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Abstract: This paper aims to characterise the Entrepreneurial Ecosystems (EE) at the national and
regional (subnational) level in Chile, Argentina, and Uruguay employing relevant scientific liter-
ature and the latest available data from two well-known entrepreneurial ecosystem indices. Our
results show that overall, Chile offers the best national-level ecosystem conditions for productive
entrepreneurship among the selected countries. Uruguay and Argentina perform relatively lower
than Chile, but they still show potential for improvement by addressing their key system bottlenecks.
Moreover, data at the regional level shows that the performance of subnational ecosystems within
each country is not homogeneous and regional ecosystems have specific combinations of strengths
and weaknesses. Therefore, in a way, these findings confirm the relevance of regional perspectives
for research in EE. The data synthesised in this study may be of assistance to researchers interested in
understanding entrepreneurship in South American countries and for local policymakers aiming to
design context-sensitive entrepreneurship policies.
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1. Introduction

Entrepreneurship has been widely recognised as a key driver of economic growth.
A large body of literature confirms the positive role of entrepreneurship in the economic
performance of countries, regions, and cities (Ács et al. 2008; Audretsch et al. 2015; Naudé
2013). Therefore, understanding, measuring, and promoting entrepreneurship, have be-
come major areas of interest for researchers and policymakers (Audretsch 2012; Müller
2016). In this regard, the literature recognises that entrepreneurship is a complex, multidi-
mensional phenomenon whose success depends on a set of interrelated factors and actors
in a place: an ecosystem. Essentially, the term entrepreneurial ecosystem (EE) refers to
“...a set of interdependent actors and factors coordinated in such a way that they enable
productive entrepreneurship within a particular territory” (Stam 2015, p. 1765). Therefore,
the concept of the entrepreneurial ecosystem is one of the most comprehensive ways to
understand and foster entrepreneurship (Autio et al. 2018) and the EE concept has been
remarkably beneficial for scholars and policymakers as it has contributed to gaining a
comprehensive understanding of how entrepreneurship is produced and can be sustained
in a place. Moreover, the concept of EE has attracted much attention from both policy and
research, which can be seen in the rapid increase in publications over the last ten years
(Cavallo et al. 2019; Malecki 2018). However, despite the increasing knowledge in this field,
most studies in EE focus primarily on western, world-leading entrepreneurial ecosystems in
the European Union or the United States (Audretsch 2019; Stam 2015), while there is much
less information about EE in developing economies (Cao and Shi 2021) and particularly in
the context of Latin America (Álvarez and Grazzi 2018). It is now well established from
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a variety of studies that having a clear picture of the characteristics and performance of
national-level and regional-level EEs is crucial for effective entrepreneurship policymaking
(Ács et al. 2014; Cho et al. 2022; Lafuente et al. 2021; Szerb et al. 2013).

The type and the way that entrepreneurship materialises in the European Union or
China is different from how entrepreneurship occurs in South America, or anywhere else.
Therefore, investigating the specific nature of EE in developing economies, such as those in
South America, is of great value for both researchers and policymakers.

Researchers suggest that the entrepreneurial dynamics depend on the country’s level of
economic development (Wennekers et al. 2005). More specifically, Ács et al. (2017) indicate
that entrepreneurship is more prevalent in richer countries. According to the Human
Development Index (HDI), which measures factors such as life expectancy, education, and
standard of living, the most developed economies in South America are Chile, Uruguay,
and Argentina. Therefore, this study aims to characterise the entrepreneurial ecosystems
in these three countries at the national and regional (subnational) levels employing the
available literature and data from the Global Entrepreneurship Index—GEI and The Index
of Dynamic Entrepreneurship—IDE. The structure of the paper is as follows. The central
questions in this study ask how supportive are the entrepreneurial ecosystems in Chile,
Uruguay, and Argentina? What are the strengths and weaknesses of these ecosystems?
The structure of the paper is as follows. First, the existing literature on entrepreneurship
and entrepreneurial ecosystems is introduced. Second, the methodology of the two indices
employed in this study is described in detail. Third, the main results for the three selected
countries are presented. Fourth, the main findings are discussed. The final section presents
the conclusions, limitations, and directions for future research.

2. Literature Review
2.1. Entrepreneurship and Entrepreneurial Ecosystems

Entrepreneurship has been recognised as a promising mechanism to generate
entrepreneur-led local and national economic growth for decades (Carree and Thurik 2010;
S. Wennekers and Thurik 1999). However, defining, measuring, and fostering entrepreneur-
ship is not a straightforward process. Entrepreneurship is a complex phenomenon that
emerges in different ways and shapes in every location. In this way, it can be observed
that there are multiple definitions of the term entrepreneurship within the literature (Eisen-
mann 2013; Kobia and Sikalieh 2010). Taking a closer look at the literature, one can see
that there is no general agreement about a common definition of entrepreneurship (Ah-
mand and Seymour 2008; Chowdhury et al. 2015; Prince et al. 2021). In this context, the
literature shows that researchers aiming to measure entrepreneurship have chosen an
indicator according to how they define entrepreneurship. In this regard, it can be observed
that researchers usually specify entrepreneurship in line with its productive nature or the
quality or quantity type (see Chowdhury et al. 2019; Xie et al. 2021). On the one hand,
entrepreneurship refers to quantity (Kirznerian) entrepreneurship, on the other hand, it
also implies quality (Schumpeterian) entrepreneurship. Quality entrepreneurship encom-
passes high-growth-oriented, innovative businesses run by creative entrepreneurs, while
quantity-based entrepreneurship refers to business formation and density (Szerb et al.
2019). Furthermore, the publication of the influential work of Shane (2003) and Spilling
(1996) fostered an interest in visualising entrepreneurship as a complex multidimensional
phenomenon that results from the systemic combination of several interrelated factors and
actors in a place, a system.

2.2. EEs Conceptualisation

Within the literature, there are several definitions for entrepreneurial ecosystems.
However, the key concept to define EE is that entrepreneurship does not take place in
a vacuum—a whole host of factors determine how easy (or difficult) it is to start up. In
this line, it is also important to notice that efficient entrepreneurial ecosystems are said
to produce entrepreneurship as an output (Stam and van de Ven 2021). Building on the
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concept of entrepreneurial ecosystems, several conceptual frameworks and subsequent
indexes aiming to diagnose the state and quantify the performance of entrepreneurial
ecosystems at the national or regional level have been developed. Table 1 provides a
summary of the most well-known models according to the literature.

Table 1. Main models of entrepreneurial ecosystems.

Model Entrepreneurial Ecosystem’s Element Key Literature

Isenberg’s model of EE Six domains: policy, finance, culture, support,
human capital, and markets Isenberg (2011)

Kauffman Foundation
ecosystem model

Eight elements: entrepreneurs, talent, people
and institutions with knowledge and
resources, champions and conveners,

onramps, intersections, stories, and culture.

(Stangler and Bell-Masterson 2015)

Stam’s model of
entrepreneurial ecosystems

Ten operational constructs: formal
institutions, culture, networks, physical
infrastructure, demand, intermediaries,

talent, knowledge, leadership, and finance.

(Stam and van de Ven 2021)

National Systems of
Entrepreneurship

Fourteen pillars: opportunity perception,
start-up skills, risk acceptance, networking,

cultural support, opportunity start-up,
technology sector, quality of human

resources, competition, product innovation,
process innovation, high growth,

internationalisation, and risk capital.

(Ács et al. 2014)

ICSEd-Prodem model

Ten dimensions: social conditions,
entrepreneurial human capital,—culture,

educational system, demand conditions, STI
platforms, business structure, social capital,

policies and regulations, financing.

Kantis et al. (2021)

From the summary table above, we can see that there are several definitions of EE.
Each of the definitions highlight a different decisive set of components needed to form an
ecosystem. However, although differences in the number and type of ecosystem elements
exist among the selected EE models, there appears to be some agreement about what is
important for entrepreneurial ecosystems to function. These include people, a popula-
tion with entrepreneurial attitudes, abilities, and aspirations coupled with a supportive
set of policies and regulations, finance, culture, infrastructure, human capital, networks,
educational systems, market, and innovation platforms.

2.3. Geographical Scope of the Study

South America is the fourth-largest continent with a total area of around 17.84 million
km2 divided between 12 countries. The size of the economies of South American countries
is diverse. By 2021, Brazil was the biggest economy with a GDP of around 1.6 trillion USD
and Paraguay was the smallest economy in the region with a GDP of around 39.50 billion
USD. According to the United Nations’ country classifications 2021, these three countries
are considered developing economies. However, according to the country classification by
income, Argentina is an upper-middle-income economy (GNI per capita $4096 to $12,695)
while Chile and Uruguay are high-income economies (GNI per capita $12,695 or more) (The
World Bank 2022). As observed from Table 2, Argentina has the biggest economy in terms
of GDP among the selected countries. However, pre-pandemic data shows that Argentina
experienced a steady contraction in its economy and considerably high annual inflation
between 2016 and 2019 while Chilean and Uruguayan economies were growing in the same
period of time. The COVID-19 pandemic has had a significant impact on economies around
the world and so it affected Argentina, Chile, and Uruguay. Among the main impacts
on these countries’ economies is a relatively higher rate of unemployment. In 2020, the
unemployment rate in Argentina reached 11.5%, 10.9% in Chile, and 10.3% in Uruguay
which implies a relatively high increase as compared to pre-pandemic unemployment rates.
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Table 2. Economic indicators for Argentina, Chile, and Uruguay.

1 2 3 4 5 6

Argentina −0.98 10.3 494.49 39.58 8.85 10,729

Chile 2.0 11.7 317.06 3.4 7.02 16,502

Uruguay 1.05 4.4 59.32 9.3 8.15 17,020
Notes: 1 = GDP growth (annual%) average 2016–2019, 2 = GDP growth (annual %) 2020–2021, 3 = GDP (current
Billion US$) 2021, 4 = Inflation, GDP deflator (annual %) average 2016–2019, 5 = Unemployment, total (% of total
labour force %) average 2016–2019, 6 = GDP per capita, current USD, 2021. Source: own elaboration with data
from The World Bank (2023).

3. Method

This study combines data from two well-known ecosystem measurement tools: The
Global Entrepreneurship Index and the Index of Dynamic Entrepreneurship—IDE. In this
way, by analysing the performance of EEs from two complementary perspectives, we aim
to provide a comprehensive picture of national-level EEs in Argentina, Chile, and Uruguay.
Each of these indices’ methodology is summarised in the following section.

3.1. The Global Entrepreneurship Index

The Global Entrepreneurship Index (GEI) has been designed based on the concept
of National Systems of Entrepreneurship which refers to the “dynamic, institutionally
embedded interaction between entrepreneurial attitudes, ability, and aspirations, by in-
dividuals, which drives the allocation of resources through the creation and operation of
new ventures” (Ács et al. 2014, p. 479). The GEI is a four-level composite indicator that
consists of 28 variables, 14 pillars, 3 sub-indices, and 1 super index. The GEI recognises
that entrepreneurship is a phenomenon driven by both individual-level entrepreneurial
behaviour and contextual (e.g., physical, socio-economic, and political environment) factors.
For this reason, the GEI employs individual and institutional data for variable calculation.
The Entrepreneurial Attitudes (ATT) sub-index measures the perception of a country or
region’s population about entrepreneurship. This sub-index shows the extent to which
entrepreneurship is a socially accepted and desirable occupation. Entrepreneurial abilities
(ABT) measure the capacity and skills of the entrepreneurs to start up and how the insti-
tutional context enables these start-up opportunities. Finally, entrepreneurial aspirations
(ASP) capture the potential of entrepreneurs to innovate and grow and how the institutional
context supports such high growth possibilities (Ács et al. 2014).

The GEI has been recalculated for more than a decade for more than 130 countries. The
GEI is the only available measurement that considers both the individual and institutional
aspects of EE. Individual data for GEI calculations comes from the Global Entrepreneurship
Monitor (GEM) Adult Population Survey. The GEM is a consortium of national country
teams, generally involved with top academic institutions, that carries out continuous
survey-based research on entrepreneurship and entrepreneurship ecosystems around the
world. The GEM collects annual data through the Adult Population Survey (APS) which
is a survey administered by GEM National Teams to a representative national sample of
at least 2000 respondents. The APS looks at the population’s entrepreneurial behaviour
and attitudes and it contains a large set of questions aiming to measure the characteristics,
motivations, and ambitions of individuals starting businesses, as well as social attitudes
towards entrepreneurship. As displayed in Table 3, each of the GEI 14 pillars is calculated,
including both individual data and institutional data from different sources.
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Table 3. The structure of the GEI.

G
LO

BA
L

EN
TR

EP
R

EN
EU

R
SH

IP
IN

D
EX

Sub-indexes Pillars Variables (ind./inst.)

ATTITUDES
SUB-INDEX

OPPORTUNITY PERCEPTION
Opportunity recognition

Freedom

START-UP SKILLS
Skill perception

Education

RISK ACCEPTANCE
Risk perception

Country risk

NETWORKING
Know entrepreneur

Agglomeration

CULTURAL SUPPORT
Career status
Corruption

ABILITIES
SUB-INDEX

OPPORTUNITY START-UP
Opportunity motivation

Governance

TECHNOLOGY ADOPTION
Technology level

Technology absorption

HUMAN CAPITAL
Educational level

Labour market

COMPETITION
Competitors

Competitiveness

ASPIRATION
SUB-INDEX

PRODUCT INNOVATION
New product

Technology transfer

PROCESS INNOVATION
New technology

Science

HIGH GROWTH
Gazelle
Finance

INTERNATIONALISATION
Export

Economic complexity

RISK CAPITAL
Informal investment

Depth of capital market
Note. Individual variables are marked in white while institutional ones are marked in grey background. Source:
(Ács et al. 2019).

3.2. The Index of Dynamic Entrepreneurship—IDE

The Index of Dynamic Entrepreneurship (IDE) is a composite index that measures the
quality of the systemic conditions of a country to support dynamic entrepreneurship by eval-
uating the performance of the following 10 dimensions: social conditions, entrepreneurial
human capital, culture, educational system, demand conditions, Science, Technology, and
Innovation Platforms (STI) platforms, business structure, social capital, policies and reg-
ulations, and financing. The IDE is constructed following the recommendation from the
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) for constructing in-
dexes. The IDE aims to capture the dynamic and innovative aspects of entrepreneurship,
and to provide a comprehensive picture of the entrepreneurial ecosystem in an economy. It
is designed to be a valuable tool for policymakers, researchers, and practitioners, who can
use the results to identify areas for improvement and to make informed decisions about
how to support and promote entrepreneurship. The IDE is typically constructed based on
the normalisation of more than 40 variables obtained from recognised databases, official
statistics, surveys, and expert assessments from the Gem National Experts Survey (NES)
as presented in Table 4. The GEM gathers relevant data that allows an interpretation of
the characteristics of the entrepreneurial environment in a country through the GEM-NES
survey. This survey is the largest and most comprehensive study of entrepreneurship in
the world, collecting data from over 100 economies. The NES collects information about 12
entrepreneurship Framework Conditions (EFCs), which are relevant to entrepreneurship,
from at least 36 experts in each of these aspects in each country using a self-administered
questionnaire.
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Table 4. The structure of the IDE.

IDE Dimension Variables Sources

Social conditions
Inversed Gini coefficient
National per-capita income
Youth unemployment

World Bank
ILO

Entrepreneurial Human Capital

Improvement-driven opportunity
entrepreneurial activity/TEA
Growth expectation early-stage
entrepreneurial activity/TEA
Risk aversion coefficient
Fear of failure rate (% adult
population)

GEM-APS
G. Hofstede Database

Culture

Entrepreneur’s social status
Entrepreneurship in the media
Social hierarchy
Cultural and social norms

GEM-APS
G. Hofstede Database GEM-NES

Educational System

Population +25 years at least
completed secondary education
Population +25 years at least
completed tertiary education
Population +25 years at least
completed tertiary education
Entrepreneurship education at
initial levels
Entrepreneurship education at
tertiary levels
Digital skills among active
population

HDI-UNDP UNESCO GEM-NES

Demand conditions

GDP at PPP (in logs)
Demand quality
GDP growth
Purchasing power parity
ICT adoption

World Bank
Global Competitive Index

International Monetary Fund

STI platform

Companies’ spending in R&D
(% GDP)
Productive units’ spending in
R&D (% GDP)
Researchers/PEA
S&T production
University-company relations

UNESCO
Global Innovation Index

Global Competitive Index

Business Structure

State of cluster development
Collaboration inside company
Collaboration between companies
Industrial competitive
performance Index
Work productivity (GDP per
person employed)

Global Competitive Index
World Bank

UNIDO

Social Capital
Interpersonal trust
Individualism
Social support network

World Survey Value/Gallup
G. Hofstede database

HDI-UNDP

Policies and Regulations

Opening companies
Closing companies
Foreign trade
Contractual security
Tax burden
General entrepreneurial support
policies
Specific programs for dynamic
entrepreneurship support

Ease of Doing Business
GEM-NES

Financing
Accessibility to VC
Financing of SMEs
Entrepreneurship funding

Global Competitive Index
GEM-NES

Source: Prodem (2020).
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4. Results
4.1. Entrepreneurial Activity

Total early-stage Entrepreneurial Activity (TEA) has been employed in this section to
quantify the levels of entrepreneurial activity in Chile, Uruguay, and Argentina. TEA is
defined as the percentage of the 18–64-year-old regional population who are either nascent
entrepreneurs or an owner-manager of a new business (GEM 2022). TEA accounts for every
kind of entrepreneur in different production sectors, it includes self-employed people,
creative, and imitative entrepreneurs. Scholars suggest that both, “everyday” and creative
kinds of entrepreneurs are relevant for economic growth in developing economies. There-
fore, TEA seems to be informative about entrepreneurial activity in the South American
context, where all are developing countries.

Historically, developed countries such as the U.S., Switzerland, and Spain have shown
levels of TEA between 5% and 20%. However, it is important to note that there are
no high, low, or “optimal” TEA rates as this indicator only reflects the prevalence of
entrepreneurship in a country. In this context, having a high quantity of entrepreneurial
firms in a country is not a synonym for economic growth, job creation, or increased
productivity (Mueller 2007; Nightingale and Coad 2014). As presented in Figure 1, the
rate of TEA has stayed historically high in Chile (over 24%) and reached a peak of around
36.7% in 2019. The observed rates of TEA in Uruguay reveal the existence of an increasing
number of entrepreneurs in this economy going from 14.28% in 2015 to 23.06% in 2021.
Argentina, on the other hand, shows a dramatic decrease in the rates of TEA since 2016. Yet,
in 2018, 9.11% of the Argentinian 18–64-year-old regional population was either a nascent
entrepreneur or owner-manager of a business.
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Figure 1. Evolution of TEA, Chile, Uruguay, Argentina, 2015–2021. Note: Own elaboration using
data from GEM (2023).

4.2. National Entrepreneurial Ecosystems in Argentina, Chile, and Uruguay
4.2.1. The Global Entrepreneurship Index

As shown in Figure 2, since 2014, Chile has remained the best-performing ecosystem
as compared to Argentina and Uruguay. The score difference between Chile and Uruguay
and Argentina is considerable as we can see that, historically, Chile’s average GEI scores are
around 58 points while Argentina and Uruguay have historically stayed under 40 points.
This shows that these two economies are not progressing towards catching up with Chile.
Nevertheless, although Chile performs relatively well in the South American context,
catching up with world-leading ecosystems such as the United States (which leads the
world in entrepreneurship just ahead of Switzerland and Canada) is still a huge challenge
for Chile.
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Figure 2. Argentina, Chile, and Uruguay GEI scores 2014–2019. Note: own elaboration with data
from The Global Entrepreneurship and Development Institute (2023), Ács et al. (2018) and Ács et al.
(2019).

A closer look at the GEI pillar level shows that overall, the profiles of the EEs in
these three countries are “spiky” where some pillars perform at a good level while others
significantly underperform (Figure 3). Considering that a healthy ecosystem is a balanced
one (Ács et al. 2014), this type of configuration implies that several bottlenecks are a
priority to address to improve the performance of the system. More specifically, we observe
that Chile exhibits strengths in product innovation and risk acceptance while the Chilean
ecosystem weaknesses are in process innovation and competition. Uruguay exhibits a
distinct set of strengths and weaknesses. Uruguay shows strength in networking and
technology absorption with its most important weaknesses in internationalisation and risk
capital. As for Argentina, it exhibits particular strength in start-up skills and technology
absorption. The Argentinian entrepreneurial ecosystem suffers from clear bottlenecks in
risk acceptance and internationalisation.
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Figure 3. GEI Pillar-Level Comparison of Chile, Uruguay, and Argentina, 2019. Source: own
elaboration based on Ács et al. (2019).

4.2.2. The Index of Dynamic Entrepreneurship—IDE

The scores for the Index of Dynamic Entrepreneurship—IDE are calculated yearly for
more than 40 economies globally. This data allows us to rank the participant countries
based on the quality of their ecosystem and see the relative position of each economy
(Table 5). Globally, Chile ranks in the middle position (21 out of 40). In the context of
South America, Chile is at the top with an IDE score of 34.45. Uruguay and Argentina with
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IDE scores of 30.9 and 30.07, respectively, remain in a “lower middle” position surpassed
by Brazil but substantially over Colombia, Peru, and Ecuador. Importantly, what we can
see from a global perspective is that although Chile, Uruguay, and Argentina perform
relatively well in the South American region context, catching up with the top-performing
ecosystems, such as the U.S. or Canada, remains a great challenge.

Table 5. Index of Dynamic Entrepreneurship—IDE in American countries 2021.

Rank Country IDE Score
1 United States 64.55
6 Canada 56.45
21 Chile 34.45
23 Brazil 33.30
26 Uruguay 30.90
27 Mexico 30.75
30 Argentina 30.07
31 Costa Rica 29.40
33 Colombia 27.73
35 Panama 25.63
37 Dominican Republic 23.56
38 Peru 23.26
39 Ecuador 21.23
40 Guatemala 10.51

Note: own elaboration based on Kantis et al. (2021, p. 13). Colour code: blue = high, yellow = middle,
orange = lower middle, red = low.

A closer view of the ten dimensions of the IDE (Figure 4) shows that Chile exhibits
strengths in policies and regulations and demand conditions while the Chilean ecosystems’
weaknesses are in STI platforms and business structure. Uruguay exhibits a similar set of
strengths and weaknesses. Uruguay also shows strength in policies and regulations and
demand conditions and its most important weaknesses in STI platforms. Argentina also
exhibits an ecosystem with favourable policies and regulations and weak STI platforms.
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4.3. Regional Entrepreneurial Ecosystems in Argentina, Chile, and Uruguay

National-level measurements of entrepreneurial ecosystems are informative and pro-
vide a clear perspective of entrepreneurship; however, there is a growing call for under-
standing entrepreneurship at the regional level due to the various regional forces influ-
encing entrepreneurship (Audretsch et al. 2012; Del Monte et al. 2020; Fritsch et al. 2021;
Fritsch and Storey 2014; Szerb et al. 2015). High-quality research about regional, and sub-
national entrepreneurship and entrepreneurial ecosystems in South American countries
are scarce. Particularly, the field of entrepreneurship in non-central regions of emerging
Latin American economies remains underdeveloped (Villegas-Mateos 2020). However,
some work published in local academic journals can be accessed, and it provides a general
overview of the entrepreneurial characteristics of some regions within each country.

Although there are different approaches and definitions to sub-national regionalisation
among South American countries, all countries have established two types of regions: the
great natural, geographical regions and the smaller administrative sub-national units
(provinces, departments, regions, or states). Great natural regions are composed of various
smaller administrative units, namely, departments or provinces within a country. Great
subnational regions are smaller than a country but bigger than the country’s administrative
units; therefore, they are rather similar to the Nomenclature of Territorial Units for Statistics
(NUTS 2) level regions of the EU classification. In this way, departments or provinces
within a country are alike NUTS 3 level.

Argentina

Argentina is subdivided into 23 provinces and one autonomous city, Buenos Aires,
which is the capital city. Argentina has five geographical regions. The Northwest (NOA)
region is predominantly mountainous and includes five provinces. The Northeast (NEA)
region includes four provinces, Cuyo Region four provinces, the Central region four
provinces, and Patagonia six provinces. Argentinian Central Region is the most populated
(64.5% of the country’s population), most educated, and less poor region. Argentine
production is mainly concentrated in the Central region with a share of more than 70% of
the country’s gross product.

4.4. Regional Entrepreneurship in Argentina

One of the most informative studies of regional entrepreneurship in Argentina is
the Report for Cities for Entrepreneurship developed and published by PRODEM in
2018. This study employs the Index of Conditions for Entrepreneurship in Cities (ICEC-
Prodem), supplemented with secondary information to characterise the entrepreneurial
ecosystem in 25 Argentinian regions. They assessed cities’ performance in three main pillars:
local entrepreneurial human capital, the space for opportunities (demand, IT availability,
networks), and local policies that could promote or hinder entrepreneurship (social capital,
finance availability, governmental regulations). The ICEC-Prodem indicator is a complex
indicator built from 96 variables grouped into 28 sub-indices that belong to 9 dimensions
of analysis.

The study reports that, overall, entrepreneurial human capital and financing are
usually the most common limitations for Argentinian cities. These have been identified
in most cases as the main opportunities for improvement. However, this reality is not the
same in all cases. In addition, it coexists with very different realities in terms of social
capital and institutional development. Regarding entrepreneurial human capital, there
are different situations. For example, there are cities where there is some development of
entrepreneurial education in higher-level institutions but not at the secondary level. In
other cases, higher education institutions do not exist. In some cities, there are business
role models, but they are not duly disseminated while in other cases there is an absence
of business role models and unfavourable local culture at the same time. In this context,
one of the recommendations is the use of existing assets and infrastructure to promote the
development of entrepreneurial human capital. In places where educational infrastructure
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does not exist or is very limited, the feasibility of investing to build such assets or the
possibility of establishing alliances with extra-local actors that help advance in this direction
should be evaluated. It is also key to complement the usual focus on entrepreneurial projects
to integrate young companies that include, for example, the children of entrepreneurs. This
can potentially contribute to the preservation and renewal of existing family businesses in
cities. Finally, it is recommended that each city must “scan” the existing actors and assets in
the territorial environment and consider possibilities of working together with surrounding
cities. An ecosystem is a pool of actors, activities, and resources that, hand in hand with
institutions, rules, and incentives, give life to the functioning of the factors that affect the
entrepreneurial process.

An important study of the EEs based on innovation in the city of Buenos Aires in 2019
shows that despite the unfavorable socio-political context of the country the development of
entrepreneurship based on innovation in terms of federal public policy has not prevented
the growth and consolidation of a vibrant and productive ecosystem. In this context,
the influence and support of the local government of the Autonomous City of Buenos
Aires have been a key articulator of the dynamics in the ecosystem. More specifically
the authors highlight that Buenos Aires’ ecosystem is particularly strong in networking.
The results from the Social Network Analysis identified at least 299 actors in the Buenos
Aires ecosystem who actively interact with each other through 542 collaboration networks
(Tedesco et al. 2020a).

4.4.1. Chile

Chile is divided into 16 administrative regions grouped into three major regions: Norte
(North, Great North), Zona Centro (Central zone), and Zona Sur (South zone). The North
region is mainly a dry, arid, and semiarid region that includes five administrative regions.
Zona Centro includes eight regions and is home to much of the Chilean population. This
region includes the three largest metropolitan areas—Santiago, Valparaíso, and Concepción.
The climate in Zona Centro is temperate, Mediterranean-type. The Southern Zone includes
three administrative units, and it has the country’s most lakes. The Southernmost Zone
covers all of Chilean Patagonia. This region is partly forested and partly grassy, where
sheep farming has been established with some degree of success, but the greater part of
this extreme southern territory is mountainous, cold, wet, and inhospitable.

4.4.2. Regional Entrepreneurship in Chile

Amorós et al. (2013) provide one of the earliest studies exploring the features of the
entrepreneurial framework conditions that support entrepreneurship in core and periphery
regions in Chile. In their study, the authors collected information about the perception
of the regional entrepreneurial framework conditions from 695 entrepreneurship experts
from eight regions in Chile. The results showed gaps in terms of access to financing
and better infrastructure among central and peripheral regions. Overall, the Santiago
metropolitan zone enjoys relatively better conditions in terms of physical infrastructure, and
thus, there is a need for more and better infrastructure in the peripheral regions to facilitate
entrepreneurial activities. Along the same line, the work of Villegas-Mateos (2020) provides
a similar study of the nature of Chilean central and non-central regional Entrepreneurial
Ecosystems (EEs). Based on experts’ perceptions of Entrepreneurial Ecosystems (EEs) this
study shows that, overall, the financial support and physical infrastructure conditions
are perceived to be more favourable in central regions, whereas the general government
policies and entrepreneurial education at primary and secondary levels are perceived to be
better developed in non-central regions.

From a different perspective, Oyarzo et al. (2020) estimated the spatial distribution
of business start-ups in Chile drawing on data about municipal business start-up rates.
The authors have been able to show that the far south region concentrates on high start-up
rates. These patterns have remained relatively constant over time (2005–2015) constituting
an initial indication of persistence in business start-up rates. In the Northern region, the
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distribution of entrepreneurship is heterogeneous. While the municipalities of Iquique,
Antofagasta, and Calama show high levels of entrepreneurship (darker areas), municipal-
ities such as Putre, Colchane, Pica, and María Elena display the lowest rates of business
start-ups. Central-southern Chile, where the Metropolitan Region, Valparaíso, Libertador
Bernardo O’Higgins, and Maule Regions belong, has a concentration of municipalities
with high rates of entrepreneurship in the Metropolitan Region while there are groups of
municipalities with low rates in the Regions of Biobío and Araucanía, which are the least
economically developed and more rural areas of the country.

4.4.3. Uruguay

Uruguay is a small country located in the Southern Cone region of South America. Its
total land area is 176,215 km2. Uruguay is the most urbanised country in South America
with over 96% of its population living in urban areas. The country has a high standard of
living, with well-developed infrastructure and a strong economy, which has contributed to
its high level of urbanisation. The country is divided into 19 administrative departments
grouped into two major regions: Montevideo and Interior. Montevideo covers an area of
530 km2 (0.3% of the total national territory) and holds approximately 40% of the total
population.

4.4.4. Regional Entrepreneurship in Uruguay

Calispa-Aguilar (2022) provides a recent analysis of 10 sub-national level ecosystems
within Colombia (5), Ecuador (3), and Uruguay (2). In the study, the author calculates a
regional EE index employing an adaptation of the Global Entrepreneurship Index (GEI)
methodology which was originally designed to measure EE at the national level. Interest-
ingly, the author also calculated differentiated regional EEs scores for some of the regions’
urban and rural areas. In this way, this study characterised a total of 22 ecosystems: 10
general, 6 urban, and 6 rural regional ecosystems within these three selected countries.
We found this study highly relevant because this is so far, the only study that measures
regional ecosystems among South American countries employing the same metric. In this
study, the author provides GEI scores for the Uruguayan regions of Montevideo and the
Interior and the rural and urban areas of the Interior region separately.

According to the study, in 2018, in Uruguay, the Montevideo region was the best-
performing region, while “Interior Rural” ranked in the lowest position. Montevideo’s
best-performing pillar is technology absorption while its weakest pillars are internationali-
sation and risk capital. The Interior rural region’s strength is high opportunity perception
while this region’s weaknesses are low-risk capital and low capacity for technology ab-
sorption and internationalisation. These findings show a great gap in terms of technology
absorption capacity between Montevideo and the Interior region. The leading position
of the Montevideo ecosystem has been already highlighted in the literature. For instance,
Tedesco et al. (2020b) analysed the features of EE in Montevideo employing Social Network
Analysis and found that the quality of networks is a key determinant of the quality of
Montevideo’s ecosystem. Interestingly, the authors identified at least 198 actors in Montev-
ideo’s ecosystem who actively interact with each other through 751 collaboration networks.
Importantly, researchers agree on the essential role of the Uruguayan National Research
and Innovation Agency (ANII) in providing effective public support to innovation in
Uruguayan firms. There is important evidence that beneficiary firms of ANNII’s innovation
promotion programs show a larger probability of successfully introducing new products
and processes (Bukstein et al. 2018; Messina and Castro 2019).

5. Discussion

In sum, the GEI and the IDE scores presented here provide an overview of the national-
level EEs in Argentina, Chile, and Uruguay from two perspectives. These two measure-
ments corroborate that Chile is the most well-developed entrepreneurial ecosystem in
South America. In this line, Espinoza et al. (2019) argue that this result is the outcome of the
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continuous implementation of public policies based on a systemic vision of the promotion
of entrepreneurship. Several programs to consolidate start-ups were launched in 1997 in
Chile leading to an increasing number of incubators, the establishment of new networks of
angel investors, and corporate entrepreneurship promotion. Furthermore, these results are
sound with practical evidence that shows that Chile has taken entrepreneurship develop-
ment as a priority since 2012. High-impact measures such as strengthening the Chilean
Production Development Corporation (in Spanish: Corporación de Fomento de la Pro-
ducción) and launching great prominent start-up programs such as Capital Semilla (seed
capital), Start-up Chile by CORFU or “PAR Chile Apoya Mujer” for supporting companies
led by women have helped to position Chilean EE as one of the most well developed
in South America. Duran (2022) corroborates the key role of the Chilean government in
supporting an ideal business environment for Chilean and foreign start-ups. However, the
author suggests that recent political instability, especially the discussion of the possibility
of a new Constitution might influence the country’s future of entrepreneurship.

Similarly, Uruguay has a growing entrepreneurial ecosystem with several initiatives
aimed at fostering entrepreneurship and innovation. The government has been supportive
of the development of this ecosystem and has implemented policies to provide funding,
mentorship, and other resources to entrepreneurs. Among the most important institutions
that promote entrepreneurs in Uruguay are the National Research and Innovation Agency
(ANII), The National Youth Institute (INJU), the Technological Laboratory of Uruguay
(LATU), The Ministry of Social Development (MIDES), and several other regional institu-
tions such as business chambers operating alongside all Uruguayan departments or the
“Portal Uruguay emprendedor” initiative. In recent years, the country has seen a significant
increase in the number of start-ups, particularly in the technology sector where there was an
important increase in IT exports from Uruguay. In particular, the growth of the tech sector
has been driven by several factors, including the country’s highly educated workforce and
the availability of funding and mentorship opportunities (American University’s Center
for Latin American and Latino Studies 2022).

The indicators employed in this study show that the entrepreneurial ecosystem in
Argentina underperforms compared to Uruguay and Chile. Despite having a large and well-
educated population, the country has struggled with economic instability and high inflation,
which have limited the growth of the entrepreneurial sector (Blanke et al. 2022). However, in
recent years, there has been a slight increase in the number of start-ups and entrepreneurial
initiatives in the country (Argentinian Ministry of Economy 2022). The government has
taken steps to support the development of the ecosystem, such as providing funding for
start-ups and promoting innovation. Among the most important government initiatives to
strengthen Argentinian EEs are the “emprendimiento argentino” “fondo expansión” “fondo
aceleración” or “PAC emprendedores” programs which provide funding to Scientific or
Technological-Based Entrepreneurship and entrepreneurship with impact whose objective
is to strengthen value chains and that contribute to the country’s productive development
(Argentinian Ministry of Economy 2023). The technology sector has been a particular area
of growth in the entrepreneurial ecosystem, with the rise of fintech, e-commerce, and other
tech-focused start-ups (Alzahrani and Daim 2019; Sánchez et al. 2020). Additionally, the
country has a strong culture of innovation and entrepreneurship, which has encouraged
many young people to start their businesses. In conclusion, while the entrepreneurial
ecosystem in Argentina has faced challenges, it has shown a lot of promise and potential
for growth in the future. The country’s supportive policies and resources for entrepreneurs,
along with the growth of the technology sector and the country’s strong entrepreneurial
culture, make it an attractive destination for entrepreneurs and investors alike.

The second section of this study focused on synthesising and discussing the available
data on the regional (sub-national level) of these three selected countries. One of the most
relevant findings in this regard was that while there are several studies and data about the
national-level ecosystem conditions for these countries less literature and data are available
about the regional-level features. This might imply a lack of a clear understanding of
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regional entrepreneurship at the regional level. From the collected literature we observe
greater research interest in the regions where the capital cities are while less attention is
paid to smaller less populated regions. Furthermore, findings from this section showed that
regional EEs have their characteristics and performance. We observed that the literature
on regional EEs identifies in more detail the aspects that affect entrepreneurship locally.
Smaller locations, such as provinces or cities might require different policy solutions to
foster entrepreneurship. While the country-level data evidence more general aspects
that are important for entrepreneurship (such as political stability or taxation), regionally
defined aspects such as local actors from the public and private sectors and the presence of
local academic institutions might be more relevant for the success of particular locations
(Birollo 2022). Consequently, we assert that data from studies at the regional (subnational)
level might be more informative for efficient entrepreneurship policy design than national-
level data. Regional studies provide policymakers with specific insights on how to arrange
the environmental conditions for individuals to start and grow a business in a determined
location.

6. Conclusions

This study aimed to characterise the entrepreneurial ecosystems in the three most
developed economies in South America: Chile, Uruguay, and Argentina, and find out how
supportive the entrepreneurial ecosystems in these countries are. To do so, we employed the
available data from well-known entrepreneurship databases and relevant literature about
regional entrepreneurship. Together the results from the GEI and the IDE suggest that these
three countries have a relatively supportive ecosystem for productive entrepreneurship,
but Chile outstands.

A closer look at the GEI pillars showed that the characteristics of the ecosystems in
these three countries have different configurations of strengths and weaknesses. Specif-
ically, the Chilean ecosystem’s main strength is product innovation which implies the
high capacity of entrepreneurs to develop new products and a conductive institutional
environment for technology transfer. The greatest ecosystem bottleneck for Chile is on
process innovation which indicates a low capacity for the adoption of new technologies
among entrepreneurs and weak cooperation of scientific institutions with the business
sector. As for Uruguay, the main system strength is networking due to the presence of
strong entrepreneurs’ relationships (i.e., a high percentage of the population that knows a
person who started a business) and the effect of a high-level population agglomeration due
to the high level of urbanisation in Uruguay. The most severe bottleneck for the Uruguayan
system is internationalisation, which suggests the lack of firms’ exporting capacity coupled
with low economic complexity. In Argentina, the main system strength is on start-up skills
meaning that the Argentinian population is highly able to perceive entrepreneurship op-
portunities and at the same time they have sufficient education level to start-up. However,
such opportunities cannot successfully materialise due to the high fear of failure linked to
the high perception of country risk. Therefore, risk acceptance stands as the main bottleneck
of the Argentinian ecosystem.

According to the IDE, the configuration of the Chilean, Uruguayan, and Argentinian
ecosystems are overall different, showing a unique set of weak and strong pillars for each
case. However, interestingly, these three countries’ best-performing, and most constraining
pillars are the same. These three countries have a highly supportive frame of policies and
regulations that include policies for opening and closing companies, contractual security,
tax burden, general entrepreneurial support policies, and specific programs for dynamic
entrepreneurship support. This aspect is corroborated by current literature that highlights
the key role of government initiatives focused on strengthening entrepreneurial ecosystems.
By contrast, the most constraining dimension of the ecosystem for these countries is the
limited science, technology, and innovation (STI) platform. Low-performing STI platforms
denote an overall insufficient spending in R&D, low incidence of researchers, restricted
Science and Technology production, and weak university-company relations.
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The analysis of ecosystems undertaken here adds to a growing body of literature on
entrepreneurial ecosystems in developing economies. One of the strengths of this study
is that it represents a comprehensive examination of both the national and regional level
ecosystems within each of the selected countries. The insights presented in this study
may be of assistance to researchers interested in understanding what the conditions are
that foster and prevent entrepreneurship in Chile, Uruguay, and Argentina and which
are the specific features of entrepreneurial ecosystems in these economies. Moreover, this
information can also be used to develop targeted interventions aimed at designing context-
sensitive entrepreneurship policy. In terms of future work, it would be interesting to repeat
the research described here using a systematic literature review methodology to obtain
more comprehensive, up-to-date literature on this research topic. Moreover, this study was
limited to the empirical data provided by two sources (GEI and IDE), and therefore, the
results and interpretations are within the conceptual scope of these indices’ methodology.
Future research could employ other types of measurement tools to assess the status of EEs
in these countries from a different perspective.
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