 

WW 
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competitiveness (articulated in micro -meso-macro level), and 

development (both in terms of firms, various sectors of economic 

activity, and business ecosystems). 

The purpose of this volumeɭwhich is a collection of published 

ÈÙÛÐÊÓÌÚɯÉàɯÛÏÌɯɁ2ÛÙÈȭ3ÌÊÏȭ,ÈÕɯ+ÈÉɂɯÙÌÚÌÈÙÊÏɯÛÌÈÔɭis to present 

critical issues concerning the broader region of Southeastern 

Europe and how they are interrelated and influenced by the level 

of development of the Greek socioeconomic system. Exploring 

these studies collectively for the needs of the volume, we can see 

that the crisis of the Greek socioeconomic system is part of the 

overall problematic development of the region. In the background, 

the nations of Southeastern Europe seem to share common 

attributes and perspectives concerning their business, political, 

social, and cultural environment.  

Moreover, this collection examines in detail the crisis and 

restructuring of the Greek socioeconomic system. In our view, it is 

clear that this crisis is neither accidental nor temporary. On the 

contrary, already from the beginning of the last decade, we started 

to realize that we are facing radical changes and new challenges, 

both internationally and within the Greek economy and society. 

Finally, these profound changes and challenges call for activating 

new types of evolutionary understanding and articulating new sets 

of policies at all levels. This repositioned perception and practice 

would preserve geopolit ical security and enhance socioeconomic 

development in the region.  

As a result, we think that this volume contributes to viewing 

contemporary problems identified in the region from multiple 

perspectives. It starts with and presents the specific Greek case 

while proposes economic policy solutions that can enhance the 

competitiveness of different socioeconomic systems in the 

Southeastern Europe region (strengthening innovation capacity, 

improving competitiveness, ameliorating geo -strategic decisions, 

and reinforcing local development procedures).  

In particular, the volume contains five articles:  

I. Development dynamics in Southeastern Europe: The challenge of 

the new paradigm of cooperation 

The dynamics of globalization transform the evolutionary 

nature of capitalist phenomena structurally, at all levels. No 
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enterprise or institution and sector of economic activity is cut off 

today from cross-sectoral relationships formed within the 

dynamics of globalization. As a result, there is an urgent need to 

create a new paradigm of strengthening the international relations 

of cooperation, especially in socio-economic systems and regions 

of the world that seem to be lagging in terms of competitiveness, 

such as the region of Southeastern Europe. 

In this context, we argue that a prerequisite for a new paradigm 

of cooperation is to resolve how competitiveness unfolds in 

evolutionary terms within the globalized context. To this end, we 

suggest that the co-evolution of the socioeconomic space that hosts 

the activities of firms and  the specific cross-sectoral structures that 

concern them generate the phenomenon of competitiveness. This 

evolutionary perception of competitiveness is the basis for 

understanding the cooperation -competition relations and the new 

paradigm of co-development that Southeastern European 

countries need to integrate to meet future challenges. 

II. Search for competitiveness and entrepreneurial evolution in the 

global environment: An approach of development dynamics based on the 

Greek productive system 

The Greek socioeconomic system, as well as systems of similar 

development (such as the Balkans), undergo a process of profound 

transformation, primarily due to the firms that survive and 

compete on their interior. In the age of globalization, different 

production systems appear to be developing organically since 

simultaneous global -local relationships influence them by 

transforming their structural characteristics. In globalization, 

which is a continuous and simultaneous dialectical process of 

homogenization and heterogeneity, we cannot examine validly any 

socioeconomic system in separation from one another.  

In this context, the firms themselves exhibit organic 

characteristics, according to the way they articulate their strategy, 

technology, and management (Stra.Tech.Man synthesis). After 

studying the Greek case, we find that at the heart of the continuous 

traÕÚÍÖÙÔÈÛÐÖÕɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯɁ×ÏàÚÐÖÓÖÎàɂɯÖÍɯÍÐÙÔÚɯÓÐÌÚɯÛÏÌɯÞÈàɯÛÏÌÚÌɯ

firms think (philosophy) and act (processes). This 

conceptualization, which places the innovative business action at 

the center of the socioeconomic system, suggests that the overall 
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level of development depends on the competitiveness of firms, 

×ÙÐÔÈÙÐÓàȭɯ(ÕɯÛÏÌɯÊÈÚÌɯÖÍɯ&ÙÌÌÊÌȮɯÐÛɯÚÌÌÔÚɯÛÏÈÛɯɁÔÖÕÈË-ÊÌÕÛÌÙÌËɂɯ

firms constitute the majority. These firms base their strategy on 

their instincts solely, make sporadic choices in their technology, 

and their  management is attached to practical experience. 

Furthermore, these firms exhibit a relative weakness in generating 

innovation while giving the overall tone and rhythm to the 

relatively weak development of the Greek economic system. This 

finding can suggest and explain why Greece has entered into a 

developmental -evolutionary spiral of low competitiveness, which 

incubated the subsequent crisis for the entire national production 

system. 

III.  Energy security in the Balkans and the energy economy of 

Greece 

This arti cle focuses on the energy path that Balkan nations 

follow in recent years. Although the Balkans is an area of low 

energy significance, we emphasize in this article, through recent 

energy developments, the emerging geo-economic role that we 

expect from Balkans to play in the global energy policy 

chessboard. Moreover, the EU plays a vital role in the energy 

policy of the Balkan countries since it constitutes one of the largest 

importers of energy raw materials and is heavily dependent on 

hydrocarbon imports .  

The Balkan region is an East-West and North -South 

intersection, where we encounter today various energy interests. 

Following the discovery of hydrocarbons in the eastern 

Mediterranean region, we present how existing and in -process gas 

pipelines intertwi ne with the broader strategy of the Balkan states, 

the EU, Russia, and the US. We argue that in order for Greece to 

achieve its energy safety goals, it must first increase its energy 

autonomy and improve cooperation with other Balkan states. In 

this way, Greece will be able to exert meaningful influence by 

intervening directly or indirectly in decisions regarding various 

implemented projects in this fragile region. Balkan crude oil and 

gas transportation networks are critical strategic drivers in the 

ongoing energy competition between the West and Russia. 

IV. The multiple perception of innovation: The case of micro and 

small enterprises in the Region of Eastern Macedonia and Thrace 
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This article aims to study the multiplicity in the perception of 

innovation, taki ng as a case study the Greek region of Eastern 

Macedonia and Thrace, which is one of the least developed regions 

in Greece and Europe. After presenting critical theoretical 

milestones in the conception of the innovation phenomenon, we 

analyze the findings of one qualitative field research we conducted 

in the region of Eastern Macedonia and Thrace on a sample of 

micro and small enterprises. What we find is a remarkable distance 

between the perception of innovation in these firms of the less-

developed region and some of the fundamental characteristics of 

ɁÉÌÚÛɯ×ÙÈÊÛÐÊÌÚɂɯÖÍɯÐÕÕÖÝÈÛÐÖÕɯ×ÙÖÝÐËÌËɯÐÕɯÐÕÛÌÙÕÈÛÐÖÕÈÓɯÓÐÛÌÙÈÛÜÙÌȭ 

V. Crisis and entrepreneurship in Greece: Present, past and 

evolving trends 

The current phase of crisis and restructuring of globalization is 

transforming in -depth the entrepreneurship dynamics at all partial 

socioeconomic systems of the planet. A vital feature of this 

transformation is the competitiveness that different socioeconomic 

systems are capable of articulating, which depends primarily o n 

the innovative potential of their firms.  

After studying the case of the Greek crisis and the structural 

transformation of the Greek socioeconomic system during recent 

years, we try to identify how this crisis of entrepreneurship 

evolves. In the background, it seems that the morphology of the 

entire business ecosystem in Greece deals with severe 

competitiveness weaknesses. The analysis of the Greek firms in 

ÛÌÙÔÚɯ ÖÍɯ ÛÏÌÐÙɯ 2ÛÙÈȭ3ÌÊÏȭ,ÈÕɯ Ɂ×ÏàÚÐÖÓÖÎàɂɯ ÊÖÕÛÙÐÉÜÛÌÚɯ ÛÖɯ ÛÏÐÚɯ

scientific dialogue, by also proposin g policy solutions and 

recognizing a possible future outcome of the Greek 

entrepreneurship.  

 

Charis Vlados  

Editor  

Ph.D. Paris X Nanterre 

Lecturer, Dr., Department of Economics, Democritus University 

of Thrace 

Scientific Coordinator of the research team - Stra.Tech.Man Lab 
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II nntt rroodduucctt ii oonn    

he present contribution investigates the new challenges of 

sustaining, strengthening, and reproducing the cooperation 

dynamics of the socioeconomic formations of Southeastern 

Europe in the evolutionary context of the contemporary phase of 

globalization.  

Initially, we should recognize that the current situation in the 

broader Southeastern Europe cannot be characterized as 

satisfactory. It is not only the fact that various traditional divisions 

and conflicts are maintained and often exacerbated with 

unpredictable consequences. Nor the fact that the issue of security 

remains fragile and increasingly costly in general socioeconomic 

terms. More to the point and mainly due to the above, it becomes 

apparent that the current development dynamic in the region 

remains generally weak, shallow, and of small scope. In the era of 

globalization, Southeastern Europe seems to remain stuck in the 

ÙÖÓÌɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯɁ×ÙÖÉÓÌÔÈÛÐÊɯ×ÌÙÐ×ÏÌÙàȭɂɯ3ÏÌɯ$ÜÙÖ×ÌÈÕɯËÌÝÌÓÖ×ÔÌÕÛɯ

dynamic (Figure 1) continues to concentrate on its advanced 

TT 
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capitalistic center (Germany, France, UK) and reproduce without 

integrating Southeastern Europe (Dunford & Kafkalas, 1992).  

 

 
Figure 1. Major development dynamics in Europe. Based on Dunford and 

Kafkalas (1992) 

 

"ÖÕÚÌØÜÌÕÛÓàȮɯ ÔÈÕàɯ ɁÊÌÙÛÈÐÕÛÐÌÚɂɯ ÈÕËɯ ÔÌÊÏÈÕÐÚÛÐÊɯ

ɁËÌÝÌÓÖ×ÔÌÕÛÈÓɂɯ È××roaches of the past, appear weak in the 

globalization era in providing a reliable analytical framework in 

order to study Southeastern regional development. Many 

ÈÕÈÓàÛÐÊÈÓɯÚÐÔ×ÓÐÍÐÊÈÛÐÖÕÚȮɯËÐÊÏÖÛÖÔÐÌÚȮɯÈÕËɯÙÐÎÐËÐÛÐÌÚȮɯɁÌÚ×ÌÊÐÈÓÓàɯ

ÊÖÔÔÖÕɂɯ ÞÐÛÏÐÕɯ ÛÏÌɯ ÍÐÌÓËɯ Öf the conventional development 

economics and international relations, seem to have exhausted 

their interpretive resources. Therefore, it is no surprise that various 

criticisms and re-orientations in terms of theoretical elaboration are 

gradually crystalliz ed, in the context of the relevant scientific 

research (Cercle des economistes, 2000; Durand, 1993; Furtado, 

1990; Gorz, 1988; Griffin, 1989; Hugon, 1989; 1997; Lucas, 1988; 

Sachs, 1997; UNDP, 1999). 

At the core of the process of revisiting the contemporary 

viewpoints regarding the issue of deve lopment, is the dynamic of 

globalization itself.  This fact does not cease to transform the 

evolutionary nature of global capitalism in all its dimensions, in all 

business, spatial, and sectoral contexts. This redefinition of the 
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deeper architecture, rules, and normalcies of global capitalism 

necessarily invokes new approaches to its generic and national 

specific dynamics. 

In the center of the theoretical reorientation emerges the 

imperative of a new conception of cooperation, a new paradigm of 

cooperation encompassing all the diverse regional entities of the 

planet, a point which seems particularly important for the sensitive 

region of Southeastern Europe (Spilanis & Vlados, 1994; Vlados, 

1996). 
 

TThhee  eevvooll uutt ii oonnaarryy  ccoonntteexxtt   ooff   ggll oobbaall ii zzaatt ii oonn    

Nowadays, the concept of globalization in the public debate, 

unfortunately, tends to be relegated mainly to facile interpretations 

and sweeping generalizations, effectively detracting from its 

analytical and interpretative content. Most of the relevant 

academic research efforts are confined to a static framework for 

studying traditional international economics and politics.  

Nevertheless, globalization does not constitute in any way an 

age-long established order of things: it cannot be reduced to a 

constant, repetitive state of equilibrium. Instead, it is manifested in 

terms of a dialectical process of a complex systemic flow, which 

continuously and necessarily undergoes qualitative 

transformations and shifts in terms of participant socioeconomic 

formations ( Braudel, 1985; Crozet, 1993; Dicken, 1988; Gilpin, 2002; 

Lafay, 1996; Michalet, 1985; Wallerstein, 1979). 

Indeed, the dynamic of globalization does not cease to evolve as 

an expandingɭand at the same time deepening processɭof 

structural unification of the modern world. It also does not cease to 

build an unbreakable evolutionary unity of the individual 

socioeconomic agents, gradually becoming more dense and robust 

in interactions and co-determinations, in uniform spatial terms. In 

this way, the global socioeconomic space becomes continuously 

more functionally and indivisible (Figure 2).  
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Figure 2. The dialectic of unification of the socioeconomic territories in the 

global process 

 

More specifically, the emerging and progressive continuity of 

different spaces within the process of globalization establish 

themselves dialectÐÊÈÓÓàɯ Ü×ÖÕɯ ÛÏÌɯ ÚÛÙÜÊÛÜÙÈÓɯ ɁÉÈÊÒÉÖÕÌɂɯ

ÊÖÕÚÛÐÛÜÛÌËɯÉàɯÛÏÌɯÜÕÐÍàÐÕÎɯÛÙÈÑÌÊÛÖÙÐÌÚɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯËÐÍÍÌÙÌÕÛɯɁÞÖÙÓËÚɯÖÍɯ

×ÙÖËÜÊÛÐÖÕȭɂɯ6ÐÛÏÐÕɯÛÏÐÚɯÚÛÙÜÊÛÜÙÈÓɯÉÈÊÒÎÙÖÜÕËɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯËàÕÈÔÐÊɯÖÍɯ

globalization, various productive systems are articulated 

incessantly, which are being progressively integrated through the 

individual sectoral, intra -sectoral, and inter-sectoral dynamics 

pervading and continually transforming them. These are precisely 

the dynamics that effectively make a dent in the ethnocentric logic 

of national socioeconomic space and thus challenge our 

conventional wisdom. In this way, the dynamics of globalization 

itself constitutes the dialectic mechanism integrating every 

socioeconomic system (Figure 3). 
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Figure 3. The socioeconomic space as a systemic entity of four structural 

subsystems: the broader social system, the economic system, the sectoral system, 

the enterprise 

 

The evolving identity of globalization seems to reflect on the 

deeper level of socioeconomic development of virtually every 

place on the planet: more or less advanced. This fact is observed 

simultaneously on the consumption and the production side, as 

well  as in more particular socioeconomic terms.  

Hardly any locality, nowadays, can be insulated from the 

dynamic of globalization. More and more systemic links among 

the various socioeconomic systems of the planet, even the remotest 

ones, are becoming stronger and denser. In this direction, the rigid 

ÝÐÌÞɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯɁÈÜÛÖÕÖÔÖÜÚɯËÌÝÌÓÖ×ÔÌÕÛɂɯÚÌÌÔÚɯÐÕÌÝÐÛÈÉÓÌɯÛÖɯÚÈ×ɯÐÛÚɯ

analytical rigor.  

 That is because globalization is not merely the 

ÙÌËÜÊÛÐÖÕɤÉÙÌÈÒÐÕÎɯ ËÖÞÕɯ ÖÍɯ ÉÈÙÙÐÌÙÚɯ ÌÕÊÖÜÕÛÌÙÌËɯ ɁÈÚɯ ÖÍɯ

àÌÚÛÌÙËÈàɂɯÉàɯÛÏÌɯÌÊÖÕÖÔÐÊ flows, and it is not condensed easily 

into a superficial process of market deregulation on an 

international level.  
 

CCoommppeett ii tt ii vveenneessss  aass  aa  ssyynntthheessii ss  ooff   tthhee  ddyynnaammii ccss    

ooff   tthhee  ff ii rrmm,,   ssppaaccee  aanndd  ii nndduusstt rryy  sstt rruuccttuurreess    

oonn  aa  ggll oobbaall   ssccaallee  

Under these conditions, the issue of competitiveness in the 

context of globalization is gradually emerging as the new epicenter 
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of the development and international relations debate. 

Furthermore, the sustaining and reproduction per se of 

competitiveness is viewed as the necessary condition for every far -

reaching process of socioeconomic development across the board 

(local, national, international, and global). In this way, a new logic 

of local-regional development appears to be gradually emerging, 

which calls additionally for an integ rated, synthetic mode of 

understanding.  

Arguably and in general terms, competitiveness refers to the 

ability to offer, as an independent socioeconomic agent, products 

and services to markets (local, national, or international), in a 

sustainably efficient fashion within the variant conditions imp osed 

by competition. Namely, it is the ability to produce, sell, profit 

from, and grow in the context of globalizing competition. (Figure 

4):  

 

 
Figure 4. The general definition of competitiveness 

 

Such definition is admittedly not erroneous, but within such 

extensive definitional scope, many researchers apprehend many 

different things in a highly divergent fashion, resulting in many 

relevant issues remaining vague and shadowy. In effect, the 

pursuit of such skin -deep approach to competitiveness is 

degenerating into rigidly mechanistic, one -dimensional and 

dichotomous strategic activities by the involved enterprises 

(Competitiveness Policy Council, 1992a; 1992b; 1993; 1994; 

Dertouzos, Lester, & Solow, 1989; Dunning, 1997; Best, 1990; Lado, 

Boyd, & Wright, 1992; Nezeys, 1994; Reve & Mathiesen, 1994; 

Scott, Lodge, & Bower, 1985). 

In particular, common among these ventures is the following 

dichotomy:  
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ï Either competitiveness is conceived exclusively as a close 

property of the socioeconomic space (commonly referred to as the 

ɁÕÈÛÐÖÕÈÓɯÚ×ÈÊÌɂȺ 

ï Or it is conceived exclusively as a closed property of the 

ÍÐÙÔɯȹÊÖÔÔÖÕÓàɯÙÌÍÌÙÙÌËɯÛÖɯÈÚɯÛÏÌɯɁÕÈÛÐÖÕÈÓɯÍÐÙÔɂȺ 

The above dichotomous approach to competitiveness is 

incomplete analytically, thus it cannot but remain interpretively 

ineffective in every bid for coherently conceiving the Development 

phenomenon within globalization 1. 

Consequently, there is no genuinely comprehensive approach 

to competitiveness, neither in the gross hierarchies of the different 

socioeconomic spaces (cities, regions, countries) based on their 

ɁÊÈÓÊÜÓÈÛÌËɂɯ ÊÖÔ×ÌÛÐÛÐÝÌÕÌÚÚɯ ÕÖÙɯ ÐÕɯ ÚÐÔ×ÓÐÚÛÐÊɯ ÉÌÕÊÏÔÈÙÒÐÕÎɯ

×ÙÈÊÛÐÊÌÚɯ ÈÔÖÕÎɯ ÌÕÛÌÙ×ÙÐÚÌÚɯ ɁÖÝÌÙÓÖÖÒÐÕÎɂɯ ÛÏÌɯ Ú×ÈÛÐÈÓɯ ÈÕËɯ

industrial dynamic of their field of endeavor 2. On the contrary, we 

must conceive competitiveness and development in organic and 

evolutionary terms. Otherwise, a legion of unanswered questions 

will inevitably accumulate.  

For, in reality, there is no universally correct way of defining 

competitiveness in the absence of specific characteristics of the 

incumbent local firms. Similarly, a cogent definition is not feasible 

without a specific socioeconomic space accommodating and 

fertilizing the activity of the incumbent firm ( Vlados, 2004).   

On a deeper level, as the dimensions of space and firm are 

always realized dialectically within the specific evolutionary 

sectoral/inter-sectoral productive systems that pervade the 

conventional local, national, and peripheral boundaries, the 

 
1 This reasoning is not difficult to grasp. First, it is evident that within the 

same socioeconomic space operate enterprises more or less competitive 

and successful. If the exclusive determinant of competitiveness was 

space, then why the various operating firms in that space exhibit diverse 

competitive performance? In other words, if competitiveness could be 

defined exclusively in spatial terms, then all firms in the same space 

would have the same competitive ability. This, of course, is improbable.  
2 In pr actice, these common simplifications on the competitiveness metric 

provide facile interpretations that misguide every intervention on the 

development issue. 
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concept of competitiveness cannot be approached in the absence of 

this environmental dynamic reliably.  

Simply put, competitiveness in the global era is always the 

dialectic synthesis between: 

ï the incumbent firm  

ï the socioeconomic space accommodating its action and 

ï the idiosyncratic industrial dynamic surrounding and 

activating the whole competitive process (Figure 5). 

 

 
Figure 5. Competitiveness is created and reproduced within globalization as a 

systemic evolutionary grid: space-firm-sector 

 

Thus, in reality, competitiveness in the globalizing process is 

simultaneously produced by  

A)  the accommodating socioeconomic space   

B) the incumbent firm and  

C) by the materialization within the specific historical context 

of productive and industrial structures and dynamics articulated 

on a global scale. 

These three dynamics generate and regenerate competitiveness 

constantly and should always be included in every discussion of 

development within globalization 3. Essentially, the above triad 

 
3 Metaphorically speaking, the manifestation of competitiveness (and the 

attendant development dyna mic produced) is not but the child of a 

seamless dialectic: it is generated neither exclusively by its progenitor 

(firm) nor by its mother (socioeconomic space). Competitiveness always 

contains a mix of elements from both parents before establishing its 

trajectory in specific sectoral terms. 
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forms the basis for a cogent analysis of competitiveness and by 

extension the whole development phenomenon within 

globalization (Figure 6).  

 

 
Figure 6. The unitary pattern of reproducing the organic competitiveness within 

the global process 

 

In this way, it is clear that in theory and practice, 

competitiveness should not be viewed neither as the exclusive 

×ÙÖËÜÊÛɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯÖ×ÌÙÈÛÐÕÎɯÌÕÝÐÙÖÕÔÌÕÛɯÕÖÙɯÛÏÌɯɁÈÜÛÖÕÖÔÖÜÚɯÍÐÙÔɂɯ

in its interior, nor independent of the peculiar dynamic of the 

industrial sy stems that assimilate it evolutionarily. 

Competitiveness is always the dialectic synthesis of the three 

dynamic dimensions. No dimensions from the firm -industry -space 

can be bypassed without detracting from the bid for analyzing the 

developmental issue in the age of globalization. 

Here we deal with three distinct evolutionary spheres, each 

having its structural trajectory. They altogether form a systemic 

whole that defines competitiveness as an organic-strategic product 

of the uniform system. So, in order to better understand the 

dynamic of competitiveness within globalization, we must always 

study the historical osmosis of the three spheres. Any analytical 

effort at deconstructing the triad ends up severely myopic.  

Our proposed approach to competitiveness and the whole 

development issue should have the following character:  
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ï Organic: given that it always relates to evolutionary 

socioeconomic entities that base their adaptation on consistently 

systemic terms articulated on a global scale  

ï Strategic: given that it is a product of the choices pursued 

by the specific incumbent agents. 

By extension, a new valid methodological perspective of 

ÚÛÜËàÐÕÎɯ ÛÏÌɯ ɁÐËÐÖÚàÕÊÙÈÛÐÊɂɯ ÓÖÊÈÓɯ ËÌÝÌÓÖ×ÔÌÕÛɯ ×ÏÌÕÖÔÌÕÖÕɯ

cannot constitute but a consistently and constantly inter -firm, 

inter-spatial, and inter -sectoral investigation. 
 

TTooww aarrdd  aa  nneeww   tthheeoorreett ii ccaall   ccoonnssooll ii ddaatt ii oonn  ooff   

ccoommppeett ii tt ii vveenneessss,,   aatt tt rraacctt ii vveenneessss,,   aanndd  

ddeevveell ooppmmeenntt // ccrr ii ssii ss  ooff   tthhee  ssooccii ooeeccoonnoommii cc    

ssppaaccee  ii nn  tthhee  ggll oobbaall   eerraa  

In practice, the definition and application of a unified approach  

to competitiveness and regional development in globalization 

proves useful for many reasons. First, it allows us to understand 

how the pursuit of competitiveness itself of a spatially defined 

socioeconomic formation presupposes a systematic augmentation 

of its attractiveness (Figure 7). 

 

 
Figure 7. The necessary transition to a unifying understanding of the central 

dimensions of the development process and globalization 
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It is not possible to produce/reproduce a long -term 

development perspective in every socioeconomic space without an 

active interest by the incumbent firms on functional and spatial 

terms4. It is not possible to sustain long-term local development by 

sustaining the same structural and functional characterist ics of the 

accommodating socioeconomic space. 

In contrast, when a place manages to attract new business 

investment, enterprises begin to form and operate, thus releasing 

the development potential: new external economies are created, 

new potential for coope ration and joint practice emerge, new 

opportunities emerge for all the components of the productive and 

social web. 

Thus, the same attractiveness of a location is not viable and 

sustainable if it is not based on an apparatus capable of 

constructing and reconstructing the competitive advantages 

afforded by the socioeconomic space itself to tits incumbent 

corporate agents. 

At this point, it is clear why one cannot perform analytical 

division of the dual development phenomenon of attractiveness 

and competitiveness: the attracting of investment initiatives 

strengthens competitiveness and, in turn, competitiveness 

reproduces the attractiveness of the socioeconomic space, at every 

level. Here crystallizes the pattern of the substantial spiral of 

development in the global era5. 

As the attractiveness of socioeconomic space is increased in 

globalization terms, a new relevant space emerges containing new 

opportunities for upgrading the future development trajectory 6. 

 
4 Because firms are always offering occupation, produce income, create 

wealth: without them, the socioeconomic formation enters a vicious 

circle of underdevelopment. Without viable firms and industry potential 

for competitive sustainability, every place and country are consigned to 

poverty and corruption inevitably.  
5  That is why the bid for bolstering competitiveness is oriented 

increasingly toward attracting multinational players to the local/national 

markets, despite a consistent demonizing and ominous prophesizing by 

globalization malcontents.    
6  The least attractive socioeconomic space is reduced to a defensive 

behavioral pattern. Whatever interventionist action by the state cannot 

reverse the status quo within globalization.  
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The socioeconomic space is structurally unified through the 

constant pursuit of competitiveness, thus making a sufficient dent 

on the activity of ethnocentric mechanisms. 

TTooww aarrdd  aa  nneeww   ppaarraaddii ggmm  ooff   ccooooppeerraatt ii oonn  

The application of the previous conclusions can help in the 

progressive formation of a new paradigm of cooperation within 

globalization. This process, undoubtedly, requires the upending of 

several conceptual fixations of the past. In particular, it calls for a 

new mindset vis -ã-vis the issue of cooperation, which could 

contribute substantial ly, according to our estimations, to the 

establishment of a rapid and stable trajectory of socioeconomic 

development for Southeastern Europe. The essential elements of 

such reorientation can be summarized as follows (Figure 8): 

 

 
Figure 8. Towards a new paradigm of cooperation 

 

¶ A passage from a cooperative logic limited by the pursuit 

of the short-term, narrow national interest to a cooperative logic 

that can serve the long-term broader hyper -national interest in 

globalized terms.  

¶ A passage from a cooperative logic seeking to secure an 

ever-ÓÈÙÎÌÙɯɁ×ÐÌÊÌɯÖÍɯÈɯÍÐßÌË-ÚÐáÌɯ×ÐÌɂɯÈÛɯÛÏÌɯÙÐÝÈÓɀÚɯÌß×ÌÕÚÌɯÛÖɯÈɯÖÕÌɯ

where all the participants can benefit through the constant 

ÌÕÓÈÙÎÌÔÌÕÛɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯɁ×ÐÌȭɂɯɯ 

¶ A passage from a cooperative logic seeking to supplant the 

ɁÕÌÐÎÏÉÖÙɂɯÐÕɯÛÏÌɯËÌÝÌÓÖ×ÔÌÕÛɯÎÈÔÌɯÛÖɯÈɯÊÖÖ×ÌÙÈÛÐÝÌɯÓÖÎÐÊɯÖÍɯ

systematic pursuit and leveraging of various complementarities 

(economic, cultural, scientific).   



Ch 1. Development dynamics in Southeastern Europeȱ 

Ch. Vlados (Ed), Studies on Southeastern Europe and the Greek Economy (2019). KSP Books 
19 19 

¶  ɯ×ÈÚÚÈÎÌɯÍÙÖÔɯÈɯÊÖÖ×ÌÙÈÛÐÝÌɯÓÖÎÐÊɯÞÏÌÙÌɯÛÏÌɯɁËÌÍÌÕËÐÕÎɯ

ÖÍɯÛÏÌɯÚÐÕÎÜÓÈÙÐÛàɂɯgives its place to a perception that is open to the 

leveraging of diversity.  

¶ Finally, a passage from a cooperative logic where the 

ÉÈÙÎÈÐÕÐÕÎɯ×ÖÞÌÙɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯÙÌÎÐÖÕɀÚɯÊÖÜÕÛÙÐÌÚɯÐÚɯÕÖÛɯÉÈÚÌËɯÖÕɯÛÏÌɯ

preservation of their political and military power, but on the ir 

ability to contribute to the diffusion of prosperity in their 

ɁÕÌÐÎÏÉÖÙÏÖÖËȭɂ 

Perhaps the most optimistic point of the present discussion is 

the view that the elements of this new conception do not seem now 

to constitute manifestations of some romantic and utopian notions: 

ÛÏÌàɯÈ××ÌÈÙɯÛÖɯÍÖÙÔɯÛÏÌɯÕÌÊÌÚÚÈÙàɯÊÖÕËÐÛÐÖÕɯÍÖÙɯÌÝÌÙàɯɁ×ÓÈàÌÙɂɯÛÖɯ

be able to look forward to a significant standing in the game of the 

future in our region.  
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TThhee  aaddaappttaatt ii oonn  ooff   tthhee  GGrreeeekk  ssooccii ooeeccoonnoommii cc  ssyysstteemm    

ttoo  tthhee  ggll oobbaall ii zzaatt ii oonn  ddyynnaammii ccss::     

CCeenntt rraall   mmeetthhooddooll ooggii ccaall   oorr ii eennttaatt ii oonnss  

he idea guiding this research study was born from the effort 

to provide cohesive replies in unified socioeconomic terms 

to the composite and evolving socioeconomic changes that 

are being produced by the insertion of firms into globalization ɭ

avoiding the pitfalls of viewing them in fragmentary, pseudo -

dynamic ways, bu t seeing them instead from a holistic, dialectic, 

historic and evolutionary perspective  (Boulding 1970, 1981; 

Bourdieu, 1980; Boyer, Chavance, & Godard, 1991; Boyer & 

Drache, 1996; Coriat & Dosi, 1995; Delapierre, Madeuf, Michalet, & 

Ominami, 1983; Delapierre, Moati, & Mouhoud, 2000 ; Delapierre & 

Zimmerman, 1991; Gully Pecqueur, 1995; Lafay, 1996; Nelson, 

Winter, 1982; Schumpeter, 1934, 1942). 

TT 
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The present paper draws 1  on the adaptation of the Greek 

productive system to the globalization dynamics. The integration 

of the Greek firms into globalization was not cut off analytically 

from the broader dynamics of the Greek socioeconomic formation. 

More specifically, the insertion of Greek firm s into globalization, 

and of the total productive system which they fabricate, was 

understood as an organic part of the modern total restructuring of 

the socioeconomic structures and dynamics at a global level 

(Vlados, 2004). 

Our principal objective is to challenge the nowadays dominant 

research approaches regarding globalization, which are usually 

ÌßÏÈÜÚÛÌËɯ ÐÕÛÌÙ×ÙÌÛÈÛÐÝÌÓàɯ ÐÕɯ ÛÏÌÐÙɯ ɁÚÜ×ÌÙÍÐÊÐÈÓȮɂɯ ÙÈÕËÖÔɯ

manifestations.  

As a rule, in such types of approaches prevail: 

¶ Either scattered macro-statistical data (almost always 

ÊÖÕÚÐÚÛÐÕÎɯÐÕɯÚÐÔ×ÓÌɯÈÕËɯÜÕÊÖÔÉÐÕÌËɯɁÔÈÊÙÖ-ÔÌÈÚÜÙÌÔÌÕÛÚɂȺȮɯ 

¶ Or unconnected and incoherent micro-ÚÛÜËÐÌÚɯÖÍɯɁÚ×ÌÊÐÈÓɯ

ÊÈÚÌÚɂɯ ȹÈÓÔÖÚÛɯ ÈÓÞÈàÚɯ ÓÈÊÒÐÕÎɯ Èɯ ÚÜÍÍÐÊÐÌÕÛɯ ÛÖÛÈÓɯ ÚÖÊÐÖÌÊÖÕÖÔÐÊɯ

theoretical perspective)  

Such approaches can often be ineffective. Ultimately, it should 

not come as a surprise that any interpretative attempt of this type 

ÙÈÙÌÓàɯ ÔÈÕÈÎÌɯ ÛÖɯ ÎÖɯ ÉÌàÖÕËɯ ÛÏÌɯ ÓÌÝÌÓɯ ÖÍɯ ËÌÚÊÙÐÉÐÕÎɯ ɁÚÐÔ×ÓÌɯ

ÚàÔ×ÛÖÔÚɂɭthus failing to probe  the structural causes and the 

deeper structural dynamics of globalization  (Berger & Dore, 1996; 

Best, 1990; Borelly, 1990; Boyer, 1995; Boyer et al., 1997; Crozet, 

1993; Dicken, 1988; Gilpin, 2002; Michalet, 1985). 

In this study, instead, we formulated our analytic targeting 

ÛÖÞÈÙËÚɯÈɯÙÌÓÈÛÐÝÌÓàɯɁÏÌÙÌÛÐÊɂɯÙÌÚÌÈÙÊÏɯÖÙÐÌÕÛÈÛÐÖÕȯɯÞÌɯ×ÙÖÊÌÌËÌËɯ

 
1 The contribution put forward in this article draws on and extends the  

ÔÌÛÏÖËɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯËÖÊÛÖÙÈÓɯÛÏÌÚÐÚɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯÈÜÛÏÖÙɯÖÕɯɁ3ÏÌɯËàÕÈÔÐÊÚɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯ

triangle of strategy, technology and management: The insertion of Greek 

ÍÐÙÔÚɯÐÕÛÖɯÎÓÖÉÈÓÐáÈÛÐÖÕȮɂɯÞÏÐÊÏɯÞÈÚɯÊÈÙÙÐÌËɯÖÜÛɯÐÕɯÛÏÌɯ"ÌÕÛÙÌɯÍÖÙɯÛÏÌɯ

Study and Research of Multinational Companie s (C.E.R.E.M) of the 

4ÕÐÝÌÙÚÐÛàɯ Ɂ/ÈÙÐÚɯ 7Ȯɯ -ÈÕÛÌÙÙÌȭɂɯ (Õɯ ×ÈÙÛÐÊÜÓÈÙȮɯ ÛÏÐÚɯ ÛÏÌÚÐÚɯ ÏÈËɯ ÈÚɯ ÐÛÚɯ

primary objective to model the types/forms of integration, incorporation, 

and transformation of the enterprises operating in Greece, into the 

dynamics of globalizati on as the latter has been shaped in the last 

decade of the 20th century. 
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by probing more deeply into the experiential, historical data of the 

transformation of the enterprise itself within globalization , and in 

integrated socioeconomic terms (Boyer & Durand, 1998; Caves, 

1971, 1982; Chandler, 1962, 1977, 1990; Coriat & Weinstein, 1995; 

Durand, 1993; North, 1990). 

In particular, we defend the position that the firm (on the local, 

national, or international level) is a central socioeconomic 

institution -organization , while all its forms and activities  can 

constitute a new reliable analytic center of approaching the 

globalization dynamics itself . In this manner, we propose as a focal 

point for approaching the total socioeconomic content of 

globalization, the physiological evolution of the enterprise its elf.  

Deliberately, the analysis does not limit itself within narrow 

ethnocentric terms, trying in this manner to interpret the entire 

process of integration of the socioeconomic system and the 

different enterprising activities  effectively. Every partial 

phenomenon-dimension in this study is understood as a single 

ring of an expanding chain of systemic interactions within the 

modern totalizing global dynamics that we call globalization  

(Vlados, 2004, 2005, 2006, 2007). 

In this manner, the research topic was understood as a unique, 

historical, and spatiotemporally defined  expression of a much 

broader process of multiform strategic competition and intensive 

qualitative transformation on an inter -spatial, globalized level 

(Best, 1990; Bratton, 1996; Braudel, 1985; Coriat & Dosi, 1995; Dosi, 

1988; Freeman & Perez, 1988; GEST, 1986; Hugon, 1989, 1997). 

In practice, the insertion of firms into the globalization is 

approached as a composite totality of inter -spatial, inter -sectoral 

and inter -corporate phenomena, multifaceted by nature, multiple 

and uninterruptedly evolutionary.  A totality of socioeconomic 

phenomena that demands, as a sine qua non for its logical analysis, 

a systematic interdisciplinary research stretch and a constant 

combinatory qual itative -quantitative investigation of its various 

socioeconomic dimensions. 

As a result, this initial synthetic research orientation of the 

×ÙÌÚÌÕÛɯÚÛÜËàɯÐÔ×ÖÚÌÚɯÈÕɯÐÕËÐÙÌÊÛɯÙÌËÌÍÐÕÐÛÐÖÕɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯɁÉÖÜÕËÈÙÐÌÚɂɯ

of the scientific field that usually hosts research topics of this type. 

The most customary in the specific research field comparative 
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static approach (usually, with a narrow macro -economic content 

and exclusively focused on the fragmentary financial 

manifestations of the phenomenon of globalization) has been 

replaced here with a dynamic -evolutionary perspective.  

By this methodological orientation, the integration of firms (as 

also of any other similar system of socioeconomic phenomena) into 

globalization, could be examined in an integrated manner only at 

the intersection of different axes of socioeconomic research, as 

these are being shaped in our days within the broader unifying 

research field of modern socioeconomic sciences2. 

In this manner, the main lens, which the present study used to 

focus on theoretically, was constructed as a systematic effort of 

simultaneous convergence and re-synthesis of different (and 

mostly heterogeneous) related research programs and directions. 

 ÎÈÐÕÚÛɯÛÏÌɯÔÜÓÛÐ×ÓÌɯÈÕËɯÐÕÛÌÙÚÌÊÛÐÕÎɯɁ×ÈÛÏÚɂɯÖÍɯÔÖËÌÙÕɯÚÖÊÐÈÓɯÈÕËɯ

economic scientific research and choice of topics, beginning at the 

area of management of enterprises to the theory of economic 

development , through the economics of innovation and economic 

history,  to finally terminate at the strategic development of 

enterprises, the present study attempted to retain open the 

channels through which new interpretative cross -fertilizations 

could emerge. 

The practical application of this combinatory interdisciplinary 

research logic led the research to several points of theoretical re-

ÚàÕÛÏÌÚÐÚȭɯ %ÖÙɯ ÛÏÌÚÌɯ ×ÖÐÕÛÚȮɯ ÛÏÌɯ Ìß×ÓÈÕÈÛÖÙàɯ Ɂ×ÓÖÛȮɂɯ ÈÚɯ ÐÛɯ ÐÚɯ

developed, manages (a) to retain evÌÙàɯÜÛÐÓÐáÌËɯÛÏÌÖÙÌÛÐÊÈÓɯɁÍÐÉÌÙɂɯ

ÊÖÔ×ÓÌÛÌɯÈÕËɯÐÕÛÈÊÛȮɯȹÉȺɯÛÖɯÐÕÛÌÎÙÈÛÌɯÛÏÌÚÌɯɁÍÐÉÌÙÚɂɯÖÙÎÈÕÐÊÈÓÓàɯÐÕÛÖɯ

a new totalizing evolutionary viewing of the insertion of firms into 

globalization and, at the same time (c) to analyze the 

developmental dimensions of t he globalization process.   

 

 
2 The present approach tries to unify and cross-fertilize interpretatively the 

macro-economic, micro-economic and meso-economic dimensions of the 

phenomenon of the insertion of firms into globalization, without cutting 

it off, in explanatory terms, from its  deeper socioeconomic consistency 

and continuity. In the present study, therefore, the economic dynamics 

are not cut off from its co-producing and co -produced social dimensions: 

the perspective of a broader inter-disciplinary examination is kept open.  
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TThheeoorr ii zzii nngg  ddeevveell ooppmmeenntt   ddyynnaammii ccss    

ii nn  aa  ggll oobbaall   ccoonntteexxtt   

The study of the phenomenon of development, in the context of 

globalization, does not allow for simplifications, unhistorical 

generalizations, and mechanistic views: ultimat ely, the theory of 

development can no longer be a domain of selective accumulation 

of scientific specialization (Griffin, 1989; Higgins, 1990; UNDP, 

1999; Wallerstein, 1979; Wortzel, 1997). 

This fact holds at least to the extent we can honestly claim the 

creation of a credible explanatory and predictive theoretical 

approach (Cercle des economistes, 2000; Durand, 1993; Hunt, 1989; 

Lipietz, 1977, 1985; Perroux, 1966, 1969, 1973, 1981; Polanyi, 1944; 

Sachs, 1997). 

Even more, the process of socioeconomic development in the 

ÊÖÕÛÌßÛɯÖÍɯÎÓÖÉÈÓÐáÈÛÐÖÕɯÚÌÌÔÚɯÛÖɯɁÚÜÚÛÈÐÕɂɭnot to mention that it 

aggravatesɭthe fact that this process is starting and it can undo 

certainties and familiar dogmatic places. Essentially, it 

reestablishes the concept of socioeconomic development. 

So, there is no room for evasions and one-dimensional 

developmental scope (Rostow, 1960; Fukuyama, 1992) both on a 

theoretical and practical level, any more. The developing evolution 

of every inserted socioeconomic system in the process of 

globalization is a profoundly controversial, dialectic process: the 

insertion of every socioeconomic system in globalization seems to 

be in real life understood only:        

¶ Through the unit and the controversy of historically 

specific controversial socioeconomic dynamics that construct it. 

¶ 3ÏÙÖÜÎÏɯÛÏÌɯÈÓÛÌÙÈÛÐÖÕɯÖÍɯɁØÜÈÓÐÛÐÌÚɂɯÍÖÙɯÌÝÌÙàɯÊÖÕÕÌÊÛÌËɯ

factor and internal places of action. 

¶ Through constant reformation of its socioeconomic 

ËÐÔÌÕÚÐÖÕÚȮɯÐÕɯÛÏÌɯÌÕËÓÌÚÚɯɁËÌÕÐÈÓɯÖÍɯËÌÕÐÈÓɂɯÖÍɯÐÛÚɯÌÝÖÓÜÛÐÖÕȭ 

As a result, a whole and evident socioeconomic approach of the 

phenomenon of development in the context of globalization must 

always be located in a steady evolutionary understanding of its 

particular historical character: the living story always lays inside 

the developing future of every firm, every space, and every 

domain of economic activity.  
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Based on such an evolutionary version, it may also be 

understood that nothing is static or/and always taken in 

developmental terms for the subpart local, national, and regional 

systems that do not stop to intervene more and more in the phase 

of globalization. Moreover, it is substantially ineffect ive to analyze 

globalization as something neutral, serial, and by nature, 

everlasting with existent developing balances.  

× In this way, every development -theoretic aspect that 

attempts to preserve its validity has to pass from fatalism, from 

gross generalization to a synthetically active condition of a 

completed and dynamically relational comprehension. It should go 

through an inflexible focus on developmental quantities, to 

developmental structures and qualities, from a mechanistic 

approach of development in  its socioeconomic perception. 

× In such a new frame of understanding of the 

developmental dynamics, the production and reproduction, the 

maintenance and the continuous reinforcement of competitiveness 

of institutions and socioeconomic domains of action in t he 

globalization acquire critical importance. Without the effective and 

permanent production/reproduction of its competitiveness, no 

agent of action and no socioeconomic system can be developed in 

the context of globalization.  

 

TThhee  ii nnsseerr tt ii oonn  ooff   GGrreeeekk  ff ii rrmmss  ii nnttoo  ggll oobbaall ii zzaatt ii oonn  

The central question of the background of this study (Vlados, 

2004) can be formulated directly as follows: 

Ɂ'ÖÞɯÐÚɯÛÏÌɯÐÕÚÌÙÛÐÖÕɯÖÍɯ&ÙÌÌÒɯÍÐÙÔÚɯÐÕÛÖɯÎÓÖÉÈÓÐáÈÛÐÖÕɯÎÌÛɯ

actualized and shaped?3ɂ 

From this research, it became clear that the question as to the 

ÐÕÚÌÙÛÐÖÕɯÖÍɯ&ÙÌÌÒɯÍÐÙÔÚɯÐÕÛÖɯÎÓÖÉÈÓÐáÈÛÐÖÕɯÊÈÕɯÕÖɯÓÖÕÎÌÙɯÉÌɯɁËÌÈÓÛɯ

ÞÐÛÏɂɯÐÕɯÈÕɯÐÕÛÌÎÙÈÓɯÞÈàɯÍÙÖÔɯÞÐÛÏÐÕɯÛÏÌɯÜÚÜÈÓȮɯÛÖɯËÈÛÌɯËÖÔÐÕÈÕÛȮɯ

homogenizing conventional macroeconomic ethnocentric 

syllogistic and interpretation .  

 
3  Al though the previous question appears as a priori trivial and 

straightforward, answering it in this study demanded to overcome a 

ÎÖÖËɯËÌÈÓɯÖÍɯɁÚÌÓÍ-ÌÝÐËÌÕÛɯÛÙÜÛÏÚȮɂɯÈÚɯÛÏÌÚÌɯÈÙÌɯËÌ×ÐÊÛÌËɯÐÕɯÙÌÓÌÝÈÕÛɯ

contemporary international literature.  
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There thus arises the question (though rarely openly admitted) 

of the insertion of Greek firms into globalization can no longer be 

validly examined on the basis of the typical, fragmentary method 

of international economics and according to the one-dimensional 

and rig id methodological specifications of the neoclassical 

tradition 4 (Ohlin, 1933; Krugman & Obstfeld, 1994; Samuelson, 

1949). 

Approaching the insertion of Greek firms into globaliz ation can 

ÕÖɯÓÖÕÎÌÙɯÉÌɯÝÐÌÞÌËɯÈÚɯɁàÌÛɯÈÕÖÛÏÌÙɯÓÐÕÌÈÙɯÖÉÑÌÊÛɂɯÖÍɯthe standard 

international economics5. 

Thus, totally contrary to what is prescribed by traditional 

economic theory (which continues to dominate, directly or 

indirectly, the relevant internatio nal literature), the attempt to fully 

understand the insertion of Greek firms into globalization has been 

ÚÏÖÞÕɯÛÖɯÉÌÈÙɯ×ÈÙÛÐÊÜÓÈÙɯÙÌÚÌÔÉÓÈÕÊÌɯÛÖɯÈɯɁ#ÈÙÞÐÕÐÚÛɯÈËÝÌÕÛÜÙÌɂɯ

(Vlados, 2004, 2005, 2006Ⱥȭɯ(ÛɯÙÌÚÌÔÉÓÌÚɯÈÕɯÌÝÖÓÜÛÐÖÕÈÙàɯɁÛÙÐ×ɂɯÖÍɯ

socioeconomic adaptation and selection, inside a constantly 

mutating global reality  wherein new species, new structures, new 

ways for playing the game, new clashes and new equilibriums 

never cease to emerge, to crystallize; to subsequently destabilize 

and decay; and finally to retreat in order to make room for newer 

ones.  

In particular, the central question of this study is based on three 

interweaved analytical levels. The attempt to cohesively approach 

the insertion of firms into globalization impo ses on our study its 

analytic restructuring and theoretical synthesis on all three of the 

following levels:  

 
4  In this field, P.  2ÈÔÜÌÓÚÖÕɯ ÌÔÌÙÎÌËɯ ÈÚɯ ÛÏÌɯ ɁÛÙÈÕÚÍÖÙÔÌÙɂɯ ÖÍɯ ÛÏÌɯ

neoclassical approach. In particular, see the following: (Samuelson, 

1949). 
5  In reality, it is not a simple, spatially enclosed, and one-sided 

phenomenon: in practice, it obeys no pre-defined, static, and repetitive 

routine. More generally, the study of any socioeconomic insertion into 

the new global reality inescapably demands new interpretative tools so 

that it can be understood validly. New methodological perspectives are 

required, interpretative convergences, and re-syntheses, way beyond 

those offered by the analytic tools of traditional economic science. 
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1. The totalizing level  of the socioeconomic evolution in 

terms of the global economy (level of macro-dynamics). 

2. The micro-level of the firms operating in Greece 

understood as evolutionary socioeconomic constitutions -

organizations, decision-making agents that materialize activities, 

conceptually distinct, and categorically self -sufficient (level of 

micro -dynamics). 

3. The intermediate level of the sectoral incorporations of 

economic activity, as these are shaped in Greece and as influenced 

by the forces and the dynamics that spring from Greece and extend 

out of it (level of meso-dynamics) (Morvan, 1991). 

These three analytic levels are accentuated progressively as 

theoretical nodal areas of the conceptual arsenal that involves the 

integrated examination of the insertion of Greek firms into 

globalization.  

At this point, we should highlight two central conclusi ons of 

methodological order , as these emerge from the present 

proposition:  

A.  First of all, we ascertain that any attempt to divide and 

separate even one of the above three analytic levels (macro, micro, 

and meso level), any isolated analysis outside the synthetic model 

as formulated in all three analytic levels necessarily results in a 

radical interpretative weakening of the other two 6.  

Essentially, the globalization dynamic itself is a continuous 

process of the closer and denser systemic interconnection of its 

structural components and factors: in this way, it directly 

demands, of any attempt to research it validly and scientifically, an 

increasingly higher level of synthetic, dialectic interpretative logic. 

 
6 In practice, if one cannot approach all three spheres of analysis together, 

in combination and via one anotherɭwithin their dia lectic co-definition 

and co-evolutionɭand as these manifest in particular socioeconomic 

terms within globalization, each one is doomed to remain permanently 

ɁËÈÙÒɂɯÈÕËɯÞÐÛÏÖÜÛɯÙÌÚÜÓÛÚȭɯ3ÏÌɯɁÛÙÌÌɂɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯÐÕÚÌÙÛÐÖÕɯÐÕÛÖɯÎÓÖÉÈÓÐáÈÛÐÖÕȮɯ

seen in a fragmentary, separatist and narrowly broken -down way, will 

not merely hide the forest for the trees, but their very roots also. In this 

manner, the innermost engine of the insertion into globalization remains 

hidden.  
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.ÛÏÌÙÞÐÚÌȮɯÛÏÌɯɁÉÈÛÛÓÌɂɯÍÖÙɯÐÛÚɯÝÈÓÐËɯÛÏÌÖÙÌÛÐÊÈÓɯinterpretation can 

ÉÌɯÊÖÕÚÐËÌÙÌËɯɁÓÖÚÛɯÍÙÖÔɯÛÏÌɯÖÜÛÚÌÛȭɂ 

For this reason, we estimate, based on the direct experience 

ÍÙÖÔɯÛÏÌɯ×ÙÌÚÌÕÛɯÚÛÜËàȮɯÛÏÈÛɯÛÏÌɯÛÙÈËÐÛÐÖÕÈÓɯɁÙÌÚ×ÌÊÛɂɯÍÖÙɯÛÏÌɯÚÛÙÐÊÛɯ

borders between microeconomic and macroeconomic theory seems 

saturated: on the contrary, it can deprive modern socioeconomic 

ÙÌÚÌÈÙÊÏɯ ÖÍɯ Èɯ ÎÙÌÈÛɯ ËÌÈÓȭɯ ,ÖÙÌɯ ÎÌÕÌÙÈÓÓàȮɯ ÛÏÌɯ ÌÙÈɯ ÖÍɯ ɁÝÈÓÐËɂɯ

fragmentary approaches to globalization seems to be gone for 

good.  

B. Second, the research orientation followed here helps us 

understand that the attempted, in this study, theoretical re -

structuring cannot be finalɭneither is it possible to ever be: this 

research study aims at suggesting a pathway for a new generation 

of research work that should delve more deeply into the particular 

thematic. 

Globalization cannot be utterly perceptible, as definite and 

permanent condition over time. Globalization is not a static field, 

ÞÐÛÏɯÈÓÙÌÈËàɯÚÌÛɯÙÜÓÌÚɯÛÏÈÛɯÈÙÌɯÈÓÙÌÈËàɯËÌÍÐÕÌËɯɁÖÕÊÌɯÈÕËɯÍÖÙɯÈÓÓȭɂɯ(Ûɯ

is, on the contrary, a continuum, an ongoing procedure of 

reproducing positions and controversial trends, maintaining in the 

meantime an open, evolutionary prospect.  

Ultimately, globalization itself is not a static or completed state 

of affairs: it is a continuous dialectic process of multifaceted 

socioeconomic transformation.  New analytic categories, new 

theoretical concepts, and interpretative combinations have to 

emerge concurrently with the structural, qualitative transmutation 

of the globalization phenomena they interpret. The theoretical 

work of interpre tative adaptation to the new emerging conditions 

can never stop. When reality is changing in a revolutionary way, 

theoretical comprehension cannot rest on the analytic 

ɁÊÖÕÝÌÕÐÌÕÊÌÚɂɯÖÍɯàÌÚÛÌÙËÈàɭor else it delays impermissibly.  

Based on these, we can understand that globalization is 

essentially the dialectic mechanism of inserting every 

socioeconomic system into it. Furthermore, by overcoming every 

blind expectation for total and unhistorical conclusions, we can 

comprehend how any evolutionary integration should be 

examined concurrently:  

I. In a way that takes into account its historical nature,  
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II.  In a way that is comparative and powerfully dependent on 

the contemporary adjustment of the other socioeconomic systems 

into globalization.  

In this progressively globa lized framework, the problems of 

ÚÖÊÐÖÌÊÖÕÖÔÐÊɯËÌÝÌÓÖ×ÔÌÕÛɯÏÈÝÌɯÈɯÕÌÞɯɁÎÌÖÔÌÛÙàɂɯÊÖÔ×ÈÙÌËɯÛÖɯ

the past. 

 

CCoommppeett ii tt ii vveenneessss,,   aatt tt rraacctt ii vveenneessss,,   aanndd  ddeevveell ooppmmeenntt   

In practice, the definition and application of a unifying 

framework of approaching competitiveness in the context of 

globalization can prove useful for various reasons.  

Firstly, it gives us the opportunity to comprehend that the claim 

of competitiveness itself (Competitiveness Policy Council, 1991, 

1992, 1993, 1994; Dertouzos, Lester, & Solow, 1989; Nezeys, 1994; 

Reve & Mathiesen, 1994) of localized socioeconomic structure 

presupposes the systematic increase of its attractiveness 

(Delapierre & Milelli, 1995 ; Scott, 1988a, 1988b, 1998; Spilanis & 

Vlados, 1994; Veltz, 1996; Vlados, 1992a, 1992b, 1996). 

It is not possible to produce or repeat a long-term 

developmental prospect in any socioeconomic realm in the absence 

of active interest in location and operation  on the part of 

enterprises (which might be of local, national, and multinational 

scope) (Aydalot, 1984, 1986a; Crevoisier & Maillat, 1990 ; Dunning, 

1993; Dunning & McQueen, 1981). It is not possible to support or 

upgrade the developmental prospect of a particular area 

independent of the attraction of new investment interest and the 

maintenance of viability of the already establis hed sector-

based/intra-sector productive system that it hosts (Furtado, 1990; 

Storper & Christoferson, 1987; Storper & Scott, 1988; Storper, 1997).  

Thus this attractiveness of a specific place, in general terms its 

ability to attract and sustain the viable business interest, cannot be 

viable and sustainable if it is not based on a mechanism capable of 

structuring and restructuring the competitive advantage s that the 

socioeconomic environment itself can offer, to the agent that 

choose to function within it ( Lado, Boyd, & Wright, 1992; Michalet, 

1999). At this point, it is intelligible why no one could an alytically 

divide the two aspects of development, namely attractiveness and 

competitiveness: the attraction of investment initiatives stimulates 
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competitiveness and competitiveness recreates the attractiveness of 

a socioeconomic domain. It is here that a new developmental 

structure ensues. It is, however, a structure particularly 

demanding in its constitution and activation.  

In practice, in order for a socioeconomic space to become and 

remain competitive, it should be able to draw viable business 

interest in globalized terms and, conversely, in order to draw this 

ÐÕÛÌÙÌÚÛȮɯ ÐÛɯ ÚÏÖÜÓËɯ ×ÙÖÝÌɯ ÛÏÈÛɯ ÐÛɯ ÊÈÕɯ ɁÕÌÚÛɂɯ ÛÏÌɯ ÊÖÔ×ÌÛÐÛÐÝÌɯ

ambitions of enterprises that it hosts in a global context. This fact is 

valid as long as the business-investment interest is becoming 

increasingly more difficult to be divided in terms of localized, 

national terms 7.  

Inevitably all state -centered, introspective, and inflexible 

ÔÌÊÏÈÕÐÚÔÚɯÖÍɯɁÎÙÖÞÛÏɂɯÎÙÈËÜÈÓÓàɯÓÖÚÌɯÛÏÌÐÙɯÌÍÍÌÊÛÐÝÌÕÌÚÚȭɯ 

Thus the question of developing a strategy in a globalized 

context takes on new content: it ceases to concern the domain of 

national enterprises and national state mechanisms exclusively. In 

this way, a new vital question arises: each socioeconomic 

formation, in each level of division (local, national, or reg ional), 

should make its cohesive strategy for development. In this way, 

the theoretical pair of competitiveness and the attractiveness of the 

developmental domain in the context of globalization, as we 

conceive it here, introduces a new perception of spatial 

development, much more comprehensive, more adaptable and 

ËÐÍÍÌÙÌÕÛɯ ÛÏÈÕɯ ÛÏÈÛɯ ÖÍɯ ɁÛÙÈËÐÛÐÖÕÈÓɯ ÌÛÏÕÖÊÌÕÛÙÐÚÔȭɂɯ 3ÏÌɯ

socioeconomic space ceases, in this context, to be necessarily a 

simple uniform and passive national space, historically fossilized 

within i ts national border. The socioeconomic domain is now 

understood as a continuous and unified entity as it is expressed in 

 
7 Thus, a more attractive a socioeconomic space is for the business activity 

in globalized opportunity terms, the more chances it has to upgrade his 

developmental prospect in the future. The least attractive domain is 

ÓÐÔÐÛÌËɯÛÖɯÈɯËÌÝÌÓÖ×ÔÌÕÛÈÓɯɁËÌÍÌÕÚÌɯÎÈÔÌȮɂɯÞÏÐÊÏɯÎÙÈËÜÈÓÓàɯÈ××ÌÈÙÚɯÛÖɯ

be more and more difficult: whatever state intervention, whatever 

individual enterprise intervention is made, it cannot reverse the 

tendency (Veltz, 1996). 
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terms of local place, country, or regional formation ( Dicken, 1988; 

Dunford & Kafkalas, 1992; Gibb & Wieslaw, 1994)8. 

And at this point, it should be noted that the international 

developmental experience in the context of globalization proves 

that the deeper and more longer-lasting factors of attraction of 

qualitatively better business interest lie in a completely different 

ËÐÙÌÊÛÐÖÕɯÍÙÖÔɯÈÕàɯɁÓÈÉÖÙɯÊÈÕÕÐÉÈÓÐÚÔȭɂɯ6ÏÈÛɯÛÖËÈàɯÈÛÛÙÈÊÛÚɯÛÏÌɯ

ɁÉÌÚÛɂɯ ÍÐÙÔÚɯ ÛÖɯ ÛÏÌɯ ÚÖÊÐÖÌÊÖÕÖÔÐÊɯ Ú×ÈÊÌÚɯ ÐÚɯ ÍÖÜÕËɯ ÐÕɯ ÛÏÌɯ

multifaceted exploitation of the system of production, 

reproduc tion, diffusion, and assimilation of dynamics of collective 

knowledge and innovation that the socioeconomic domain to them 

which hosts them can offer. 

Finally, the techno-economic, broad and multiform, knowledge 

that distinguishes the surrounding socioecon omic space, the 

capability that it has to draw, assimilate and promote innovation, 

is the very one that attracts today the business interest with the 

most significant potential for growth and development. Because 

the broader dynamic of know -how and innovat ion that particular 

socioeconomic domain can offer is what finally constitutes the 

main aim of the most advanced capitalistic firms nowadays: what 

they really look for is knowledge, nothing less ( Coriat, 1976, 1990, 

1991, 1994; Dosi, 1982, 1988; Delapierre, Moati, & Mouhoud, 2000 ; 

Freeman, 1982; Guellec, 1999; Scott, 1987; Winter, 1984). 

It is essential to a large extent that the dimensions of 

technological innovation and cognitive progress receive now the 

ÊÌÕÛÙÈÓɯ ×ÓÈÊÌɯ ÐÕɯ ÔÖÚÛɯ ÖÍɯ ÛÏÌɯ ɁÕÌÞɯ ÛÏÌÖÙÌÛÐÊÈÓɯ È××ÙÖÈÊÏÌÚɂɯ ÖÍɯ

development (Romer, 1986, 1990; Lucas, 1988). Moreover, it 

becomes more and more explicit that the capacity for innovation in 

broad cognitive termsɭnot in strictly technical terms of acquisition 

of new machinesɭis rendered the safest sub-layer and the more 

 
8 A special note is due at this point. It is undeniable that this strengthening 

of the attractiveness of the socioeconomic space does not only mean 

ɁÓÖÞÌÙɯ ÞÈÎÌÚɂɯ ÖÙɯ ÔÖÙÌɯ ÚÜÉÚÛÈÕÛÐÈÓɯ ÚÜÉÚÐËÐÌÚɯ ÖÙɯ ɁÔÖÙÌɯ ÍÓÌßÐÉÓÌɯ

ÌÕÝÐÙÖÕÔÌÕÛÈÓɯÓÌÎÐÚÓÈÛÐÖÕɂɯÈÕËɯÐÕÊÙÌÈÚÌËɯɁÚÖÊÐÈÓɯÐÕÌÙÛÐÈȭɂɯ(ÕɯÖÙËÌÙɯÛÖɯ

make a socioeconomic domain attractive for long in the globalized 

busÐÕÌÚÚɯÊÖÕÛÌßÛȮɯÐÛɯÐÚɯÕÖÛɯÕÌÊÌÚÚÈÙàɯÛÖɯÛÙÈÕÚÍÖÙÔɯÐÛɯÐÕÛÖɯÈɯɁ×ÈÙÈËÐÚÌɂɯÖÍɯ

decadence and social disregard: it is all the opposite. 
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powerful vehicle of growth of a location in the context of 

globalization.  

In this way, the analytical unification of competitiveness and 

the attractiveness of a socioeconomic domain open roads that lead 

us to a new cohesive comprehension of the phenomenon of 

development -crisis of the location itself.  

As capitalism goes through a new phase of development 

(Boyer, 1979, 1986, 1995; Boyer & Durand, 1998; Cercle des 

economistes, 2000; Dicken, 1988; Durand, 1993; Scott, Lodge, & 

Bower, 1985; Veltz, 1996, 1997, 2000), as the search for productivity 

in ÛÌÙÔÚɯÈÕËɯÞÐÛÏɯËÐÚ×ÖÚÈÓɯÖÍɯɁ×ÜÚÏɯÉÈÊÒɯÍÖÙÌÐÎÕɯÐÕÛÌÙÌÚÛÚɂɯÎÐÝÌÚɯ

ÐÛÚɯ×ÓÈÊÌɯÐÕɯÛÏÌɯÊÓÈÐÔɯÖÍɯÊÖÔ×ÌÛÐÛÐÝÌÕÌÚÚɯÈÛÛÙÈÊÛÐÕÎɯɁÍÖÙÌÐÎÕɯÊÈ×ÐÛÈÓɂɯ

and as the innovation replaces radically in culture and exploitation 

of extensive knowledge in the inner core of socioeconomic 

ÚÏÈ×ÐÕÎȮɯ ÛÏÌɯ ɁÊÏÌÔÐÚÛÙàɂɯ ÖÍɯ ÚÖÊÐÖÌÊÖÕÖÔÐÊɯ ÎÙÖÞÛÏɯ ÊÏÈÕÎÌÚɯ ÐÛÚɯ

more profound quality.  

Growth ceases to materialize and to crystallize as an 

independent phase in the socioeconomic development: as the 

speed and the complexity of the developmental process continues 

ÛÖɯÐÕÊÙÌÈÚÌȮɯÕÌÞɯÓÌÈÚÛɯɁÊÓÌÈÕȮɂɯÚàÔÔÌÛÙÐÊɯÍÖÙÔÚɯÖÍɯÎÙÖÞÛÏ-crisis 

are shaped globally. Situations where it is rendered more and more 

evident that the current growth does not do anything more than 

×ÓÈÕÕÐÕÎɯÛÏÌɯÛÌÙÔÚɯÖÍɯÛÖÔÖÙÙÖÞɀÚɯÊÙÐÚÐÚȮɯÞÏÌÙÌɯÛÖÔÖÙÙÖÞɀÚɯÊÙÐÚÐÚɯ

ÞÐÓÓɯÕÖÛɯÔÈÒÌɯÈÕàÛÏÐÕÎɯÓÌÚÚɯÛÏÈÕɯÏÈÛÊÏɯÚÛÙÜÊÛÜÙÈÓÓàɯÛÖÔÖÙÙÖÞɀÚɯ

growth. The competitive development and the crisis of adaptation 

are embraced unbreakably and move together.  

Therefore, in this theoretical reorientation, it can become 

comprehensible that we no longer can articulate any valid 

developmental action in globalization without complete prior 

integration into the historical questioning of the particular 

competitiveness-attraction of the particular socioeconomic space 

that concerns us. Thus it can become perceptible that the 

ËÌÝÌÓÖ×ÔÌÕÛÈÓɯ×ÏÌÕÖÔÌÕÖÕɯȹÐÕɯÐÛÚɯÐÕËÐÝÐÚÐÉÓÌɯÕÈÛÜÙÌɯÈÚɯɁÎÙÖÞÛÏ-

crisis-ÎÙÖÞÛÏɂɯÊàÊÓÌȺɯÈÓÞÈàÚɯËÌ×ÌÕËÚɯÖÕɯÛÏÌɯÍÙÈÔÌÚɯÖÍɯËÐÈÓÌÊÛÐÊɯ

synthesis between: 

¶ The shared dynamics between different firms.  

¶ The socioeconomic space these firms belong. 

¶ The globalized sectors of production. 
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In this way, one can focus on the substance of global dynamics: 

here, the underlying mechanism of production of competitive 

advantages is born and reproduced in the context of globalization 

and, at ÛÏÌɯÚÈÔÌɯÛÐÔÌȮɯÍÙÖÔɯÏÌÙÌɯɁÐÚɯÎÜÐËÌËɂɯÛÏÌɯËàÕÈÔÐÊÚɯÖÍɯ

globalization itself.  

That is why, in the root of incessant inversions, what is 

presented as more and more necessary in theoretical terms is 

extensive and, at the same time, a cohesive frame of analysis of the 

developmental phenomenon in the context of globalization and 

not any dogmatic view against or in favor of it. A systematic and 

open-minded frame of analysis that, instead of neglecting the 

evolutionary dynamics of enterprises (which is always found  in 

the root of each developmental process in capitalism), it is being 

placed in the heart of a completed theoretical approach of 

development. Finally, it appears, in increasingly direct terms, that 

we need a new framework of public intervention (not stric tly 

governmental and nation -centered) along with a new conscience of 

collectiveness for the real reinforcement of the developmental 

process: in all countries of the modern world and Greece as well. 

 

TThhee  eevvooll vvii nngg  ww oorr ll dd  ooff   eenntteerrpprr ii sseess::     

TThhee  ccaassee  ooff   tthhee  GGrreeeekk  pprroodduucctt ii vvee  ssyysstteemm  

The background of our theoretical proposition lies, in 

particular, in studying the evolutionary synthesis of the three 

central dimensions of the firm: strategy, technology, and 

management. Every firm produces and reproduces these 

dimensions, aiming at the effective innovation that will allow its 

competitive survival and development within globalization. These 

ÛÏÙÌÌɯÐÕÕÈÛÌȮɯÉÜÛɯÈÓÚÖɯËàÕÈÔÐÊÈÓÓàɯÈËÈ×ÛÈÉÓÌɯËÐÔÌÕÚÐÖÕÚɯȹÈɯÍÐÙÔɀÚɯ

strategy, technology, and management) define, ultimately, in a 

continuous and dialectic fashion, the particular structural 

Stra.Tech.Man triangle that characterizes the enterprise: the 

Stra.Tech.Man triangle, which in essence always regulates the 

entire evolutionary course of every enterprise in its environment 

(Vlados, 2005, 2006, 2007a, 2007b) (Figure 1). 
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Figure 9. The Stra.Tech.Man core of the enterprise 

 

our previous research in the field of enterprises that operate in 

Greece and different sectors of economic activity, we conceived 

that the productive ecosystem in Greece at the phase of 

globalization is threefold: This means that it centers and developed 

ÈÙÖÜÕËɯÛÏÙÌÌɯ×ÖÓÌÚɯÖÍɯÌÕÛÙÌ×ÙÌÕÌÜÙÐÈÓɯɁ×ÏàÚÐÖÓÖÎÐÌÚȭɂ 

In practice, we realized that each type of enterprise conceives its 

operational reality (philosophy) and functions (processes) in 

different ways, in terms of management, technology, and strategy 

as well. These differences of organic nature actually emerge in each 

ring of the functional chain of enterprises, a s it is presented in the 

tables that follow (Tables 1, 2, and 3).  
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Table 1. The central type of management in Greek enterprises today 
Type of 

management 

Ɂ,ÖÕÈË-ÊÌÕÛÌÙÌËɂɯ

enterprise 

Mass enterprise Flexible enterprise 

Central logic Practical experience Specialization Participation  

1. The 

programming  

Oriented towards the 

immediate reaction with 

the supply of short term 

solutions 

Oriented towards 

imposing  long term 

quantitative goals  

Oriented towards a stable 

spirit of quality and 

continuity: systematic 

unification of the short 

and the long term 

2. The organization Based on a flow of 

functional roles and 

overlapping 

responsibilities 

Based on a stable and 

generally inflexible 

hierarchy 

Based on the participative 

autonomy of functional 

groups and with constant 

openings of 

decentralization  

3. The  employing Concentrated on the 

quest of the employee 

who has field practical 

experience 

Concentrated on the 

quest of expertise and 

ÈÕɯɁÜÕËÌÔÈÕËÐÕÎɂɯ

employee 

Concentrated on the quest 

of the creative employee, 

co-worker  

4.The development 

of human resources 

The point is realized as 

non-relative with 

systematic actions from 

the enterprise side 

The point focuses on 

specific, narrow and 

sectional, functional 

areas 

The point extends to the 

continuous enriching of 

knowledge of all the 

hierarchy levels and 

between all sections 

5. The move Focuses on the 

production of secure 

relationships with the 

activation of a unique 

character of 

ɁÛÙÈËÐÛÐÖÕÈÓȮɯ×ÈÛÌÙÕÈÓɯ

ÍÈÔÐÓàɂ 

Focuses on financial, 

pure and restricted 

motives 

Focuses on moral and 

visional motives with a 

long-term prospect 

6. The leadership !ÈÚÌËɯÖÕɯÛÏÌɯɁÉÖÚÚɂɯ

personality  

Based on rules, routines 

and strict details 

Based on the support of 

ÛÏÌɯɁÖ×ÌÕɯÔÐÕËɂɯÈÕËɯÞÐÛÏɯ

a character that cultivates 

the advice rather than 

command giving  

7. The control In between a varying 

strictness and 

personalized controlled 

interventions  

Centralized, based 

mostly on clear and 

formal reports  

Decentralized and 

interval: an attempt of 

accepting the control on 

the work and at the same 

ÛÐÔÌɯɁÐÕɂɯÛÏÌɯÞÖÙÒÌÙ 

8. The 

communication 

and coordination  

Mainly spontaneous 

and informal: it gets 

activated when the 

Ɂ×ÙÖÉÓÌÔɯÈÓÙÌÈËàɯ

ÌßÐÚÛÚɂ 

Mainly vertical, 

upwards to 

downwards: the 

information is carried 

linearly  

Mainly mixed type and 

double way: vertical, 

horizontal, and diagonal 

in the organization 

diagram. The information 

is carried in cross-sectional  

networks  
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Table 2. The central type of technology in Greek enterprises today 
Type of 

management 

Ɂ,ÖÕÈË-ÊÌÕÛÌÙÌËɂɯ

enterprise 

Mass enterprise Flexible enterprise 

Central logic Sporadic Linear Networked  

1. The 

technological 

vigilance 

Oriented towards the 

instant profit from the use 

of any technological 

ɁÖ××ÖÙÛÜÕÐÛÐÌÚȮɂɯ

accompanied by a total lack 

of systematic focus on the 

evolving technological 

surrounding  

Oriented towards the 

systematic profit from the 

use of pre-located 

technological boundaries, 

focused mainly on the 

internal technological 

tradition of the enterprise  

Oriented towards the 

systematic profit from the 

use of technology 

accompanied by the 

effort of creating a 

progressive unification of 

the internal and external 

resources 

2. The draw of 

technology 

Based on a static 

ÚÌÓÌÊÛÐÝÌÕÌÚÚȯɯɁ3ÏÌɯ

trustworthy supplier of 

ÛÌÊÏÕÖÓÖÎàɯÊÏÖÖÚÌÚɯÍÖÙɯÜÚɂ 

Based on single-

dimensional selectiveness 

ÛÏÙÖÜÎÏɯɁÔÐÕÖÙɯÚÛÌ×Úɂ 

Based on strong 

selectiveness with 

constant and robust 

character 

3. The  innate 

creation of 

technology 

Restrained, focused on the 

ØÜÌÚÛɯÖÍɯÈɯɁÉÌÛÛÌÙɯÚÛÈÕËÈÙËɂ 

Moderately restrained, 

focused on constant 

improvement of the 

quantitative results  

Developed and long-

lasting: focused on 

constant improvement of 

all the qualitative aspects 

of an enterprise 

4.The 

assimilation of 

technology 

Conceived according to a 

logic specific and 

entrenched  in the 

workplaces: work that 

needs a direct solution 

Conceived according to a 

mechanistic logic which 

is usually used up in 

narrow functional/ 

sectional terms 

Conceived according to 

an organized logic: an 

effort of incorporation in 

terms of employee-

group -industry  

5. The diffusion 

of  technology 

Sectional and enclosed in 

ÚÌ×ÈÙÈÛÌËɯÞÖÙÒÚɯɁ ÚɯÓÖÕÎɯ

ÈÚɯÛÏÌɯÏÌÈËɯÞÖÙÒÌÙɯÒÕÖÞÚɂ 

Enclosed in separated 

productive 

functions/sections 

Cross-sectional, total with 

multiple double -edged 

destinations 

6. The application 

of technology 

Dominated by a focus on 

the personalized work: its 

ÉÈÚÌɯÐÚɯÛÏÌɯɁÌß×ÌÙÐÌÕÊÌËɯ

ÏÌÈËɯÞÖÙÒÌÙɂ 

Dominated by a focus on 

the official administrative 

structure: its base is the 

ɁÚÜ×ÌÙÐÖÙɯÈËÔÐÕÐÚÛÙÈÛÐÝÌɯ

ÌßÌÊÜÛÐÝÌɂ 

Dominated by a focus on 

the cross-sectional 

development: its base is 

the creative collaborator   

of the next-door 

department  

7. The evaluation 

of the 

technological 

effort  

Concentrated on occasional 

imitations: from point to 

point, worker to worker, 

work to work, rarely 

though total  

Concentrated on the 

evaluations of the 

technical efficiency: 

usually strictly 

understood as a race of 

quantitative 

improvements  

Concentrated on the 

evaluations of total 

technological efficiency: 

understood by a multi - 

synthetic way  

8. The 

technological 

composition  

Based on the personal skills 

and talent of the craftsman 

Based on specific pre-

imposed procedures and 

methods 

Based on the 

participation, the 

creativity and the 

collective talent of the 

whole group  
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Table 3. The central type of strategy in Greek enterprises today 
Type of 

management 

Ɂ,ÖÕÈË-ÊÌÕÛÌÙÌËɂɯ

enterprise 

Mass-collective 

enterprise 

Flexible enterprise 

Central logic Sporadic Linear Networked  

1. Total strategy 

prospect 

The quest of the short-

term success by avoiding 

the direct dangers 

Guidance by process of 

repetitive quantitative 

plans 

Progressive intake of a 

unifying spirit for the 

total of the dynamic 

dimensions inside and 

around the enterprise 

2. The nature of  

the business plan 

Based on an informal 

procedure based on the 

ɁÚÌÊÙÌÛɯÛÏÖÜÎÏÛÚɂɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯ

businessman 

Based on a systematic 

ÈÕËɯɁÉÜÙÌÈÜÊÙÈÛÐÊɂ 

methodology  

Based on a 

comprehensive 

methodology aiming at 

the data composition 

ÊÓÌÈÙɯÈÕËɯɁÖ×ÌÕɂɯÈÛɯÛÏÌɯ

same time 

3. The  observance 

of the general 

environment  

of the enterprise 

With a 

circumstantial/superficial 

character 

With an inflexible 

ɁÊÈÓÌÕËÈÙàɂɯÊÏÈÙÈÊÛÌÙ 

With constant and steady 

reflective character in 

systematic terms 

4.The observance 

of the eminent, 

sectoral and local  

competitive 

environment of the 

enterprise 

Usually made in urgent  

terms: 

Ɂ6ÌɯÔÜÚÛɯÞÐÕ ËÐÙÌÊÛÓàɂɯ

ȱÖÙɤÈÕËɯɁÞÏàɯËÐËɯÞÌɯ

ÓÖÚÌȳɂ 

Usually made in terms 

of broad controversial 

understanding of 

concurrence (as a game 

of zero-sum) 

Usually made in terms of 

progressive inter-

structure of the changes 

(as a game of a positive-

sum) 

5. The observance 

of the internal 

environment of the 

enterprise 

Concentrated on the 

direct initiative of the 

owner-ɁÉÖÚÚɂɯÞÐÛÏÖÜÛɯÈɯ

precise method 

Concentrated on the 

evaluation of the 

functional efficiency, 

on the base of detailed 

administrative controls  

Concentrated on the 

evaluation of the total 

efficiency of the 

organism-industry on the 

base of completed 

quantitative -qualitative 

controls 

6. The use of the 

strategy 

dimensions 

Focused on the 

dimensions of the direct 

market profit with 

repetitive character and 

nothing more  

Focused on the simple 

combination of the 

internal functional 

advantages with the 

needs of the market in 

a comparative static 

logic 

Focused on the inter-

fertilization of the 

inherent advantages of 

the industry with the 

evolution of the broader 

tendencies of the market 

and the economy. In a 

constant search of  

ɁÌÔÌÙÎÐÕÎɯÚàÕÌÙÎÐÌÚɂ 

7. The evaluation 

of the strategy, 

composition  

Unclear and 

personalized: based on 

ÛÏÌɯɁÐÕÛÜÐÛÐÖÕɂɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯ

owner 

Formalized: 

Based on the 

reproduction of the 

benefits of the upper 

hierarchy and in a 

second level of the 

stockholders 

Multileveled and 

functionally included in 

the industry: based on 

the strategic 

ɁËÌÔÖÊÙÈÊàɂɯÈÕËɯÛÏÌɯ

search of constant 

industrial evolution  
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8. The part of the 

strategy in the 

quest of the 

business success 

ÈÕËɯɁ×ÌÙÍÌÊÛÐÖÕɂ 

According to a particular 

mixed version: 

opportunistic and, at the 

same time, conservative. 

The horizon of 

development of the 

capital sustains, in most 

of the cases, short and 

ɁÔÖËÌÙÈÛÌɂ 

According to a usually 

internal 

understanding. The 

horizon of use of the 

capital remains split 

between the short and 

the long term 

According to a constant 

dialectic understanding 

of the internal and 

external environment of 

the enterprise. The 

horizon of the use of the 

capital lays between the 

short and long time 

without the quest of 

quick gain  

 

The above tables allow us to raise specific questions. First of all, 

they show that the differentiation of three different types of firms 

is neither surfaced, coincidental nor easily reversible: on the 

contrary, their differentiation is deeply structural and, in fact, 

physiological.  

This is the reason why these three types of firms function as 

structural poles of the industrial ecosystem in Greece. Even if they 

do not express a static regrouping, they manage to crystallize the 

forces of cohesion and centripetal reproduction of the system of 

firms in Greece. Moreover, thus, we understood through the 

process of experienced control in our research that while the mixed 

Stra.Tech.Man types are possible and real these always depend on 

a restriction of familiarity in the combination of different 

reasonable strategy, technology, and management dimensions that 

they compose.9 

 
9 According to our previous studies ( Vlados, 2005, 2006, 2007) in the Greek 

socioeconomic environment, ÛÏÌɯɁÔÖÕÈË-ÊÌÕÛÌÙÌËɂɯÍÐÙÔɯÚÛÐÓÓɯËÖÔÐÕÈÛÌÚɯ

while the mass enterprise often finds significant difficulties to develop. 

On the contrary, flexible enterprises are not encouraged by the Greek 

environment, and also they do not gain much according to the 

ɁØÜÈÓÐÛÐÌÚɂɯÛÏÈÛɯÛÏÌàɯ×ÙÖÝÐËÌȭ 

 In particular, as far as the enterprises functioning in Greece are 

concerned, it is ascertained that, since the 1980s, the process of 

ÐÕÛÌÎÙÈÛÐÕÎɯÛÏÌÔÚÌÓÝÌÚɯÐÕÛÖɯÎÓÖÉÈÓÐáÈÛÐÖÕɯÏÈÚɯÉÌÌÕɯÕÌÐÛÏÌÙɯɁÍÙÌÌɯÈÊÊÌÚÚɯ

ÏÌÈÝÌÕȮɂɯÕÖÙɯÈɯɁÏÌÓÓɯÞÐÛÏ ÕÖɯËÐÚÛÐÕÊÛÐÖÕÚȭɂɯ$ÝÌÕɯÔÖÙÌȮɯÍÙÖÔɯÛÏÌɯ×ÙÌÚÌÕÛɯ

study, it is also becoming apparent that certain forms of enterprising 

activity in GreeceɭÜÚÜÈÓÓàɯÉÙÈÕËÌËɯÈÚɯɁÓÌÚÚɯËÌÝÌÓÖ×ÌËɂɯÊÖÔ×ÈÙÌËɯÛÖɯ

ÛÏÌɯÚÛÌÙÌÖÛà×ÌɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯɁÉÐÎɯÊÈ×ÐÛÈÓÐÚÛɯÍÐÙÔɂɭdo not at all appear to be ɁÉàɯ

ËÌÍÐÕÐÛÐÖÕɂɯËÖÖÔÌËɯÞÐÛÏÐÕɯÎÓÖÉÈÓÐáÈÛÐÖÕȭ 
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Indeed, it is a severe error to believe that under the general title 

ÖÍɯÈɯɁÍÐÙÔɯÛÏÈÛɯÖ×ÌÙÈÛÌÚɯÐÕɯ&ÙÌÌÊÌȮɂɯÐÛɯÚÜÍÍÌÙÚɯÈÕàɯÚÛÈÛÐÊȮɯÜÕÐÍÖÙÔɯ

and homogeneous situation of things. 

On the contrary, in the real, evolving ecosystem of firms in 

ÊÖÕÛÌÔ×ÖÙÈÙàɯ &ÙÌÌÊÌȮɯ ÔÈÕàɯ Ûà×ÌÚɯ ÖÍɯ ɁÈÕÐÔÈÓ-ÍÐÙÔÚɂɯ ÌßÐÚÛɯ ÈÕËɯ

develop. Firms different in the way that they think and functi on, in 

the way that they conceive the interior and the exterior 

environment, they act, they adapt, and they mutate in 

globalization. It is worth examining this more carefully.  

This awareness can finally have great practical importance. 

While the real, livi ng firms cannot incorporate big eclectic 

openings (Nelson & Winter, 1982; Winter, 1984), they cannot 

tolerate significant physiological transformations in their 

2ÛÙÈȭ3ÌÊÏȭ,ÈÕɯ ÛÌÙÔÚɯ ÐÕɯ ÛÏÌÐÙɯ ÐÕÛÌÙÐÖÙɯ ÈÕËɯ ÛÏÌÐÙɯ ɁÎÙÌÈÛɯ ÕÈÛÜÙÈÓɯ

ÑÜÔ×ÚɂɯÍÙÖÔɯÖÕÌɯËÈàɯÛÖɯÛÏÌɯÖÛÏÌÙɯÈÙÌɯÕÖÛɯÈÓÚÖɯ×ÖÚÚÐÉÓÌȭɯ3ÏÌàɯËÖɯ

ÕÖÛɯÌßÐÚÛȮɯÛÏÌÙÌÍÖÙÌȮɯɁÔÈÎÐÊÈÓɯÔÌÛÈÔÖÙ×ÏÖÚÌÚɂɯȹGorz, 1988) in the 

domain of firms, at least in Greece, from the decade of the 1990s 

until today: and this will not possibly change in the future easily.  

Precisely, the viable evolution of an enterprise is always carried 

out under the ter m co-evolution and the three spheres of 

Stra.Tech.Man that characterize it in its natural root. Thus one 

should not expect automatic metamorphoses and marvels (Belasco 

& Stayer, 1994; Senge, 1994; Waterman, 1990). 

Furthermore, the above tables may give rise to specific other 

ÙÌÍÓÌÊÛÐÖÕÚȭɯ3ÏÌàɯÔÈÒÌɯÌß×ÓÐÊÐÛɯÛÏÈÛɯɁÔÖÕÈË-ÊÌÕÛÌÙÌËɂɯÍÐÙÔÚɯÛÌÕËɯ

to give to the rings of the chain of their thought and action answers 

somehow scattered, spontaneous, least systematic, least reliable 

with a cohesive scientific scope, least attractive in ideological 

terms. Moreover, as they constitute the majority of firms in Greece, 

this appears to have nodal importance. 

(ÛɯÐÚɯÕÖÛɯÚÜÙ×ÙÐÚÐÕÎɯÛÏÈÛɯɁÔÖÕÈË-centereËɂɯÍÐÙÔÚɯÊÖÕÚÛÐÛÜÛÌɯÛÏÌɯ

majority in Greece; they dominate because they manage to suit 

each other. The critical question is, however, the degree to which 

they will continue to do so in the rapidly globalized future and in 

what way.  

As we have already examined, the game of competitiveness in a 

globalized context is not static. It is not enough to suit each other, 

but modern firms should also expand. Here comes the most critical 
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×ÙÖÉÓÌÔɯÍÖÙɯÛÏÌɯÙÌ×ÙÖËÜÊÛÐÖÕɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯɁÔÖÕÈË-ÊÌÕÛÌÙÌËɂɯÍÐÙÔÚɭand 

not exclusively th eseɭin Greece today. To a large extent, these 

firmsɭnever, however, all togetherɭpresent a significant 

ÞÌÈÒÕÌÚÚɯÐÕɯɁÌß×ÈÕËÐÕÎɂɯÊÙÌÈÛÐÝÌÓàɯÐÕɯÚÌÊÛÖÙÈÓȮɯÐÕÛÌÙÚÌÊÛÐÖÕÈÓȮɯÈÕËɯ

sub-sectoral terms. Furthermore, precisely, this danger of 

ɁÚÛÙÌÛÊÏÐÕÎɂɯ×ÓÈÊÌÚɯÛÏÌɯËànamics of globalization of the involved 

sectors of economic activity in the first position. Thus apart from 

its globalized prospect, the question of the evolution of the 

productive web of the Greek economy cannot be answered (Vlados 

2004).  

In practice, a ÚÐÎÕÐÍÐÊÈÕÛɯ ×ÈÙÛɯ ÖÍɯ ɁÔÖÕÈË-ÊÌÕÛÌÙÌËɂɯ ÍÐÙÔÚɯ ÐÕɯ

Greeceɭand a significant part of the massive onesɭnowadays 

È××ÌÈÙÚɯÛÏÈÛɯÐÛɯÊÈÕÕÖÛɯÉÌɯɁÚÛÙÌÛÊÏÌËɯÜ×ÞÈÙËÚȭɂɯ.ÕɯÛÏÌɯÊÖÕÛÙÈÙàȮɯÐÛɯ

subsides, trying to defend oneself. What does this mean? Let us be 

explicit on this matter. 

The heterogeneity of firms in Greece does not cease to extend in 

the dynamics of globalization. Furthermore, as the heterogeneity of 

firms increases in a generally negative inter-sectoral course for the 

Greek economy, many units, on the contrary, accomplish to go 

ɁÍÙÖÔɯÛÏÌɯÉÌÛÛÌÙɯÛÖɯÛÏÌɯÉÌÚÛȭɂɯ(ÕɯÔÖÚÛɯÖÍɯÛÏÌÚÌɯÊÈÚÌÚȮɯÐÛɯÐÚɯÈÉÖÜÛɯ

dynamic firms -hybrid in terms of Stra.Tech.Man. It is about, 

essentially, firm types of the new generation (Figure 2).  

 

 
Figure 10. The extending heterogeneity in the search/maintenance of 

competitiveness: The integration of Greek firms in globalization 
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The old types of the three kinds of firms are proved to be the 

most vulnerable in the game of globalized competition: they recede 

to backstage the attention (Vlados 2004). The newer, evolved 

representatives of also three types are proved most durable and 

hopeful physiologically. As they tend to accept in a more and more 

intensive way resorting to multinational participation, alliances, 

and coalitions. These multinational ɁÓÐÕÒÈÎÌÚɂɯ ÐÕÊÙÌÈÚÌɯ ÛÏÌɯ

margins of sector-based refocusing drastically and, at certain times, 

ÛÏÌɯ×ÖÚÚÐÉÐÓÐÛÐÌÚɯÖÍɯÍÈÚÛɯ×ÏàÚÐÖÓÖÎÐÊÈÓɯÌÝÖÓÜÛÐÖÕɯÖÍɯɁ&ÙÌÌÒɂɯÍÐÙÔÚȭɯ 

¶ 3ÏÌɯ ÕÌÞɯ ɁÔÖÕÈË-ÊÌÕÛÌÙÌËɂɯ ÌÕÛÌÙ×ÙÐÚÌȮɯ ÍÈÚÛÌÙȮɯ ÔÖÙÌɯ

intelligent in choices, with selective assiÔÐÓÈÛÐÖÕɯÖÍɯɁÔÈÚÚɯÛÖÖÓÚȮɂɯ

more extrovert and certain times reinstalled in countries that can 

offer it the advantages that it knows how to develop (cheaper daily 

payments, complicated bureaucracies: for example, without 

surprises, Balkans; Hazakis, 2000).  

¶ 3ÏÌɯ ÕÌÞɯ ÔÈÚÚɯ ÌÕÛÌÙ×ÙÐÚÌɯ ÈÕËɯ ÛÏÌɯ ɁÈËÝÈÕÊÌËɂɯ ÔÈÚÚɯ

enterpriseɭthe last with systematic openings in the flexible 

modelɭthat accomplish progressively to develop certain, mainly 

inconspicuous until today, advantages of our national 

socioeconomic system (monetary stability, evolution of domestic 

consuming model, single European market, specialized scientific 

×ÖÛÌÕÛÐÈÓɯ ÈÕËɯ ÕÖÛɯ ɁËÌÚ×ÌÙÈÛÌÓàɂɯ Ìß×ÌÕÚÐÝÌȺɯ ÈÚɯ ÊÌÙÛÈÐÕɯ ÖÉÚÛÈÊÓÌÚɯ

continue to recede.  

¶ The formal, authentic flexible enterprise, as the descendant 

of the early introductive form of flexible enterprise that we knew 

the previous years that manages to become more and more 

aggressive in the claim of departments of the market of high 

specifications in the world market.  

A big part of firms t hat function in Greece, sometimes even 

without realizing it, they subside in the globalized hierarchy of 

their sectors of activation towards the easier but also poorer, less 

demanding but also more efficient sub -sectoral parts of the global 

market. As all the sectors of economic activity do not cease to 

convert qualitatively globally, evolving in a continuous process of 

reformation of structural components and their hierarchies, a big 

part of firms in Greece show that they are led to the less productive 

and ÏÖ×ÌÍÜÓɯËÖÔÈÐÕÚɯÖÍɯɁÞÖÙÓËɯÞÖÙÒÚÐÛÌȮɂɯÛÖɯÛÏÌɯÓÌÈÚÛɯÍÌÙÛÐÓÌɯÐÕɯ
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added value and strategic interest sub-rings of production into the 

globalized distribution of work.  

Moreover, the most essential is not anymore the sector of the 

activity itself as a field of report and targeting. The essential 

question is not that the productive national web is turned to 

ɁÛÙÈËÐÛÐÖÕÈÓɂɯÚÌÊÛÖÙÚɯÚÜ××ÖÚÌËÓàȭɯ ÓÓɯÛÏÌɯÎÓÖÉÈÓÐáÌËɯÚÌÊÛÖÙÚɯÏÐËÌɯ

important occasions of profitability and future growth: all of them. 

The most critical question is which role you protect, and you 

cultivate in the globalized sector where you function: that of the 

pioneer or that of the, obligatorily always cheaper, follower, the 

È××ÌÈÚÌËɯÐÔÐÛÈÛÖÙȮɯÈÕËɯÛÏÌɯɁËÌÓÈàÌËɯÚÛÜËÌÕÛȭɂ 

It is not enough for the different ki nds of firms to fight in order 

ÛÖɯ ÌÕÚÜÙÌɯ ÛÏÌÐÙɯ ÚÜÙÝÐÝÈÓȯɯ ÛÏÌÐÙɯ ÌÕÝÐÙÖÕÔÌÕÛɯ ÚÏÖÜÓËɯ ÈÓÚÖɯ ɁÏÌÓ×ɂɯ

allow such a thing. Furthermore, in this context, we inevitably see 

the role of public intervention as a vital dimension of a new 

creative course of firms and our entire socioeconomic structure in 

the context of globalization.  

Shortly, the entire national productive system, in general terms, 

seems to be directedɭmore precisely it is pushed, mainly, 

passivelyɭin less exigent in terms of the quality part of globalize d 

sectors of production: and where there is no more space of further 

recede, it is destroyed. The problem, therefore, is that we are led to 

produceɭthe way we produceɭwhat they can produce as good as 

the cheaper producers, in the frames of continuously int ensifying 

global competition.  

 

TThhee  mmaaii nn  oorr ii eennttaatt ii oonnss  ffoorr   aa  nneeww   aapppprrooaacchh  ttoo    

tthhee  ddeevveell ooppmmeenntt   pprroocceessss  ii nn  tthhee  ggll oobbaall   eerraa  

Under these comprehensions, we conceived and theorized in an 

introductive approach the strong co -evolutionary articulation 

between the central dynamic dimensions which guiding the 

development process in the globalization  era (Figure 3). 
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Figure 11. The articulation of the central evolutionary cycle 

 

Into the inner environment of different sectoral systems, there 

is, in continuous evolution, a multiplicity of different types of 

business physiologies. Every sectoral part of each productive 

system is determined evolutionary from the transformation of the 

business physiologies, which the firms are composed. The total of 

the sectors of economic activity to a specific socioeconomic space 

reflects its production system morphology. According to this 

morphology, the development dynamics of each one 

socioeconomic space is articulated evolutionary in the 

globalization process. In this manner, the specific way that every 

socioeconomic space is inserted/reinserted to globalization is 

defined. 

To the next step, the development dynamics in globalization 

rearranges the partial components of the procedure, beginning 

from the transfo rmation of the fractional physiologies of firms, in 

the context of this cyclical evolutionary advancement.  

Substantially, the main analytical propositions of the present 

alternative method can be summed up in the following nine 

central methodological orientations: 

1. The insertion of the firms operating in each spatial levelɭ

as well as the progressive incorporation of the total of each 

socioeconomic systemɭshould be understood as a multiple and 

composite evolutionary phenomenon,  which is being structured in 

an increasingly powerful systemic manner,  and within conditions 

of unstoppable transformation of its core composing 


