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Abstract— This chapter examines how entrepreneurial mindsets can serve as a bridge between human capital 

development and global competitiveness, particularly across regions facing unequal access to opportunity, 

investment, and innovation. Rather than treating entrepreneurship as a narrow act of business creation, the chapter 

frames it as a broader way of thinking: a capacity to recognize possibilities, respond to uncertainty, mobilize 

resources, and transform local challenges into productive action. It explores the role of education, policy, regional 

ecosystems, and strategic investment in cultivating entrepreneurial behavior that is socially grounded and 

economically meaningful. Special attention is given to the tension between global competitiveness and balanced 

development, arguing that regions cannot become truly competitive by copying dominant economic models alone. 

They must build entrepreneurial cultures that reflect local strengths, human aspirations, and long-term 

sustainability. 
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Introduction 

Entrepreneurship has often been described in the 

language of markets: start-ups, investment flows, risk-

taking, innovation, competition, and growth. These 

terms are useful, of course, but they do not fully 

capture the deeper human and regional story behind 

entrepreneurial development. At its heart, 

entrepreneurship begins long before a business is 

registered, a product is launched, or capital is secured 

(Szydło et al, 2022). It begins in the formation of a 

mindset: the ability to see possibility where others see 

limitation, to act under uncertainty, to connect 

scattered resources, and to imagine that one’s local 

environment can be changed rather than merely 

endured. In this sense, entrepreneurial mindsets are not 

simply an economic asset. They are a social, 

educational, and developmental force that can 

influence how individuals, institutions, and entire 

regions respond to change. 

The chapter “Building Entrepreneurial Mindsets 

Across Regions: From Human Capital to Global 

Competitiveness” is grounded in the idea that balanced 

global development cannot be achieved through 

financial investment alone. Strategic investment is 

necessary, but it becomes far more powerful when it 

meets prepared people: individuals who possess 

confidence, creativity, resilience, technical 

competence, ethical awareness, and the willingness to 

transform ideas into action. Human capital, therefore, 

should not be understood only as the accumulation of 

qualifications or labor-market skills. It also includes 

attitudes, habits of thought, social trust, problem-

solving capacity, and the courage to participate in 

economic life with initiative rather than dependency. 

Regions that invest in people without cultivating 

entrepreneurial agency may produce educated 

populations that still struggle to generate opportunity. 

Conversely, regions that encourage entrepreneurship 

without strengthening human capital may create 

fragile ventures that lack depth, sustainability, and 

wider developmental impact. 

Across the world, the geography of opportunity 

remains deeply uneven. Some regions enjoy dense 

innovation ecosystems, strong universities, supportive 

financial institutions, advanced infrastructure, and 

policy environments that reward experimentation. 
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Other regions face limited access to capital, weak 

institutional support, fragmented markets, political 

instability, brain drain, or educational systems that 

remain disconnected from local economic needs. 

These differences shape not only economic outcomes, 

but also people’s sense of what is possible. A young 

graduate in a globally connected urban hub may view 

entrepreneurship as a realistic path toward innovation 

and independence (Banele et al, 2023). A similarly 

talented graduate in a peripheral or underdeveloped 

region may see the same path as risky, inaccessible, or 

even socially discouraged. The difference is not 

always talent. Often, it is ecosystem, culture, policy, 

and confidence. 

This is why entrepreneurial mindset-building must be 

approached as a regional development strategy, not 

merely as a business-training exercise. Regions do not 

become competitive by copying the success stories of 

more advanced economies in a mechanical way. They 

become competitive when they identify their own 

strengths, mobilize local knowledge, connect 

education with opportunity, and create conditions in 

which people can experiment without being destroyed 

by failure. A rural region, for example, may build 

entrepreneurship around agriculture, renewable 

energy, tourism, local crafts, digital services, or 

circular economy practices. A post-conflict region may 

view entrepreneurship as part of reconstruction, 

livelihood recovery, and social rebuilding (Moritz et 

al, 2024). A knowledge-based urban region may focus 

on technology, research commercialization, creative 

industries, or advanced services. In each case, the 

entrepreneurial mindset must be rooted in the realities 

of place. 

The relationship between human capital and global 

competitiveness is therefore neither simple nor 

automatic. Education alone does not guarantee 

competitiveness. Nor does competitiveness 

necessarily guarantee balanced development. In some 

cases, global competitiveness can deepen regional 

inequalities if investment flows only toward already 

privileged centers, leaving weaker regions further 

behind. The challenge is to build entrepreneurial 

capacity in ways that widen participation rather than 

concentrate advantage. This means paying attention to 

who receives training, who accesses finance, who 

benefits from innovation policies, whose ideas are 

legitimized, and whose communities are treated as 

worthy sites of development. A truly balanced 

approach to entrepreneurship must include women, 

youth, rural populations, marginalized communities, 

displaced persons, informal workers, and small local 

producers, not only high-growth start-up founders in 

major cities. 

Education plays a particularly important role in this 

transformation. Entrepreneurial education should not 

be reduced to teaching students how to write business 

plans (Schultz, 2022). While business planning has 

value, mindset-building requires something broader: 

experiential learning, teamwork, financial literacy, 

digital competence, ethical reasoning, exposure to real 

community problems, and opportunities to design 

practical solutions. Students need to learn how to ask 

better questions, not only how to give correct answers. 

They need to experience uncertainty, negotiation, 

failure, revision, and collaboration. More importantly, 

they need to see entrepreneurship as connected to 

social value, not only private profit. In regions 

struggling with unemployment, inequality, or weak 

infrastructure, entrepreneurship can become a way of 

restoring agency and dignity, provided it is supported 

by serious policy and institutional commitment. 

Policy alignment is equally essential. Governments, 

universities, private-sector actors, civil society 

organizations, and international investors often speak 

about entrepreneurship, but their efforts can remain 

scattered. Training programs may not connect to 

funding. Funding may not connect to mentorship. 

Mentorship may not connect to market access (Lone & 

Bhat, 2022). Innovation policies may privilege 

technology while neglecting traditional sectors that 

employ large numbers of people. Strategic investment 

must therefore be coordinated with education reform, 

infrastructure development, regulatory support, digital 

inclusion, and regional planning. Without such 

alignment, entrepreneurship risks becoming a 

fashionable slogan rather than a practical engine of 

development. 

This chapter argues that building entrepreneurial 

mindsets across regions is one of the most important 

pathways toward balanced global development. It 

brings together the human, institutional, regional, and 

global dimensions of entrepreneurship, showing how 

human capital can be transformed into entrepreneurial 

capability, and how that capability can contribute to 

competitiveness without losing sight of inclusion and 

sustainability. The central argument is simple but 

demanding: regions become globally competitive not 

only by attracting investment, but by developing 

people who can think, create, adapt, and lead within 

their own contexts. Entrepreneurial mindsets, when 

properly nurtured, can turn human potential into 

regional vitality and regional vitality into a more 

balanced form of global progress. 
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Entrepreneurial Mindsets as a Foundation for 

Balanced Global Development 

To speak about balanced global development without 

speaking seriously about entrepreneurial mindsets is to 

discuss architecture while ignoring the ground beneath 

the building. Development, in its more honest and less 

decorative sense, is not only a matter of financial 

inflows, infrastructure projects, trade expansion, or 

policy reform. These things matter, sometimes 

enormously. Yet they do not move societies very far 

when people themselves remain trained for 

dependency, hesitation, passive adaptation, or narrow 

survival. A region may receive investment, but if its 

people have not been encouraged to recognize 

opportunity, question inherited limitations, organize 

resources, and tolerate the discomfort of uncertainty, 

much of that investment may pass through the 

economy like rain over stone: visible for a moment, 

then gone. 

An entrepreneurial mindset is often misunderstood as 

a personality trait belonging to a small class of 

unusually bold individuals (Claire, 2024). The popular 

image is familiar: the restless founder, the risk-taker, 

the innovator who refuses ordinary pathways. But this 

image is too thin, almost theatrical. Entrepreneurial 

thinking is not merely the appetite for launching a 

business. It is a way of relating to one’s environment. 

It is the disciplined habit of asking: What can be done 

with what we have? What has been overlooked? Which 

problem, if approached differently, could become a 

source of value? Who should be brought into the 

circle? What kind of future can be made from the 

imperfect materials of the present? Such questions may 

arise inside a start-up, yes, but they can also emerge in 

a village cooperative, a public school, a municipal 

office, a family workshop, a women-led savings group, 

a university laboratory, or a small agricultural 

community trying to survive climate volatility. 

This broader understanding is essential because global 

development has long suffered from a dangerous 

imbalance. Some regions are treated as centers of 

innovation, while others are framed as recipients of 

aid, labor reserves, consumer markets, or sites of 

extraction. The language may be polite, but the 

structure is often unequal. Capital, technology, and 

expertise are imagined as flowing from the “advanced” 

to the “developing,” while local creativity in less 

privileged regions is either romanticized or ignored. 

Entrepreneurial mindsets interrupt this hierarchy. They 

suggest that every region, even one burdened by 

poverty, weak institutions, conflict, isolation, or 

historical neglect, contains unrealized capacity. Not 

magic. Not instant transformation. Capacity. The kind 

that becomes visible only when people are trusted as 

agents rather than treated as beneficiaries. 

Balanced global development depends on this shift in 

imagination. It requires moving away from the 

assumption that progress is something delivered to 

regions from outside and toward the recognition that 

durable development must be co-produced from 

within. External investment can accelerate change, but 

it cannot substitute for local initiative. Policy 

frameworks can open doors, but people must still walk 

through them. Educational reform can introduce new 

skills, but learners must come to see themselves as 

capable of using those skills to reshape their 

surroundings (Díaz et al, 2022). Without 

entrepreneurial confidence, even well-designed 

development programs may generate compliance 

rather than transformation. People may attend 

workshops, complete training modules, receive 

certificates, and still return to the same mental 

landscape: waiting, doubting, fearing failure, or 

assuming that meaningful opportunity belongs 

somewhere else. 

Here lies the quiet power of entrepreneurial mindset-

building. It changes the emotional grammar of 

development. It teaches individuals and communities 

to read scarcity differently. Scarcity is not denied; that 

would be naïve, even insulting. Lack of finance, poor 

infrastructure, unstable regulation, limited markets, 

and fragile institutions are real constraints. Yet the 

entrepreneurial mindset refuses to let constraint 

become destiny. It pushes people to experiment within 

limits, to combine informal knowledge with formal 

skill, to build networks where institutions are weak, to 

start small without thinking small. There is something 

profoundly developmental in that shift. A society 

begins to move differently when its people no longer 

see themselves only as job seekers, aid recipients, or 

victims of geography, but as problem-solvers, builders, 

negotiators, producers, and initiators of change. 

Still, this mindset cannot be preached into existence 

through motivational slogans. It must be cultivated 

through systems. Education is one of the most decisive 

places to begin, but not education in its stiffest form, 

where students memorize definitions of 

entrepreneurship and reproduce them in examinations 

(Atomsa, 2024). Entrepreneurial learning requires 

contact with reality. It asks students to investigate 

actual problems in their communities, design imperfect 

solutions, test ideas, fail without humiliation, work 

with others, and understand that value is not created in 

isolation. It also requires a different relationship with 

knowledge. Instead of treating knowledge as 

something stored for future employment, 

entrepreneurial education treats knowledge as 
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something that can be mobilized, recombined, 

translated, and put to work. A student who learns 

agriculture, coding, accounting, design, or public 

health through this lens begins to see knowledge as 

active material. It has weight. It can build. 

The regional dimension is equally important. 

Entrepreneurial mindsets do not develop in a vacuum; 

they are shaped by the local atmosphere of permission 

or prohibition (Mudzamiri, 2023). In some 

communities, young people are encouraged to try, fail, 

return, and try again. In others, failure carries social 

shame so heavy that even talented individuals prefer 

the safety of silence. Some regions have networks of 

mentors, accessible credit, incubators, reliable internet, 

transport links, and local institutions that make 

initiative plausible. Other regions offer little beyond 

talent and frustration. Under such conditions, telling 

people to “be entrepreneurial” can become cruelly 

simplistic. Mindset matters, but mindset without 

ecosystem support risks becoming another burden 

placed on individuals who are already carrying too 

much. 

For this reason, balanced development requires an 

ecology of entrepreneurship rather than isolated 

training events. Governments must reduce 

unnecessary barriers, simplify business procedures, 

protect small enterprises from predatory practices, and 

invest in infrastructure that connects peripheral regions 

to markets (Enaifoghe, 2024). Universities and 

vocational institutions must become more porous, less 

detached from surrounding communities, more willing 

to turn classrooms into laboratories of regional 

problem-solving. Financial actors must learn to see 

potential beyond polished urban founders with fluent 

pitch decks. Civil society can help build trust, 

especially among groups historically excluded from 

formal economic life. International partners, when 

they are wise, can support without suffocating; they 

can bring resources without imposing ready-made 

models that flatten local complexity. 

The phrase “balanced global development” also 

demands moral caution. Entrepreneurship is not 

automatically inclusive. It can liberate, but it can also 

intensify inequality when opportunity is captured by 

those who already possess education, family capital, 

digital access, social networks, and cultural legitimacy. 

In many regions, the young woman with a strong idea 

may still be blocked by gender norms. The rural 

innovator may lack transport to reach customers. The 

displaced entrepreneur may lack legal status. The 

informal worker may have market knowledge but no 

collateral. The graduate from a peripheral university 

may lack connections that matter more than 

competence. If entrepreneurial mindset-building does 

not confront these uneven starting points, it may 

simply decorate inequality with the language of 

ambition. 

A more humane approach must ask who is being 

invited into entrepreneurship and on what terms 

(Dębicka et al, 2022). Are policies designed only for 

high-growth technology ventures, or do they also 

support microenterprises, cooperatives, social 

enterprises, and community-based innovation? Are 

entrepreneurship programs accessible to people 

outside major cities? Are local languages, cultural 

practices, and informal forms of knowledge treated as 

assets or obstacles? Are young people being 

encouraged to take risks while the system offers them 

no safety net at all? These questions are not peripheral. 

They decide whether entrepreneurship becomes a 

pathway to balanced development or a polished slogan 

serving already privileged groups. 

The connection between entrepreneurial mindsets and 

global competitiveness also needs careful handling 

(Iddris, 2025). Competitiveness is often spoken of as if 

it were a race with a single track and a single finish 

line. Yet regions compete in different ways because 

they possess different histories, resources, and social 

fabrics. A region rich in agricultural knowledge may 

become globally relevant through sustainable food 

systems, agro-processing, biotechnology, or climate-

resilient farming. Another may build competitiveness 

around creative industries, digital services, renewable 

energy, health innovation, logistics, cultural tourism, 

or advanced manufacturing. Entrepreneurial mindsets 

help regions discover these distinctive pathways. They 

prevent competitiveness from becoming imitation. 

They encourage adaptation rather than mimicry, rooted 

innovation rather than borrowed glamour. 

There is also a psychological dimension that should 

not be underestimated. Regions that have endured long 

periods of marginalization often internalize lowered 

expectations. People may stop imagining that 

excellence can emerge from their own soil. Talent 

leaves, ambition thins out, institutions become 

defensive, and development becomes something 

discussed in reports rather than felt in daily life. 

Entrepreneurial mindset-building can help reverse this 

erosion of confidence. It gives people permission to 

think locally without thinking narrowly. It reminds 

them that global relevance does not require 

abandoning place; sometimes it begins precisely by 

understanding place more deeply than outsiders ever 

could. 

At its best, then, the entrepreneurial mindset is not a 

celebration of individual hustle detached from social 

responsibility. It is a civic and developmental capacity. 
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It joins imagination with discipline, aspiration with 

practical action, self-belief with collaboration, and 

competitiveness with care for the community. It asks 

people to create value, but also to ask what kind of 

value, for whom, and at what cost. That ethical layer 

matters. Without it, entrepreneurship can become 

merely another engine of extraction, dressed in modern 

vocabulary. 

Balanced global development will not be achieved by 

producing entrepreneurs alone (Keim et al, 2024). It 

will require fairer institutions, patient investment, 

better education, infrastructure, peace, ecological 

responsibility, and more honest global partnerships. 

Yet none of these can fully succeed without people 

who are prepared to act with initiative inside 

complexity. The entrepreneurial mindset is the human 

spark that turns resources into possibility and 

possibility into movement. It does not erase structural 

barriers, but it helps societies confront them with more 

than resignation. It gives regions a language of agency. 

And perhaps that is where balanced development truly 

begins: not in the promise that every place will become 

the same, but in the belief that every place contains 

people capable of building futures that are 

economically viable, socially grounded, and 

unmistakably their own. 

From Human Capital to Entrepreneurial 

Capability: Rethinking Education, Skills, and 

Agency 

The idea of human capital has shaped development 

thinking for decades. It is a useful idea, but also a 

rather incomplete one. At its simplest, it suggests that 

people become economically valuable when they 

acquire education, skills, training, health, and 

productive knowledge. This is not wrong. No region 

can move toward meaningful development if its people 

are denied literacy, technical competence, scientific 

understanding, digital fluency, or professional 

confidence. Yet there is a quiet limitation in the way 

human capital is often discussed. People are 

sometimes treated almost as containers of skills, as if 

development were a matter of filling them with 

qualifications and then waiting for the economy to 

absorb them. The person disappears behind the 

résumé. The learner becomes a future worker. The 

citizen becomes a unit of productivity. 

This chapter argues for a wider and more human 

reading. Human capital becomes genuinely 

transformative only when it turns into entrepreneurial 

capability: the ability not merely to possess 

knowledge, but to use it with initiative, judgment, 

imagination, and social purpose. Capability is not the 

same as qualification. A person may hold a degree and 

still feel unable to act. A graduate may understand 

theories of management, finance, agriculture, 

engineering, or information technology, yet remain 

uncertain about how to translate that knowledge into 

opportunity (Xiang et al, 2023). In many regions, 

especially those marked by unemployment, weak 

infrastructure, or fragile institutions, the gap between 

learning and agency can be painfully wide. People 

know more than they are able to do. They are educated, 

but not empowered. Skilled, but not connected. 

Prepared on paper, but hesitant in practice. 

This is where the transition from human capital to 

entrepreneurial capability becomes essential. 

Entrepreneurial capability refers to a layered capacity: 

to identify problems, imagine alternatives, mobilize 

resources, collaborate across difference, make 

decisions under uncertainty, and sustain action despite 

friction. It is not restricted to launching companies, 

though it certainly includes that. It is also present when 

a teacher redesigns a learning environment with 

limited resources, when a farmer experiments with a 

new market channel, when a young graduate builds a 

digital service for a local need, when a cooperative 

organizes women’s production into a viable income 

stream, or when a public institution finds a more 

responsive way to serve citizens. Entrepreneurship, in 

this sense, is not only a market behavior. It is a form of 

agency. 

Education systems, however, have not always been 

designed to cultivate agency. Many still reward 

repetition over inquiry, caution over experimentation, 

and correctness over curiosity. Students learn to 

answer questions they did not ask. They become good 

at passing examinations, sometimes very good, yet 

remain underprepared for ambiguity, negotiation, 

failure, or self-directed problem-solving. This is not 

the fault of students. It is the architecture around them. 

A system that treats knowledge as fixed content will 

naturally produce learners who wait for instructions 

(Pirjan & Petrosanu, 2024). A system that punishes 

error too harshly will produce people who avoid risk. 

A system that separates school from society will 

produce graduates who struggle to see how their 

learning speaks to the street, the farm, the workshop, 

the clinic, the office, the marketplace, or the 

neighborhood. 

Rethinking education for entrepreneurial capability 

does not mean turning every classroom into a business 

incubator. That would be a narrow and rather clumsy 

interpretation. The deeper task is to build habits of 

mind and patterns of action that allow learners to 

engage with the world as active participants. This 

requires a different educational atmosphere. Students 

need opportunities to investigate real problems, not 
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merely theoretical scenarios polished for textbook use 

(Liu & Zhang, 2024). They need to work in teams 

where disagreement is not treated as disorder but as 

part of thinking. They need to design, test, revise, and 

sometimes abandon ideas. They need to learn that 

failure is not a personal stain, but information; not 

pleasant information, perhaps, but often necessary. 

More than anything, they need to experience the 

strange, difficult pleasure of making something that 

did not exist before. 

Skills remain important, of course. No romantic 

language about agency should distract from the need 

for strong technical foundations. Entrepreneurial 

capability depends on literacy, numeracy, digital 

competence, financial understanding, communication, 

sector-specific expertise, and the ability to analyze 

evidence. Yet skills alone are inert unless they are 

animated by purpose and confidence. A young person 

who knows how to code but cannot identify a 

meaningful local problem may simply become a 

distant contractor in a global labor chain. A graduate 

trained in business administration but unable to read 

the social texture of a community may reproduce 

generic models that fail quickly. A technically 

competent worker who lacks negotiation skills, ethical 

judgment, or resilience may struggle to convert 

competence into durable value. The point is not to 

choose between skills and agency. The point is to 

weave them together. 

This weaving requires education to become more 

porous. Schools, universities, vocational centers, and 

training institutes cannot remain sealed off from 

regional life (Ricket et al, 2023). They must become 

meeting places between knowledge and need. Local 

enterprises should enter the educational conversation. 

Communities should not be treated merely as 

beneficiaries of student projects, but as holders of 

knowledge. Public agencies, civil society 

organizations, farmers, artisans, small businesses, and 

informal workers all carry insights that formal 

institutions often overlook. When learners encounter 

these realities, they begin to understand that innovation 

is not always a shiny technological breakthrough. 

Sometimes it is a better distribution method, a safer 

production process, a more inclusive service, a smarter 

use of waste, a cooperative purchasing model, or a new 

way of connecting scattered producers to buyers. 

Agency also has an emotional dimension that 

academic language often underplays. To act 

entrepreneurially is to live, for a while at least, without 

guarantees. It means entering a space where the 

outcome is not fully visible. That can be exhilarating, 

but it can also be frightening, especially for young 

people from families or regions where failure is costly. 

In privileged environments, risk is often cushioned. A 

failed venture may become a learning experience, a 

story for the next application, even a badge of courage. 

In less secure contexts, failure can mean debt, shame, 

family pressure, or the loss of the only available 

opportunity. This difference matters. Entrepreneurial 

education that celebrates risk without acknowledging 

unequal safety nets can sound careless, even cruel 

(Jensen, 2024). 

For this reason, building entrepreneurial capability 

must include social protection, mentorship, and 

institutional trust. Learners need examples they can 

recognize, not only glamorous stories of global 

founders. They need mentors who understand local 

constraints. They need access to small grants, shared 

workspaces, cooperative platforms, legal advice, and 

supportive networks. They need educational cultures 

that allow early experimentation before the stakes 

become devastating. A student enterprise project, a 

community innovation lab, a university-linked micro-

incubator, or a vocational apprenticeship connected to 

local markets may offer a safer threshold into 

entrepreneurial action. The first step does not need to 

be grand. Often, it should not be. Confidence grows 

through small acts of successful agency. 

Another difficulty lies in the way societies define 

valuable knowledge. Formal education frequently 

privileges abstract, certified, and institutionally 

recognized knowledge, while undervaluing tacit, local, 

embodied, and intergenerational knowledge. Yet 

entrepreneurial capability often emerges from the 

combination of both. A young engineer working with 

traditional builders may discover climate-sensitive 

construction practices that modern design had 

forgotten. A student studying digital marketing may 

help a family producer reach new customers without 

erasing the craft’s cultural identity. A rural 

entrepreneur may combine inherited agricultural 

wisdom with data-driven irrigation tools. 

Development becomes richer when formal knowledge 

does not arrive as a conqueror, but as a collaborator. 

Agency is also political, although not necessarily in a 

partisan sense. People become entrepreneurial when 

they believe their actions matter. If corruption blocks 

initiative, if regulations are opaque, if access to finance 

depends on personal connections, if public institutions 

humiliate rather than assist, education alone cannot 

carry the burden. The most skilled individuals may 

withdraw, migrate, or adapt to informality. Human 

capital then leaks away from the region, not because 

people lack patriotism or imagination, but because the 

local environment refuses to make room for them. 

Entrepreneurial capability requires systems that 

reward effort with at least a reasonable chance of 
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progress. It needs fairness, predictability, and the 

possibility of trust. 

This is especially important for balanced regional 

development. When education produces mobile talent 

but regional economies cannot absorb or support that 

talent, development becomes uneven (Liu et al, 2023). 

The best-prepared individuals leave, often 

understandably, and peripheral regions lose precisely 

the people who might have helped renew them. A more 

regionally sensitive approach would connect education 

to local opportunity creation. Universities and training 

centers should ask difficult questions: What sectors 

could grow here? What problems are specific to this 

region? What kinds of enterprises would strengthen 

livelihoods without damaging social or environmental 

foundations? Which groups are excluded from existing 

economic pathways? How can young people be 

prepared not only to seek jobs elsewhere, but to create 

value where they are? 

The answer cannot be forced localism. People should 

be free to move, explore, and participate globally. Yet 

global competitiveness should not require the 

abandonment of place. Entrepreneurial capability 

allows individuals and regions to enter wider markets 

while carrying local intelligence with them (Faruque et 

al, 2024). It helps a region become visible not as a 

weak imitation of more powerful economies, but as a 

distinctive source of ideas, services, products, and 

solutions. That distinction matters because genuine 

competitiveness is not built by copying the language of 

innovation. It is built by discovering what a region can 

contribute with credibility, depth, and endurance. 

Human capital, then, is the beginning, not the 

destination. It gives people tools. Entrepreneurial 

capability teaches them how, when, why, and with 

whom those tools might be used. It transforms 

education from preparation for employment into 

preparation for participation. It turns skills into 

movement. It gives knowledge a direction. 

The deeper promise of this shift is not merely 

economic growth, though growth may follow. It is the 

enlargement of human possibility. A society rich in 

entrepreneurial capability becomes less resigned, less 

dependent on external rescue, less afraid of its own 

unfinished ideas (Weiss et al, 2023). It becomes better 

able to absorb shocks, reinterpret constraints, and 

generate pathways that outsiders may not have 

imagined. In the end, the movement from human 

capital to entrepreneurial capability is a movement 

from having potential to exercising it. And that may be 

one of the most important foundations for any region 

hoping not only to compete in the world, but to help 

shape it on more balanced, dignified, and locally 

meaningful terms. 

 

Regional Ecosystems and the Uneven Geography of 

Opportunity 

Entrepreneurship does not begin from a neutral place. 

It is tempting, especially in policy speeches and 

development reports, to imagine the entrepreneur as a 

self-propelled figure who rises through courage, talent, 

and perseverance alone, as though opportunity were 

simply lying there, waiting to be seized by whoever has 

enough determination. The story is attractive. It flatters 

effort. It gives development a heroic face. Yet it hides 

something deeply consequential: opportunities are not 

distributed evenly across space. They are clustered, 

protected, inherited, and sometimes quietly withheld. 

A person’s entrepreneurial journey is shaped not only 

by ambition, but by the region in which that ambition 

is forced to breathe. 

Regional ecosystems matter because they determine 

whether entrepreneurial energy becomes productive 

action or private frustration. A young person in a well-

connected metropolitan economy may find mentors, 

investors, digital infrastructure, legal services, 

coworking spaces, universities, research centers, and 

early customers within a relatively reachable distance. 

Even failure, in such an environment, may be softened 

by networks that allow another attempt. The same 

young person, born with equal intelligence and 

perhaps greater urgency in a peripheral region, may 

face an entirely different geography of possibility: 

unreliable transport, limited broadband, cautious 

banks, weak institutional guidance, fragmented 

markets, bureaucratic suspicion, and a local culture 

that views risk not as experimentation but as 

recklessness. The difference is not simply personal 

courage. It is the ecosystem. 

A regional entrepreneurial ecosystem is more than a 

collection of institutions (Khlystova et al, 2022). It is 

the living arrangement of relationships, habits, 

resources, expectations, and permissions that surround 

economic initiative. Universities may exist, but do they 

collaborate with local enterprises? Banks may operate, 

but do they understand small and first-time 

entrepreneurs? Government offices may announce 

support, but are procedures transparent and humane? 

Training centers may teach skills, but are these skills 

linked to real market opportunities? A region may 

appear institutionally complete on paper and still 

remain barren in practice if its actors do not trust one 

another, if information moves slowly, if decisions 

depend on personal connections, or if failure is treated 

as a moral defect rather than an ordinary part of 
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learning. Ecosystems are made not only of structures, 

but of signals. They tell people, every day, whether 

initiative is welcome. 

This is where the uneven geography of opportunity 

becomes painfully visible. Some regions function as 

magnets. They attract capital, skilled labor, media 

attention, infrastructure, and policy priority. Their 

success becomes self-reinforcing; because they are 

seen as dynamic, more resources flow toward them, 

and because more resources flow toward them, they 

become even more dynamic. Other regions fall into the 

opposite cycle. They are perceived as risky, remote, 

underprepared, or economically thin. Investors 

hesitate. Talented youth leave. Institutions grow 

defensive. Local markets remain small. Development 

programs arrive in pieces, often with good intentions 

but little continuity. Over time, the region becomes 

trapped not only by material scarcity, but by a 

reputation of scarcity. It is seen through its deficits 

before its capacities are even examined. 

This imbalance has serious consequences for global 

development. When entrepreneurial opportunity 

concentrates in a handful of cities, corridors, or already 

privileged regions, entrepreneurship itself can become 

a mechanism of inequality (Queralt, 2025). The 

language may still sound inclusive—innovation, start-

ups, competitiveness, empowerment—but the 

practical benefits gather around those who already 

have access to education, networks, mobility, and 

financial cushioning. Peripheral regions are then asked 

to become entrepreneurial without being given the 

conditions that make entrepreneurship plausible. It is a 

little like asking people to run while withholding the 

road beneath their feet. 

Yet regional disadvantage should not be confused with 

emptiness. This mistake is common and damaging. 

Regions that appear weak in conventional economic 

indicators may possess dense forms of informal 

knowledge, social solidarity, cultural production, 

ecological intelligence, craft traditions, agricultural 

experience, survival-based innovation, and locally 

embedded problem-solving. These capacities may not 

show up in venture capital statistics or patent counts, 

but they are real. A rural community that has learned 

to adapt crops to water scarcity holds knowledge. A 

coastal region with generations of fishing expertise 

holds knowledge.  

A post-conflict community rebuilding livelihoods 

through informal trade holds knowledge. The issue is 

not whether such regions contain entrepreneurial 

potential. They do. The harder question is whether 

formal systems can recognize that potential without 

forcing it into imported templates. 

Balanced development requires attention to this 

recognition gap. Too often, entrepreneurship policy is 

designed with the urban technology start-up in mind: 

pitch competitions, incubators, digital platforms, 

investor presentations, high-growth scaling models 

(Mitra et al, 2023). These instruments have their place, 

but they do not fit every region or every sector. In 

many areas, the most meaningful entrepreneurial 

activity may emerge through small and medium-sized 

enterprises, cooperatives, agro-processing ventures, 

local manufacturing, tourism, cultural industries, 

renewable energy, repair economies, or community 

services. A narrow definition of entrepreneurship can 

exclude precisely the forms of initiative most relevant 

to regional resilience. Not every valuable enterprise 

looks glamorous. Some look ordinary, even humble, 

until one notices how many livelihoods they support. 

The regional ecosystem, then, must be built around 

local possibility rather than abstract fashion. This 

requires patient diagnosis. What does the region 

already know how to do? Which sectors have latent 

strength? Where are the bottlenecks: finance, skills, 

transport, regulation, trust, technology, market access, 

or managerial knowledge? Which groups are 

consistently left outside formal opportunity? What 

kinds of enterprises would improve not only income, 

but social stability and ecological sustainability? These 

questions may sound simple, but they resist the haste 

that often characterizes development intervention. 

Real ecosystems are not assembled overnight through 

a conference, a policy launch, or a donor-funded 

training cycle. They grow through repeated 

coordination, honest feedback, and the slow repair of 

institutional relationships. 

Universities and educational institutions can play a 

decisive role here, though only if they resist the 

comfort of isolation (Singun, 2025). A university in a 

developing region should not behave as if its highest 

purpose is to imitate institutions in distant global 

centers. It must also become an interpreter of its own 

surroundings. Its research can map local economic 

needs. Its students can work with small enterprises, 

municipalities, farms, schools, clinics, and community 

organizations. Its laboratories can serve regional 

sectors. Its entrepreneurship programs can move 

beyond business-plan rituals and into field-based 

experimentation. When a university becomes porous in 

this way, it helps transform human capital into regional 

capability. It becomes not just a place where people 

prepare to leave, but a place where futures can be built 

locally. 

Financial systems are another stubborn part of the 

puzzle. Entrepreneurial ecosystems cannot flourish 

when access to capital is governed by fear, opacity, or 
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exclusion (David et al, 2025). Traditional lenders often 

demand collateral that first-generation entrepreneurs 

do not possess. Investors may prefer familiar sectors, 

familiar families, familiar geographies. Women, 

youth, displaced people, rural producers, and informal 

workers frequently face additional layers of mistrust. 

Under these circumstances, talent becomes stranded. A 

more inclusive regional ecosystem would diversify 

financial instruments: microfinance where appropriate, 

seed grants, cooperative finance, public credit 

guarantees, patient capital, community investment 

funds, and blended finance models that reduce early-

stage risk. Money alone will not create 

entrepreneurship, but the absence of reachable finance 

can quietly kill it before it begins. 

Culture also shapes the geography of opportunity in 

ways that are hard to quantify but impossible to ignore. 

In some regions, entrepreneurship carries honor; in 

others, it carries suspicion. Families may encourage 

secure employment, especially where public-sector 

jobs have historically represented dignity and stability. 

Failure may damage marriage prospects, social 

standing, or family reputation. Women may be 

discouraged from mobility or public economic roles. 

Young people may be told, directly or indirectly, that 

serious opportunity belongs elsewhere. These cultural 

patterns should not be mocked from the outside. They 

often arise from real insecurity. When survival is 

fragile, caution becomes rational. Still, if regions are to 

cultivate entrepreneurial mindsets, they must create 

safer spaces for experimentation—places where trying 

does not mean social exile, where small failures can be 

absorbed, and where new role models can gradually 

alter what communities consider possible. 

Digital connectivity has added another layer to this 

geography. In theory, digital tools can allow peripheral 

regions to leap across distance, reach new markets, 

access knowledge, and participate in global value 

chains. In practice, the digital divide often mirrors 

older inequalities. Connectivity without skills, devices, 

trust, logistics, and payment systems is only partial 

inclusion (Dhiman & Madan, 2025). A rural artisan 

may open an online shop, but if delivery systems are 

unreliable or digital payments are inaccessible, the 

promise collapses into irritation. A young programmer 

may access global learning materials, but without 

mentorship or professional networks, progress remains 

lonely and uneven. Digital infrastructure matters, but 

it must be embedded in a wider ecosystem of 

capability. 

There is no single formula for correcting the uneven 

geography of opportunity. Regions are too different, 

and development is too textured, for universal recipes. 

Yet one principle is clear: entrepreneurial potential 

must be cultivated where people are, not only where 

markets are already strong. This means investing in 

secondary cities, rural areas, border regions, post-

industrial towns, and fragile communities with the 

same seriousness often reserved for capital cities and 

innovation hubs. It means designing policies that 

connect local producers to broader markets without 

stripping away local ownership. It means allowing 

regions to specialize without being trapped in low-

value roles. It means seeing place not as a limitation, 

but as a source of distinctiveness. 

A balanced global economy cannot be built on a few 

islands of opportunity surrounded by vast territories of 

unrealized talent. Such a model is not only unfair; it is 

inefficient, unstable, and politically dangerous. When 

regions feel permanently excluded, development loses 

legitimacy. When people cannot imagine a future 

where they live, migration becomes necessity rather 

than choice. When local talent is consistently drained 

away, regional institutions weaken further, and the 

cycle repeats with a tired, almost cruel predictability. 

The task, then, is to build entrepreneurial ecosystems 

that make agency geographically possible. Not easy. 

Possible. That distinction matters. People do not need 

perfect conditions before they act, but they do need 

enough support to believe that action is not futile. They 

need roads, networks, fair rules, usable knowledge, 

reachable finance, credible mentors, and institutions 

that respond without arrogance. They need stories of 

success that resemble their own realities, not only 

distant legends from wealthy cities. Above all, they 

need to feel that their region is not a waiting room for 

development happening somewhere else. 

Regional ecosystems are the soil in which 

entrepreneurial mindsets either take root or wither 

(Molina-Osorio, 2025). If the soil is neglected, even 

the most talented individuals may struggle to grow. If 

it is nourished carefully, with respect for local 

conditions and an eye toward inclusion, 

entrepreneurship can become more than private 

advancement. It can become a regional language of 

renewal: uneven, imperfect, sometimes stubbornly 

slow, but capable of turning overlooked places into 

active contributors to a more balanced global future. 

Entrepreneurship, Innovation, and the Pursuit of 

Global Competitiveness 

Global competitiveness has become one of those 

phrases that travels easily across policy documents, 

university strategies, investment forums, and national 

development plans. It sounds clean, ambitious, almost 

self-evident. Who would not want a region, a country, 

or an economy to become more competitive? Yet the 

phrase becomes far more complicated when examined 
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closely. Competitive in what sense? Competitive for 

whom? Competitive at what cost? A country may rise 

in export performance while leaving small producers 

behind. A city may attract foreign investment while 

pushing local enterprises into the margins. A region 

may celebrate innovation parks, digital hubs, and start-

up accelerators while most of its young people still 

cannot access finance, mentorship, or meaningful 

employment. Competitiveness, if treated only as a race 

for market position, can become strangely hollow. It 

may produce numbers without depth, growth without 

rootedness, and innovation without belonging. 

Entrepreneurship enters this discussion as both a 

promise and a warning (Villesèche et al, 2026). It is a 

promise because entrepreneurial activity can release 

dormant energy within economies. It can turn local 

knowledge into products, services, platforms, 

processes, and new organizational forms. It can create 

employment, diversify production, expand exports, 

stimulate technological adoption, and strengthen 

regional confidence. A society with vibrant 

entrepreneurship does not wait passively for 

development to be imported. It experiments. It adapts. 

It learns to move. This movement matters, especially 

in regions where traditional employment pathways 

have weakened or where public-sector absorption can 

no longer carry the aspirations of a young and educated 

population. 

Yet entrepreneurship is also a warning because not all 

entrepreneurial activity leads to meaningful 

competitiveness (Li et al, 2023). Some ventures are 

born from necessity rather than opportunity; they help 

families survive but do not necessarily build 

productivity, innovation, or broader economic 

transformation. Other ventures imitate saturated 

models without adding distinctive value. Some 

become trapped in informality, unable to scale or 

access formal markets. Some are pushed into 

premature competition before they have the 

institutional support needed to endure. It is possible, 

then, to have a great deal of “entrepreneurial activity” 

and still have a weak competitive position. The quality, 

direction, and ecosystem surrounding 

entrepreneurship are what make the difference. 

Innovation is the bridge between entrepreneurship and 

competitiveness (Krushkov & Zayakova-Krushkova, 

2024). Without innovation, entrepreneurship may 

remain small, repetitive, and vulnerable. With 

innovation, it can move beyond mere self-employment 

toward value creation that alters sectors, improves 

productivity, expands capabilities, and connects 

regions to wider markets. Innovation, however, should 

not be imagined only as advanced technology, 

laboratories, patents, or artificial intelligence systems. 

That narrow image often excludes the kinds of 

innovation most relevant to developing regions. 

Innovation can be a new way of organizing farmers 

into a supply chain, a low-cost health delivery model, 

a local manufacturing adaptation, a digital payment 

solution for informal traders, a climate-sensitive 

irrigation practice, a tourism model built around 

cultural heritage, or a cooperative structure that allows 

small producers to negotiate better prices. Sometimes 

innovation wears no glamorous clothing. It simply 

solves a stubborn problem with uncommon 

intelligence. 

This wider understanding is important because global 

competitiveness is increasingly shaped by the ability to 

generate, absorb, and adapt knowledge. Economies no 

longer compete only through cheap labor or natural 

resources, though these still influence development 

pathways. They compete through learning speed, 

institutional coordination, technological readiness, 

creative capacity, and the ability to respond to 

disruption. Entrepreneurship gives this process a 

human engine. Entrepreneurs notice inefficiencies that 

institutions have learned to tolerate (Hossain, 2025). 

They sense unmet demand. They combine resources 

that were previously disconnected. They test what 

bureaucracies may delay and what large firms may 

overlook. In this sense, entrepreneurs are not merely 

economic actors; they are translators of possibility into 

practice. 

Still, the pursuit of competitiveness must avoid a 

common trap: the belief that regions become globally 

competitive by copying the visible symbols of 

successful economies. A start-up hub does not become 

Silicon Valley because it has glass buildings, 

networking events, pitch competitions, and English-

language slogans. A university does not become 

innovative because it opens an entrepreneurship center 

with a modern logo. A government does not build 

competitiveness by announcing digital transformation 

while small enterprises still struggle with licensing, 

taxation, electricity, customs, and internet reliability. 

Real competitiveness grows from the alignment of 

many unglamorous conditions: skills, trust, 

infrastructure, regulation, research capacity, finance, 

market access, managerial competence, and a culture 

that allows experimentation without turning failure 

into disgrace. 

The relationship between entrepreneurship and global 

competitiveness is therefore cumulative. It builds 

through layers. At the individual level, entrepreneurs 

need confidence, resilience, technical knowledge, 

ethical judgment, and the ability to work with 

uncertainty. At the enterprise level, they need access to 

capital, technology, skilled workers, customers, 
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suppliers, and legal protection. At the regional level, 

they need clusters, networks, logistics, universities, 

vocational systems, business services, and responsive 

public institutions. At the global level, they need 

standards, branding, export readiness, digital reach, 

strategic partnerships, and awareness of shifting 

consumer expectations. Weakness at one layer may not 

destroy the whole structure, but repeated weakness 

across layers leaves entrepreneurial ambition exposed 

and brittle. 

There is also a deeper question of distinctiveness. 

Competitive regions are not merely those that produce 

more; they are those that produce something 

recognizable, credible, and difficult to replace. This is 

where entrepreneurship can become a vehicle for 

regional identity. A region may build competitiveness 

around sustainable agriculture, medical tourism, 

educational services, renewable energy, creative 

industries, logistics, food processing, software 

development, cultural heritage, or specialized 

manufacturing. The key is not to chase every global 

trend with nervous enthusiasm. It is to ask what the 

region can do with depth. What does it know? What 

does it have? What problems has it learned to solve? 

What human capital is already present but underused? 

What resources, traditions, or sectoral strengths could 

be modernized without being stripped of their local 

intelligence? 

This is especially relevant for regions seeking balanced 

development. Global competitiveness is often 

associated with scale, speed, and expansion, but 

balanced development requires something more 

patient: the ability to grow without hollowing out the 

social and ecological foundations of growth itself 

(Porter, 2023). Entrepreneurship can contribute to this 

balance when it creates decent work, supports local 

ownership, strengthens small and medium-sized 

enterprises, and encourages innovation that responds 

to community needs. It becomes more dangerous when 

competitiveness is pursued through a race to the 

bottom: lower wages, weaker protections, 

environmental shortcuts, or the relentless courting of 

external investors while domestic entrepreneurs 

remain neglected. A competitive economy built on 

exhaustion is not truly strong. It is merely running fast 

while losing blood. 

The role of strategic investment is crucial here. 

Investment should not only fund already promising 

ventures in already promising regions. That simply 

reinforces the geography of advantage. Strategic 

investment, at its best, identifies latent capability and 

helps it become visible. It supports research 

commercialization, but also rural enterprises. It funds 

digital innovation, but also production systems, local 

supply chains, women-led businesses, youth 

entrepreneurship, and enterprises in peripheral regions. 

It understands that some forms of competitiveness 

require patient capital, not quick extraction. This 

matters because many entrepreneurial ecosystems fail 

not from lack of ideas, but from the absence of 

financing that understands local realities. Short-term 

investment may demand rapid scaling where gradual 

consolidation is wiser. Imported models may reward 

presentation skills more than operational substance. 

The result is often noise: many initiatives, few durable 

enterprises. 

Innovation policy must also become more grounded. 

There is a tendency to speak about innovation in a way 

that floats above society, as if new technologies 

automatically produce progress (Braunerhjelm & 

Henrekson, 2024). But innovation is not innocent 

simply because it is new. It can displace workers, 

deepen digital divides, concentrate wealth, or weaken 

local autonomy. Entrepreneurial innovation should 

therefore be assessed not only by profitability or 

market reach, but also by its contribution to 

productivity, inclusion, resilience, and human well-

being. A region that develops technologies nobody can 

access has not solved much. A platform that grows by 

exploiting informal labor may be efficient, but 

efficiency alone is not development. A highly 

competitive sector that damages water, soil, or public 

trust is carrying hidden costs that will eventually 

return. 

This is not an argument against ambition. Quite the 

opposite. Regions need ambition, perhaps more than 

ever. They need entrepreneurs who think beyond 

survival, institutions that support experimentation, and 

policies that connect local talent to international 

opportunity. They need young people who are not 

ashamed to build from modest beginnings and not 

afraid to imagine global relevance. But ambition 

should be intelligent, not imitative. It should be 

disciplined by context. The strongest entrepreneurial 

ecosystems are those that allow local actors to 

participate in global markets without becoming 

culturally or economically weightless. 

Competitiveness also depends on learning from failure 

at the system level. Individual entrepreneurs are often 

told to learn from failure, but institutions rarely hold 

themselves to the same standard (Lee et al, 2022). 

Failed incubation programs, unused training schemes, 

inaccessible loan products, empty innovation centers, 

and symbolic partnerships should be studied honestly. 

Why did they not work? Were they designed without 

listening to entrepreneurs? Did they privilege urban 

elites? Did they confuse activity with impact? Did they 

measure attendance rather than enterprise survival, 
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productivity, or market expansion? A mature 

entrepreneurial ecosystem does not hide these 

questions. It uses them. 

The pursuit of global competitiveness through 

entrepreneurship and innovation is, at its best, a project 

of collective capability. It asks whether a society can 

organize its talents, resources, institutions, and 

imagination in ways that produce value recognizable 

beyond its borders while still serving the needs of its 

people. It requires entrepreneurs, yes, but also 

educators, policymakers, investors, researchers, 

workers, consumers, and communities. No 

entrepreneur competes globally alone. Behind every 

successful enterprise is an arrangement of visible and 

invisible supports: roads, laws, norms, data, trust, 

suppliers, teachers, families, technicians, and public 

choices made years earlier. 

For this reason, entrepreneurship should not be 

celebrated as a substitute for development policy. It 

should be treated as one of its most dynamic 

expressions. Innovation should not be reduced to 

novelty. It should be judged by whether it deepens 

capability. Competitiveness should not be measured 

only by rankings or exports. It should be understood as 

the durable capacity of a region to create, adapt, 

include, and endure. 

When entrepreneurship, innovation, and 

competitiveness are brought together in this richer 

sense, they offer more than economic acceleration 

(Khan et al, 2024). They offer a pathway through 

which regions can become authors of their own 

development rather than footnotes in someone else’s 

growth story. That is the real promise. Not a world 

where every region looks the same, chasing the same 

industries and repeating the same policy language, but 

a world in which different regions discover their own 

competitive voice—one shaped by local intelligence, 

sharpened by innovation, and strong enough to 

participate in the global economy without surrendering 

its social ground. 

Policy Alignment for Inclusive, Sustainable, and 

Regionally Rooted Entrepreneurship 

Entrepreneurship rarely fails because one single policy 

is absent. More often, it weakens because the 

surrounding policies do not speak to one another 

(Mhlongo & Daya, 2023). A training program 

produces motivated young people, but no financing 

mechanism is available to help them test their ideas. A 

government launches a start-up fund, but the 

application process is so complex that first-generation 

entrepreneurs quietly withdraw. A university creates 

an entrepreneurship center, yet its curriculum remains 

detached from local industry, agriculture, public needs, 

or community life. A region is encouraged to innovate, 

but electricity, internet connectivity, transport, 

licensing, taxation, and market access remain 

unreliable. The result is a familiar developmental 

paradox: many initiatives, many announcements, 

many workshops, and still too little durable 

transformation. 

Policy alignment matters because entrepreneurship is 

not a single event. It is a chain of conditions. If one link 

is missing, the whole promise becomes fragile. A 

person may have the mindset, the skill, the idea, and 

the will to act, but without supportive rules, reachable 

capital, practical mentoring, reliable infrastructure, 

and fair access to markets, that person’s 

entrepreneurial energy may simply dissolve into 

exhaustion. This is especially true in regions where 

opportunity has long been unevenly distributed. In 

such places, asking people to become entrepreneurial 

without reforming the environment around them is not 

empowerment. It is displacement of responsibility. It 

tells individuals to overcome barriers that institutions 

themselves have helped create. 

Inclusive, sustainable, and regionally rooted 

entrepreneurship requires a policy imagination broader 

than the usual language of start-up promotion. It must 

move beyond isolated schemes and toward an 

integrated architecture of support. Education policy, 

labor policy, industrial policy, regional planning, 

investment strategy, digital transformation, 

environmental regulation, and social inclusion cannot 

remain separate rooms in the same administrative 

building (Teixeira & Tavares-Lehmann, 2022). They 

must be connected through shared objectives and 

practical coordination. Otherwise, entrepreneurship 

becomes a fashionable word scattered across 

documents rather than a serious mechanism for 

development. 

The first layer of alignment begins with education. If 

schools and universities are expected to cultivate 

entrepreneurial mindsets, policy must allow them to 

teach in ways that encourage initiative rather than 

obedience. This means supporting experiential 

learning, community-based projects, interdisciplinary 

problem-solving, internships, vocational pathways, 

and partnerships with local enterprises. It also means 

rethinking assessment. A system that rewards only 

memorization and predictable answers cannot easily 

produce people who are comfortable with uncertainty, 

experimentation, and creative judgment (Kenett et al, 

2023). Entrepreneurial learning asks students to make 

decisions, revise assumptions, test rough ideas, 

negotiate with others, and learn from failure without 

being crushed by it. These are not decorative skills. 

They are the living tissue of agency. 
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Still, education reform alone is not enough. The 

graduate who has learned to think entrepreneurially 

must encounter an economy that permits action. This 

is where regulatory policy becomes decisive. In many 

regions, small entrepreneurs face a maze of procedures 

that drain time, money, and confidence. Business 

registration may be confusing. Tax obligations may be 

unclear. Licensing may depend on personal 

connections. Informal payments may become 

normalized. Legal protections may be weak. Under 

such conditions, informality is not always a cultural 

preference; sometimes it is a rational response to a 

system that feels inaccessible or punitive. A regionally 

rooted entrepreneurship policy must simplify entry 

into the formal economy, protect small actors from 

arbitrary treatment, and make public administration 

less frightening. That sounds modest, almost 

bureaucratic. Yet it can be revolutionary for someone 

trying to build a first enterprise from limited means. 

Finance is another area where alignment often breaks 

down. Policy speeches celebrate innovation, but the 

financial system may remain deeply conservative, 

preferring collateral, family reputation, urban 

proximity, and established business histories. The 

people most in need of entrepreneurial pathways—

youth, women, rural producers, displaced 

communities, informal workers, and graduates from 

peripheral regions—are often least able to meet these 

requirements. Inclusive entrepreneurship therefore 

requires differentiated financial instruments. Not every 

enterprise needs venture capital; in fact, most do not. 

Some need microcredit, others need seed grants, 

cooperative finance, credit guarantees, low-interest 

loans, patient capital, equipment leasing, or 

procurement opportunities from public institutions. 

The mistake lies in treating finance as a single pipe 

through which all entrepreneurs must pass. Different 

ventures grow in different soils. 

Policy alignment also requires attention to 

infrastructure, though infrastructure should not be 

understood only as roads, electricity, and broadband, 

important as these are (Valentín-Sívico et al, 2022). 

Entrepreneurial infrastructure includes market 

information, business advisory services, laboratories, 

storage facilities, logistics networks, digital payment 

systems, quality certification, export support, legal 

clinics, and shared production spaces. A rural food-

processing enterprise, for example, may not fail 

because the product is weak; it may fail because cold 

storage is absent, packaging standards are unclear, 

transport costs are too high, or certification bodies are 

located far away. A digital service provider may have 

skill but lack payment systems, cyber-security 

knowledge, or reliable connectivity. The entrepreneur 

is then blamed for lacking competitiveness, while the 

ecosystem quietly withholds the conditions of 

competitiveness. 

Sustainability adds a further layer of complexity. 

Entrepreneurship policy cannot be serious today if it 

treats environmental responsibility as an afterthought 

(Odeyemi et al, 2024). Regions already facing water 

scarcity, soil degradation, pollution, energy instability, 

or climate shocks cannot afford growth models that 

consume the future to decorate the present. Sustainable 

entrepreneurship policy should encourage renewable 

energy ventures, circular economy models, waste 

reduction, climate-smart agriculture, green 

construction, responsible tourism, and resource-

efficient manufacturing. Yet sustainability must be 

handled carefully. If green standards are introduced 

without technical support or financial assistance, small 

enterprises may be excluded while larger firms absorb 

the costs. A just sustainability agenda must help 

entrepreneurs transition, not merely punish them for 

being small. 

The regional dimension may be the most neglected 

element. Too many entrepreneurship policies are 

designed from the perspective of capital cities or 

already dynamic urban centers (Mitra et al, 2023). 

Their assumptions are hidden but powerful: access to 

mentors, access to banks, access to the internet, access 

to transport, access to professional networks, access to 

English-language resources, access to investors. 

Peripheral regions often live under different 

conditions. A policy that looks neutral on paper may 

be deeply unequal in practice. Regionally rooted 

entrepreneurship requires decentralization of support, 

local enterprise mapping, sector-specific strategies, 

and serious participation from local communities. The 

question should not be, “How can this region imitate 

the dominant model?” It should be, “What does this 

region know, produce, need, and imagine better than 

anyone else?” 

Such an approach values local distinctiveness without 

romanticizing it. Local culture, traditional knowledge, 

and community networks can become economic 

strengths, but only when connected to quality 

improvement, technology, design, branding, finance, 

and market access. A region known for crafts may need 

digital platforms and export training. A farming region 

may need agro-processing facilities, climate data, 

cooperative logistics, and food safety certification. A 

post-conflict region may need livelihood restoration, 

legal identity support, trauma-sensitive training, and 

trust-building before high-growth entrepreneurship 

can even become plausible. Policy alignment means 

accepting that regions stand at different starting points 

and require different combinations of support. 
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Inclusion must also be built into the design, not added 

as a paragraph near the end of a policy document. 

Women entrepreneurs may need safe transportation, 

childcare support, inheritance and property rights, 

targeted finance, and protection from social or 

institutional discrimination. Young entrepreneurs may 

need mentorship, early-stage grants, and second-

chance mechanisms after failure (Tao, 2024). Persons 

with disabilities may need accessible training 

environments and adaptive technologies. Informal 

workers may need gradual formalization pathways 

rather than sudden regulatory pressure. Refugees and 

displaced persons may need legal recognition, mobility 

rights, and documentation before enterprise 

development can occur meaningfully. Inclusion is not 

sentiment. It is institutional engineering. 

There is also a need for better measurement. 

Policymakers often count what is easiest: number of 

workshops, number of participants, number of 

registered start-ups, number of incubated projects. 

These figures may be useful, but they can also mislead. 

A region may produce many registrations and few 

surviving enterprises. A training program may reach 

thousands and change little. More meaningful 

indicators would examine enterprise survival, income 

growth, job quality, women’s participation, rural 

access, innovation adoption, environmental impact, 

local procurement, export readiness, and the 

strengthening of regional supply chains. Measurement 

should ask not only whether activity occurred, but 

whether capability deepened. 

The governance of entrepreneurship policy must also 

become more collaborative. Entrepreneurs themselves 

should not be treated as passive recipients of policy. 

They know where procedures are painful, where 

finance is unreachable, where training is irrelevant, 

where infrastructure fails, and where informal 

practices distort competition. Universities, local 

governments, chambers of commerce, civil society 

organizations, financial institutions, and community 

leaders should be part of ongoing policy dialogue. Not 

ceremonial dialogue, where everyone gives speeches 

and nothing changes, but practical coordination with 

feedback loops, revisions, and accountability. 

Entrepreneurship ecosystems are living systems; they 

need listening mechanisms. 

Perhaps the hardest part of policy alignment is 

patience. Political systems often prefer visible 

announcements: a new fund, a new center, a new 

initiative, a new competition. Regionally rooted 

entrepreneurship, however, grows through less 

dramatic work: simplifying procedures, training local 

mentors, repairing trust, building data systems, linking 

producers to buyers, improving roads, updating 

curricula, creating procurement windows, and 

following up after the cameras leave. This work is not 

always glamorous, but it is where development 

becomes real. 

A coherent policy framework for entrepreneurship 

should finally rest on a simple but demanding 

principle: people should not have to leave their region 

in order to become economically alive. Mobility can 

be valuable, and global connection is essential, but 

development becomes distorted when talent must 

migrate because local systems cannot recognize or 

support it. Inclusive and sustainable entrepreneurship 

gives regions a chance to retain energy, renew 

livelihoods, and contribute to national and global 

competitiveness from their own ground. 

Policy alignment, then, is not administrative tidiness. 

It is a moral and developmental necessity 

(Soonyeekhun et al, 2024). It ensures that 

entrepreneurial mindsets do not remain trapped inside 

individuals, unable to find institutional expression. It 

connects education to finance, finance to 

infrastructure, infrastructure to markets, markets to 

sustainability, and sustainability to regional identity. 

When these connections are weak, entrepreneurship 

becomes a private struggle. When they are strong, it 

becomes a shared pathway toward more balanced 

development—less spectacular perhaps than the 

mythology of heroic founders, but far more durable, 

inclusive, and faithful to the places where people 

actually live. 

CONCLUSION 

The development of entrepreneurial mindsets across 

regions is not a minor educational concern or a narrow 

economic intervention. It is a question of how societies 

prepare their people to live with uncertainty, respond 

to disruption, and participate meaningfully in shaping 

their own futures. In a world marked by uneven 

development, technological acceleration, climate 

pressure, migration, shifting labor markets, and 

widening regional inequalities, entrepreneurship 

cannot be treated only as the creation of new firms. It 

must be understood as a broader human capability: the 

capacity to imagine alternatives, organize resources, 

build relationships, accept calculated risks, and 

convert local realities into spaces of possibility. 

This chapter has argued that the movement from 

human capital to global competitiveness depends on 

more than the production of skilled workers. Human 

capital becomes transformative when it is animated by 

agency. A person may possess knowledge, 

qualifications, and technical competence, yet still 

remain excluded from opportunity if the surrounding 

environment discourages initiative or blocks access to 
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resources. Similarly, a region may have universities, 

young populations, and natural assets, yet fail to 

become competitive if these strengths are not 

connected through policy, investment, 

entrepreneurship, and institutional trust. The real 

challenge, then, is not simply to educate people, but to 

enable them to act creatively and productively within 

their societies. 

One of the central insights of the chapter is that 

entrepreneurial mindsets are shaped by place. Regions 

differ in their histories, institutions, infrastructures, 

cultures, and economic possibilities. For this reason, 

entrepreneurship cannot be exported as a fixed model 

from one context to another. What works in a highly 

industrialized innovation hub may not work in a rural 

region, a fragile economy, a post-conflict society, or a 

small island state. Balanced global development 

requires sensitivity to these differences. It asks 

policymakers and development actors to stop treating 

less-developed regions as empty spaces waiting to 

imitate dominant models. These regions already 

contain knowledge, relationships, informal economies, 

survival strategies, and forms of creativity that may not 

always appear in conventional innovation metrics. The 

task is to recognize, strengthen, and connect these 

capacities rather than replace them with borrowed 

templates. 

The chapter has also emphasized that global 

competitiveness must be rethought. Competitiveness is 

often imagined as a race in which regions struggle to 

outperform one another, attract investment, and climb 

international rankings. While such measures have 

practical relevance, they can also narrow the meaning 

of development. A region may become more 

competitive in statistical terms while leaving large 

sections of its population behind. It may attract 

investment without building local ownership. It may 

generate growth without resilience. It may produce 

innovation without social trust. For this reason, the 

pursuit of competitiveness should be balanced by 

questions of inclusion, sustainability, dignity, and 

long-term regional capacity. The most meaningful 

form of competitiveness is not the ability to win briefly 

in global markets, but the ability to build adaptive, 

inclusive, and locally rooted systems that can endure. 

Education remains one of the most powerful tools for 

this purpose, but only if it is redesigned with 

entrepreneurial capability in mind. Traditional 

education systems often reward obedience, 

memorization, and risk avoidance, while 

entrepreneurship requires curiosity, experimentation, 

flexibility, and confidence in uncertain situations. 

Building entrepreneurial mindsets therefore requires 

changes in curricula, teaching methods, assessment 

practices, and institutional culture. Students should be 

invited to solve real problems, work across disciplines, 

engage with communities, understand markets, use 

digital tools, and reflect on the ethical consequences of 

innovation. Entrepreneurship education should not 

push every learner to become a business owner. 

Rather, it should help learners become more capable of 

initiative wherever they work: in companies, public 

institutions, social organizations, family businesses, 

farms, laboratories, schools, and local communities. 

At the same time, entrepreneurial education cannot 

succeed in isolation. A young person may be trained to 

think entrepreneurially, but without access to finance, 

mentorship, infrastructure, markets, legal support, and 

social encouragement, that training may lead only to 

frustration. This is why regional ecosystems matter. 

Entrepreneurial mindsets need environments in which 

they can breathe. Universities, vocational institutions, 

chambers of commerce, local governments, investors, 

incubators, community organizations, and 

international partners all have a role to play. The 

strength of an entrepreneurial ecosystem lies not only 

in the presence of these actors, but in the quality of 

connection among them. Fragmented support produces 

scattered outcomes. Coordinated support can turn 

individual ambition into regional momentum. 

Strategic investment must therefore be understood as 

more than the movement of capital. Investment 

becomes strategic when it strengthens human 

capability, builds local institutions, reduces barriers to 

participation, and creates conditions for long-term 

value creation. In underdeveloped or emerging 

regions, this may require patient capital, public-private 

partnerships, infrastructure development, digital 

inclusion, women’s entrepreneurship programs, youth 

enterprise support, and targeted assistance for small 

and medium-sized enterprises. It may also require 

cultural change, because in many societies 

entrepreneurship is still viewed through fear of failure, 

suspicion of risk, or limited trust in institutions. 

Building entrepreneurial mindsets means changing not 

only policies, but expectations. 

A particularly important conclusion is that 

entrepreneurship should not be separated from ethics. 

The celebration of innovation can sometimes hide 

difficult questions: Who benefits? Who is excluded? 

What kinds of work are being created? Are local 

communities gaining autonomy, or simply becoming 

dependent on external investors? Are environmental 

costs being ignored? Are young people being 

encouraged to take risks without adequate protection? 

A humane approach to entrepreneurial development 

must take these questions seriously. The goal is not to 

romanticize entrepreneurship as a cure for every social 
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and economic problem. Entrepreneurship can 

empower, but it can also exploit. It can generate 

opportunity, but it can also reproduce inequality if left 

entirely to market forces. This is why policy design, 

institutional responsibility, and social purpose are 

essential. 

Ultimately, building entrepreneurial mindsets across 

regions is about transforming possibility into capacity. 

It is about helping people believe that they can respond 

to their circumstances with imagination and discipline. 

It is about enabling regions to move from dependence 

to participation, from imitation to adaptation, from 

isolated talent to collective capability. Human capital 

becomes globally meaningful when it is connected to 

opportunity, and global competitiveness becomes 

developmentally meaningful when it strengthens 

regions rather than draining them. 

The chapter therefore concludes with a call for a more 

balanced vision of entrepreneurship: one that is 

competitive without being exclusionary, innovative 

without being rootless, ambitious without being blind 

to place, and strategic without losing its human center. 

Regions do not rise because of capital alone. They rise 

when people are trusted, educated, connected, and 

given room to build. In that sense, the entrepreneurial 

mindset is not merely a tool for economic growth. It is 

a quiet but powerful form of development imagination: 

the belief that local futures can still be made, revised, 

and carried forward by the people who know them 

best. 
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