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Abstract 

The conventional neoclassic approach of the entrepreneurial economic development 
perceives innovation to a large extent restrictively and unproductively. In a parallel motion, 
the conventional Keynesian perspective proves to be as well insufficient to study the 
innovation dynamics evolutionary and dialectically. 

On the contrary, toward a theoretical repositioning of the innovation studies, there are 
appearing new approaches that continue the evolutionary study of the capitalistic Firm’s 
physiology that began in the mid-20th century. 

This paper focuses especially on this theoretical redefinition to innovation dynamics. It tries 
to unfold a view of the Firm of physiological and evolutionary type, by highlighting a new 
synthesis of Strategy, Technology and Management (the ‘Stra.Tech.Man’ triangle) that 
represents the organic center of the produced innovation, inside all socioeconomic organisms. 

Keywords: Innovation, firm theory, evolutionary economics, Stra.Tech.Man analysis 

1. Introduction 

The central importance of innovation dynamics, for any socio-economic organization of any 
kind—at any spatial or functional level of analysis—is progressively becoming indisputable 
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in the literature of economics and management in the 21st century (Brynjolfsson, & McAfee, 
2015; Carlino, & Kerr, 2015; Gordon, 2017; Hall, Mairesse, & Mohnen, 2010; OECD, 2014; 
OECD, 2015; OECD, 2016; Paunov, & Guellec, 2017). However, the assimilation of a 
coherent view of innovation dynamics proves particularly difficult process in the practice of 
the majority of decision makers and socioeconomic actors. The traditional and conventional 
economic theory, not only of neoclassical but also of orthodox Keynesian inspiration and 
direction, it constantly fails to fully perceive the overall discipline of innovation (Colander, 
2000; Colander, Holt, & Rosser, 2004; Howson, 2001; Marshall, 1879; Marshall, 1890; 
Marshall, 1919; Rueff, 1947; Samuelson, 1951). 

1.1 Conventional Neoclassical Theory and The Innovation Dynamics 

In principle, the conventional neoclassic business and economic development theory 
examines the function of the market as a simple—and in fact an isolated from any broader 
socioeconomic system—resource allocation mechanism. For these theories, the demand 
functions interact with the supply functions in order to set prices, achieve and maintain a 
steady market equilibrium (Aspromourgos, 1986; Morgan, 2015). 

In the absence, however, of any broader and more coherent socioeconomic perspective, the 
various ‘players’ within this system are most commonly regarded as static ‘rational 
beings’—endowed with absolutely static and non-historical rationality and without any 
socioeconomic interconnection and/or influence (Walras, 1874). The capitalist enterprise is 
therefore considered here, in the vast majority of the relevant conventional theories, as a 
static ‘black box’ which exists to simply carry out an automatic transformation of economic 
inputs into outputs (Aoki, 1984; Arrow, 1974; Baudry, & Tinel, 2003; Boyer, & Durand, 1993; 
Coase, Gillis, & Thiébault, 1987; Holmstrom, 1999; Williamson, 1991; Williamson, 1999; 
Williamson, 2000). 

In particular, in neoclassical theory, the pace of technological change affects the pace of 
economic growth although is not affected respectively. That is, the reverse does not apply: 
The relationship appears strictly as one-way direction (Sollow, 1957). 

So where does the technological change and progress stem from, according to this theoretical 
approach? 

In the interpretative depth of this approach, technological change is ultimately determined 
simply by some ‘luck’. In short, when a socio-economic system is fortunate, then 
technological change is being accelerated while, on the contrary, when there is less fortune, 
the pace of technological progress is slowing down—and, ultimately, there is nothing we can 
do to influence this pace, according to this theoretical approach. Innovation is always being 
triggered by independent exogenous variables and mechanisms and, therefore, the 
socioeconomic actors operating with consistent logical criteria can control the innovation 
system to a certain extent but cannot influence its pace and direction (O'sullivan, & Sheffrin, 
2003; Veblen, 1898; Veblen, 1900). 

In overall, strategic, technological and organizational innovations are not explained by the 
neoclassical economic theory. They are simply seen as autonomous forces incorporated into 
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the capital or knowledge, as prerequisites to manage the invested capital, organizational and 
human resources. At the industry level, these innovations are understood as choices made by 
businesses, in order to ensure ‘temporary monopolist positions’ to maximize their profits 
(Arena, & Lazaric, 2003; Hodgson, 2002; Weinstein, & Azoulay, 2000). 

The way of thinking of this approach is rather simple: Since innovations disturb market 
equilibrium, then there needs to be some time until market mechanisms can react and restore 
a healthy balance between supply and demand. In this way, innovation becomes a temporary 
source of monopolistic power that provides some greater earnings than usual. In short, 
innovation remains, under this theoretical approach, as something unnatural but ultimately 
assimilated by the previous balance, while the socioeconomic context that surrounds it, 
remains stable and, by definition, inalienable (Machlup, 1959). 

On a deeper sense, the neoclassical-oriented economic science traditionally finds it difficult 
to comprehend and interpretatively assimilate the dimension of knowledge. For conventional 
neoclassical economists, the key issue remains the use of existing knowledge, which is 
condensed simply on price information (Cohendet, & Llerena, 1999; Foss, 1999; Hart, 1989; 
Holmstrom, & Roberts, 1998; Prahalad, & Hamel, 1990; Wernerfelt, 1984). According to the 
market mechanism in the model of full competition, all companies have the same standing 
knowledge that makes them possible to maximize their profits; each company does not create 
different knowledge (Argyris, 1977; Levitt, & March, 1988; Loasby, 2009; Nonaka, & Konno, 
1998; Tarondeau, 1999). Thus, since the beginning of the neoclassical thinking, economists 
have been ignoring the enormous amount of inconsistent and explicit knowledge of economic 
subjects outside the price signals (Hailey, & James, 2002; Rowley, & Hartley, 2017). They 
have not dealt at all with knowledge creation and have not examined the business as a creator 
of knowledge. 

1.2 The conventional Keynesian tradition and innovation dynamics 

In a parallel view, the conventional Keynesian tradition does not appear to be more open 
interpretively to the study of innovation dynamics. Despite a clear divergence from the 
neoclassical perspective—especially in terms of an economic system achieving an automatic 
equilibrium—it also does not seem able to welcome the innovation discipline in a more 
complete and structured way (Coddington, 1976; Sweezy, 1946). 

A key point in Keynes' analysis concerns, of course, the approach of private investment as an 
important determinant of the macroeconomic equilibrium of the system (Hayes, 2008). He 
clearly emphasizes in his writings that it is impossible to rationally calculate the future 
returns of new investments and stresses the importance of trust in the economy and the 
decisive role of the entrepreneurs’ animal instinct. However, in his General Theory, Keynes 
(Keynes, 1936) neglects the investments as an engine of introducing faster and more 
efficiently new technologies that are, in fact, the direct expression of this entrepreneurial 
animal instinct. 

As Freeman & Soete (Freeman, Soete, & Mothe, 1995) rightly point out: “In fact, in General 
Theory, Keynes retreated to positions that neglect technology when he introduced the widely 
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artificial concept of a temporary fall in the marginal profitability of capital without 
correlating it with real changes in technologies and capital stocks ... For Keynesians, it was 
hardly important to determine what were the new technologies and the fast-growing 
industries”. 

 

2. Focusing on the Evolutionary Nature of the Capitalist Enterprise 

If the economic thinking does not remove the conceptual and interpretive constraints and the 
analytical myopia of traditional economic logic, both of neoclassical and Keynesian origin, 
then a more complete and reliable perception of innovation dynamics that drive our modern 
world cannot be achieved. 

And it becomes progressively understood that the modern economic and organizational 
thinking and science has a lot to gain from a theoretical refocusing, centered on the 
evolutionary dynamics of the capitalist enterprise (Alchian, 1953; Aoki, 2007; Augier, & 
Teece, 2008; Chassagnon, 2011a; Chassagnon, & Hollandts, 2014; Coriat, 1995; Coriat, & 
Weinstein, 2010; Mäki, 2004). 

2.1 Critique of the Conventional Approach to Firm's Theory 

In the conventional model of economic theory, the concept of the capitalistic enterprise was 
built on the basis of some extremely simplistic and crude assumptions regarding the 
innovation dynamics. 

However, especially since the 1960s, many theoretical contributions have come out to make a 
consistent critique of this rigid, traditional and conventional neoclassical and Keynesian 
model of perception of the capitalist enterprise and its innovation dynamics. Their source is 
twofold: it stems from both Modern Organizational Theory and Modern Economic Science, 
under the Evolutionary and Institutional orientation (Dosi, 1995; Dosi, & Winter, 2003; 
Favereau, 2011; Fehr, Hart, & Zehnder, 2011; Foss, & Ishikawa, 2007: Hart, & Holmstrom, 
2010; Hodgson, 2012; Lawson, 2012; Lewin, & Phelan, 2000; Nooteboom, 2009; North, 
1990; North, 2005). 

In particular, more and more research contributions, specifically articulated in the thematic 
field of Firm's theory, have argued with numerous arguments that we must renegotiate and 
re-examine the evolutionary dynamics that the capitalist enterprise incorporates and activates 
(Archibald, 1971; Chandler, 1962; Chamberlin, 1933; Coase, 1988; Menard, 1994; Penrose, 
1952). Progressively, on the orbit of these theoretical developments, it is becoming 
increasingly visible that the capitalist enterprise is at the same time: 

An evolutionary structured socioeconomic organization (Baumol, 1959; Shackle, 1967; 
Simon, 1982; Sraffa, 1926), a historical institution (Baudry, & Chassagnon, 2010; 
Chassagnon, 2010; Chassagnon, 2011b; Roberts, 2010), a complex and versatile system that 
constantly pursues the preservation and reproduction of the mechanisms of homeostasis and 
negative entropy that it possesses in ‘chaotic conditions’ (Arbib, & Lecci, 1972; Ashby, 1961; 
Baker, & Gollub, 1996; Forrester, 1980; Gulick, 2012; Harle, & Jouanneault, 1984; Kautz, 
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2011; Lesourne, 1978; Senge, 1993; Von Bertalanffy, 1973; Wiener, 1948) and, finally, a 
living organism with internal physiological determinations (Chassagnon, & Vivel, 2013; 
Loasby, 2007; Penrose, 1952). 

Under this new and evolutionary approach, the enterprise ceases to be considered as merely a 
passive acceptor of some changes that ‘fall out of nowhere’ and is finally perceived as one of 
the most critical—the most critical in fact—producer of fundamental changes that invade the 
reality experienced at all levels; through its—incessant and imperative for its 
survival—innovative action. 

All the previous steps have progressively gained special importance and today they prove to 
be absolutely necessary on an interpretative level, as globalization has come out to make the 
outline of the capitalist venture even more fluid and its dynamics even more complex under 
the context of the reshaped ‘New Global Economy’ (Abélès, 2012; Acemoglu, Gancia, & 
Ziliboti, 2015; Adda, 2012; Aghion, Boulanger, & Cohen, 2011; Alfaro, & Charlton, 2013; 
Altomonte, et al., 2016; Arkolakis, et al., 2013; Baldwin, 2012; Boyer, 2015; Cohen, 2011; 
Corm, 2010; Fontaine, Goulard, & Bodman, 2010; Graz, 2013; Sapir, 2010). 

2.2 The Evolutionary Physiology of the Firm 

It is becoming progressively visible, in the relevant international literature, that the role of the 
entrepreneur—of entrepreneurship and innovation—as the most critical factor of action and 
overturn cannot be overlooked without very serious explanatory losses (Schreyögg, & 
Kliesch‐Eberl, 2007). 

Under the perspective presented in this paper, at least four critical questions concerning the 
evolutionary existence of the business hold a central position (Cyert, & March, 1963; 
Galbraith, 1967; Leibenstein, 1978): Who and how shapes the future path of the business 
(Strategy)? Who and how implements the function of acquiring, exploiting, and using of 
information, knowledge and tools (Technology)? Who and how manages the organization and 
coordination of production (Management)? Who and how synthesizes all the above 
dimensions (Synthesis of Strategy, Technology and Management—Stra.Tech.Man), the 
innovation processes within them, and creates, in general, new fields of action in capitalism? 

In such analytical direction, recently, a very important research effort is trying to develop a 
coherent theory and narrative of economic development focused on innovation (Aghion, et al., 
2005; Perez, 2003). The economics of innovation, therefore, attempt to respond to the 
fundamental problem concerning the overall growth of productivity and productive factors 
(total-factor productivity) (Scherer, & Ross, 1990; Antonelli, 2003). 

Innovation economists believe, in particular, that the most important element of the economic 
growth process in today's knowledge-intensive economy is not exhausted to the mere 
accumulation of capital, as the conventional economic thought supports, but to the innovation 
dynamics motivated by the appropriate institutional, technological and cognitive externalities, 
as the modern evolutionary economics supports (Abell, Felin, & Foss, 2008; Becker, Lazaric, 
2009; Bellone, Musso, Nesta, & Quéré, 2008; Boulding, 1991; Cohen, 2007; D'Adderio, 
2008; Silva, & Teixeira, 2009; Witt, 2008). 
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Development, in the perspective of evolutionary economics, is thus reflected as the ultimate 
product of innovative knowledge, and thus refers to the policies that facilitate business and 
innovation, technological diffusion and interactive relationships between cooperative 
enterprises, while at the same time explore the structural effects on the innovation systems 
that create, reproduce and extend to the innovative environments in which they operate 
(Algan, Cahuc, & Shleifer, 2013; Chaney, 2016; Leromain, & Orefice, 2014). 

3. The Concept of Innovation in the Stra.Tech.Man Approach 

But the principal question still remains unanswered: Which could be a different, an 
evolutionary and dialectical way of capturing the concept of business and its innovation 
dynamics by focusing on its particular evolutionary potential? 

According to the Stra.Tech.Man approach, that advocated in this paper, the ‘heart’ of every 
living, real enterprise is and always being formed, in the innermost level of analysis, within 
the three fundamental structural spheres: Strategy, Technology and Management—spheres 
that already possesses and mobilizes. Within these fundamental functional spheres, each 
business compiles and reconsolidates its available potential (both material and intangible) for 
effective innovation that will allow to compete for survival and growth within its 
ever-evolving socioeconomic environment (see Figure 1). 

 

Figure 1. The evolutionary core of business. 

Each sphere is being built, coexists and co-evolves with the rest, although with a distinct role. 
More specifically: 

1. Strategy corresponds to “Where I Am, Where I Want to Go, How Do I Go & Why?” 

2. Technology to: “How Can I Create, Composite, Diffuse & Reproduce the means of 
my Work and my Know-How & Why?” 
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3. And Management to: “How Do I Use My Available Resources & Why?” (Spilanis & 
Vlados, 1994; Vlados, 1992a; Vlados, 1992b; Vlados, 1996; Vlados, 2004; Vlados, 
2005; Vlados, 2007; Vlados, 2012; Katimertzopoulos, & Vlados, 2017; Vlados, 
Deniozos, & Chatzinikolaou, 2018a; Vlados, Deniozos, & Chatzinikolaou, 2018b; 
Vlados, Deniozos, Chatzinikolaou, & Demertzis, 2018a; Vlados, Deniozos, 
Chatzinikolaou, & Demertzis, 2018b; Βλάδος, 2006; Βλάδος, 2007; Βλάδος, 2014; 
Βλάδος, 2016; Βλάδος, 2017). 

3.1 The Stra.tech.man Dynamic Triangle 

These three-tier inner dimensions, in a continuous and dialectical way, determine the unique, 
specific and ever-evolving dynamic Stra.Tech.Man triangle. This evolutionary triangle 
uniquely characterizes every business, of every size, of every type, of every industry. Each 
business builds its own dynamic Stra.Tech.Man triangle, in a more or less explicit and 
systematical way, in order to effectively innovate and take a profit out of it: This is the core 
that always regulates, in the depth, its overall evolutionary course. 

This triangle is, as such, in our view, the evolving, organic identity of every business. And 
under this understanding, the “biological type” and “natural selection” priorities are now 
placed in the central plan of the analysis of the evolutionary dynamics of Firm (Buenstorf, 
2006; Festré, & Garrouste, 2009; Hawley, 1950; Hodgson, 2010; Hodgson, & Knudsen, 2007; 
Nelson, 2007; Prigogine, 1976; Wenting, 2009; Winter, 2006). 

The dimensions of Strategy, Technology and Management are often inadequately perceived 
as inherently independent, autonomous and functionally separate from each other: this is 
defective and analytically disorienting. Instead, in reality, these dimensions are always in a 
close relationship of evolutionary synthesis and physiological co-adaptation—as the business 
is in fact a living and evolving organism. All three together, in their composition, define the 
Evolutionary Physiology of the Business. 

In fact, the three dimensions necessarily coexist and are structurally co-defined nowadays, 
monitoring and restructuring at the same time the current dynamics of globalization (Artus, & 
Virard, 2015; Balland, Suire, & Vicente, 2013) (see Figure 2). 
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Figure 2. The business initiative as a dynamic synthesis of internal and external business 
environment through globalization 

In practice, this dynamic Stra.Tech.Man triangle of the Business, operates as a systemic 
recipient, but also as a high-flux transformer, of the overall socioeconomic changes that are 
being produced—and produce respectively—globalization. The business’ internal 
Stra.Tech.Man potential, structured on the continuous dialectical determination of Philosophy 
and Processes that characterize it, constructs its innovative effort as a survival and growth 
response to the environmental pressures it faces (see Figure 3). 

 

Figure 3. The evolutionary socioeconomic ‘game’ and the Stra.Tech.Man structure of a 
business. 

In the light of this awareness, it becomes clear that businesses, like living organisms of all 
kinds, change and evolve to the limits of their local, national, and international environment, 
and actively affect the overall ‘climate’ of globalization through their innovative efforts [2]. 
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3.2 The Evolutionary Physiology of Firms 

The above described view of Stra.Tech.Man provides the possibility to make some theoretical 
clarifications: 

I. Strategy, Technology and Business Management, although considered as independent 
dimensions in analytical terms, are inseparably interlocked and, inevitably, co-evolve 
in the evolutionary process. The competitive success of a business never concerns 
only one sphere individually, but all three together, in the specific way that their 
composition manages to provide effective responses to the constant changes of the 
environment.  

II. Each business has its own ‘biological’ identity, which contains all the ‘genetic 
information’ that determines the possibility of its biological development. Specifically, 
the biological ‘core’ of any living and real business is always determined 
evolutionarily within these three fundamental and interconnected analytical spheres: 
strategy, technology and management, both in terms of inner philosophy and applied 
procedures (routines), are produced and reproduced by the business with the purpose 
of competitive survival and development, in the constantly evolving environment. 

III. The physiological evolution of the business takes place, in practice, through dialectical 
conflicts, between: 

• The Philosophy Stra.Tech.Man that characterizes it 

• The Procedures Stra.Tech.Man that it uses (see Figure 4) 

 

Figure 4. The Stra.Tech.Man physiological transformation of the business 

IV. The business is a qualitative sum of its particular Stra.Tech.Man behavioral capabilities 
that define its kind. These capabilities are not formed by any unrealistic voluntarism 
or the mere ‘desire’ of its people. A business, more specifically, builds and transforms 
its distinct physiology as a synthesis of the applied business philosophy and business 
processes. It constructs the mechanisms of understanding its surroundings. It 



Journal of Entrepreneurship and Business Innovation 
ISSN 2332-8851 

2018, Vol. 5, No. 2 

10 

composes its initiatives. And it articulates its actions and evaluates them after the 
implementation. 

V. Every successful business is led to the Stra.Tech.Man compositions and reconstructions 
which are materializing the specific in space and time business logic—the business 
rationality. Accordingly, this business physiology reproduces evolutionarily its own 
heterogeneity.  

VI. All businesses, regardless of their size, like all living organisms, are understood as 
different natural species (they are different ‘animals”): In this sense, the size of a 
business is not of central analytical significance in this view. 

VII. The combined Stra.Tech.Man evolution of the internal and external business environment 
of the enterprise becomes the center of the overall process of innovation; it represents 
the ‘natural selection’ between the production systems and the overall socioeconomic 
development. The Stra.Tech.Man triangle is, in the long run, the perpetual engine of 
change for the business and for the surrounding environment (Vlados, 2004; Βλάδος, 
2006; Βλάδος, 2016; Βλάδος, 2017). 

3.3 The Stra.Tech.Man Triangle As the Innovative Engine of a Business 

According to this Stra.Tech.Man analysis, every innovation is always and necessarily 
characterized by the particular organic Stra.Tech.Man triangle. All innovations, constantly 
and necessarily, contain a part of Strategy, a part of Technology and a part of Management 
(Deming, 2000; Follet, 1977; Garratt, 1987; Juran, 1988; Masaaki, 1986; Nonaka, & 
Takeuchi, 1995). 

There are no innovations that can exist and be realized effectively without changing at the 
same time all three inner Stra.Tech.Man spheres of a socioeconomic organism. As a result, 
every kind of innovation is necessarily of Stra.Tech.Man reach.  

Of course, innovation can be perceived to emerge only from one of the Stra.Tech.Man 
spheres, and be focused only in one functional area but, in the long run, every innovation 
requires always combined relocations and re-adjustments for the entire organization: 

 For the strategy: And/or for the relationships with the customers, and/or for the 
markets, and/or for the value proposition, and/or for the product mix. 

 For the technology: And/or for the tools, and/or for the working means, and/or for the 
particular know-how, and/or for the production process.  

 For the management: And/or for the planning, and/or for the organization, and/or for 
the staffing, and/or for the management, and/or for the control, and/or for the 
coordination and communication. 

And, in the background, every innovation bears internally a Stra.Tech.Man business ‘gene’ 
that has created that particular innovation. 

3.4 Innovation within the Operational Structure of the Business 
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By studying the world of innovation nowadays, it becomes apparent that innovation can be 
born everywhere inside the business that interfaces with its external environment (customers, 
suppliers, or partners) (Brandenburger, & Nalebuff, 1997; Hamel, & Prahalad, 1994; Kim, & 
Mauborgne, 2005; Moss Kanter, 2009; Nordstrom, & Ridderstrale, 2007; Porter, 1991; Porter, 
1996; Porter, & Heppelmann, 2015; Schumpeter, 1934; Schumpeter, 1942) (see Figures 5 & 
6). 

 

Figure 5. The core of business and innovative dynamics. 

 

Figure 6. Contact points with the environment and innovation dynamics 

 

Everything in the innovative effort works, both by necessity and by design, in combination: 
Organizational functions, environments and actions. Together they ‘get out of comfort’ and 
rebalance evolutionarily, endlessly, throughout the innovative game. This is necessary and 
inevitable. And all these lead to the continuation of the business itself in terms of the 
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Stra.Tech.Man triangle.  

Naturally, innovations can vary widely and may include many types of ‘overturning’—all 
innovations do not have the same evolutionary dynamics and profitability. Whether they 
derive from an initiative coming from the ‘base’ (Hamel, 2000; Prahalad, 2004), the ‘top’ 
(Kotter, 1996) or the ‘core body’ of the organism, they always touch and affect the entire 
organism, on all sides. 

Nowadays, by studding the empirical field, it becomes clear that a healthy and dynamic ‘tree’ 
(organization-business) should be able to produce many ‘apples’ (innovations), so that the 
increasingly competitive conditions of the future can be looked forward with optimism. It has 
been observed that, very often, many companies are wasting their innovative potential 
carelessly. Often, innovative applications emerging within organizations are ignored, 
neglected and spent pointlessly. How many good applications within some organizations, 
how many smart solutions, how many fertile initiatives, how many fruitful initiatives have 
not being hampered, jeopardized, and blocked? In this paper is estimated that modern 
innovative enterprise has to refuse, actively and systematically, this misuse. Any modern 
efficient business should deny this innovative waste. Instead it should collect, group and 
preserve its innovative initiatives in a way that they will be compiled, coordinated and 
fertilized. The authors of the present research believe that, in practice, every organization has 
to learn to look at the depth of innovation. It has to detect within the innovations the special 
features of Stra.Tech.Man they possess. It must analyze, deep down, their particular 
composition. 

It must realize, first and foremost, that the emerging innovations are often ‘organically 
relevant’ to each other, whether these are born from this combination of Stra.Tech.Man 
functions or implemented in one such functional business area. And, very often, innovations 
accumulate in groups—like ‘bunches’: In practice an innovation gives birth to some other, 
more or less, relevant innovations (Gest, 1986) (see Figure 7). 
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Figure 7. Central Stra.Tech.Man ‘bunches’—Innovation groups and micro-innovation. 

 

The central administration of each organization has to ‘graft’ the innovations of the 
organization with any additional components may be required in order to make them more 
effective; to become distinct and acquire a specific ‘personality’ within the competition. 
Ultimately an innovative business should seek to give a greater satisfaction to the customer 
and the market, either by providing a higher quality coverage of their needs, or by offering 
more attractive prices, or even both. In doing so, a new competitive dynamic for the 
organization is created. 

Obviously, the most important aspect is how the business will manage these inherent 
structural changes so that it can cultivate, develop, preserve, diffuse and produce effective 
innovations; these innovative changes, ultimately, that would enhance the survival and 
development prospects, according to the specific in space and time external organizational 
environment (Covey, 1992; Duck, 1993; Elias, 2009; Jaques, 2017; Martin, 1993; Oreg, 
2003). 

And this realization is always on the basis of understanding the particular limits and prospects 
of the Stra.Tech.Man business physiology. Ultimately, in order for any to business survive it 
has to rebuild and transform the Stra.Tech.Man's physiology according to the specific 
external and internal environment. Keeping always in mind that Stra.Tech.Man defines the 
particular ‘genetic code’ that can be traced back to every ‘organizational cell’—namely every 
initiative and action. 

In parallel, it becomes apparent in our assumption that modern organizations should, on the 
one hand, try to organically understand the innovation process and, on the other hand, to 
assimilate an integrated biological perspective of their innovative effort. And they should 
progressively realize that nowadays innovation of the most advanced businesses is born from 
a deep dialectic fertilization and thinking. The era of unilateralism, of mere addition, of direct 
confrontation, and of the imposition of one sphere over another seems to have irreversibly 
been surpassed (see Figure 8). 
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Figure 8. The Stra.Tech.Man logic: From the past to the future 

In conclusion, in order for a synthesis of Stra.Tech.Man to prove effective, it has to 
transfigure the multifaceted internal potential of the organism (material and immaterial) 
according to the specific conditions set by the external environment. All innovations 
nowadays are always taking place within the global dynamics, that define, in turn, the 
competitiveness of all organizations—namely the ability to survive and develop. 
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Notes 

Note 1: However, this critique of the conventional neoclassical and Keynesian tradition does 
not imply that there is no important progress and evolution in these schools of thought 
nowadays. See, for example: (Vernengo, 2010; Weintraub, 2002). 

Note 2: This scientific hypothesis was empirically tested (Vlados, 2004) for the Greek 
productive ‘ecosystem’. It was proved, particularly, that the Greek economy has a peculiar 
‘fauna’ of businesses (Βλάδος, 2006). 
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