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Abstract. The economic crisis that began in 2014 continues to have a negative impact on Russian entrepreneurship.
The measures taken to overcome the consequences of the crisis do not give the desired results. The objective of
the article is to analyze the main trends of entrepreneurship in Russia and identify areas of its activation to support
sustainable economic growth and economic security. The article presents the authors’ approach to the definition
of entrepreneurial activity. A number of indicators for assessing entrepreneurial activity are proposed. The basic
tendencies of development of small and medium business of Russia during the crisis are revealed. Two key factors
determining the level of entrepreneurial activity are assessed: the desire and willingness of people to engage in
entrepreneurial activity and the availability of conditions for the creation and development of their own business
in Russia. We also marked the features of motivation of Russians to start their own business. The key factors
that have a negative impact on the development of Russian entrepreneurship and determine the direction of the
application of the efforts of state and public institutions to activate it are formulated.
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AHoTauia. EkoHomiuHa kpu3a, wo noyanacs B 2014 pouj, NpoOoBXye HEraTUBHO BMIMBATU Ha POCINCbKke
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BINSIHNE HA POCCUINCKOE NPeanpuHUMaTenbCTBO. NpuHMMaeMble Mepbl MO NPEOAONEHNIO NOCNEeACTBUN
KpM3nca He [aloT XeNaeMbiX pe3ynbTaTtoB. 3afadveil CTaTbu SABASIETCA aHanu3 OCHOBHbLIX TEHAEHUWI
pa3BUTUS NpeanpuHUMaTenbCcTea B POoccum 1 BbiSIBNIeHWE Hanpas/ieHWIA ero akTuemM3auum gns obecneveHus
YCTOMYMBOrO SKOHOMMYECKOrO pocta W obecrnevyeHuss 3KOHOMUYeckon 6Ge3onacHocTn. B cratbe
npeacTaBfieH aBTOPCKUM NOAXOA K OnpefenieHnio NpeanpuHMMaTensCKon aesatensHocTu. [peanoxeH
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pasBuTUS MaNioro 1 cpeaHero 6usHeca Poccum B nepmog kpuanca. OueHnBatoTca Asa kiodeBbix dakTopa,
onpeaensowmx ypoBeHb NpeanpuHMMAaTENbCKOM akTUBHOCTW: XXeNaHne 1 rOTOBHOCTL NI0AeN 3aHMMaTbCS
npeanpuHNMaTenbCKol AeATeNbHOCTbIO U Hanmuyne yCnoBWUn Ofis CO3A4aHUsA U pa3BUTUS COBCTBEHHOIO
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CdopmynuposaHbl kito4eBble GakTopbl, OKa3blBaloLWME HEraTUBHOE BANSHUE HA Pa3BUTUE POCCUIACKOIo
npeanpuHUMaTenLCTBa M ONpeaensaowme HanpasneHns NPUNOXEHNS YCUANIA FOCYOAPCTBEHHLIX U
06LECTBEHHbBIX MHCTUTYTOB AJ151 €M0 aKTUBU3ALNN.
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1. Introduction

The crisis that hit the Russian economy in 2014 was deep and long. Its negative consequen-
ces affected all sectors of the economy, expressed in a significant decrease in real incomes of
population. Today the point of view is widely spread linking the crisis of 2014 with external rea-
son and, first of all, with sanctions. However, external causes only «superimposed» on the do-
mestic economic situation, acting as an additional factor in the full-scale deployment of the
crisis. The main causes of the crisis during this period were the imperfect system of economic
management and the backward structure of the economy, in which more than half of the Fe-
deral budget incomes were formed from the production and sale of oil and gas (51% in 2014)
(Gavrilets et al., 2020).

In January 2015, the Russian Government approved a plan to overcome the crisis pheno-
mena in the economy and guarantee social stability (Vinokurov, 2015). As one of the key areas
of action, the plan provided for the promotion of small and medium enterprises. The need to
focus on this area is obvious, since it is the activation of entrepreneurial activity that is the
main driver of economic growth. In fact, the overwhelming part of the anti-crisis budget (more
than 67%) was aimed at capitalization of the country’s leading banks, while just over 11% of
the anti-crisis budget was allocated to support the real sector of the economy (Krupets &
Epanova, 2021). The absence of serious measures pointed at activation entrepreneurial acti-
vity is still a significant barrier to overcoming the crisis in the Russian economy. The whole
system of economic management requires a serious adjustment, starting with a clear defi-
nition of the goals that indicate the main directions of efforts to improve the economy (Bon-
darenko et al., 2021). This actualizes the purpose of this research - the analysis of the main
trends of entrepreneurship in Russia and identify areas of its activation to ensure sustainable
economic growth.

2. Materials and Methods

First of all, we define the content of the term «entrepreneurial activity». As the analysis of the
literature source on this problem shows, there are quite wide scopes of interpretation of this
term, which causes a lot of methodological approaches to the assessment of entrepreneurial
activity. The term» activity» is interpreted by dictionaries as energetic, intensified activity, active
position or active participation in something. This allows some authors to identify the concepts
of «<entrepreneurial activity» and «entrepreneurial business» (Gavrilets et al., 2020). It seems to
us that despite the proximity of these concepts, they are not synonymous. At the same time,
the term «entrepreneurial business», of course, is primary in relation to the concept of «entre-
preneurial activity». In turn, the starting point for the concept of «entrepreneurial business» is
the concept of «entrepreneur». Classic theory of entrepreneurship Jean-Baptiste Say defines
an entrepreneur as «a person who undertakes at his own expense and at his own risk and in
their benefit to produce some product» (Say, 2017). Perhaps this definition of an entrepreneur
is the simplest and clearest. In accordance with this definition, an entrepreneur is a person who
produces social and economic benefits at the expense of his own, borrowed or involved funds
under his property responsibility in order to obtain profit (benefit).

Another classic of the theory of entrepreneurship, Joseph Schumpeter, characterizing
the entrepreneur, identifies innovation as its leading function and identifies the pivotal role
of entrepreneurship in providing economic growth: «The function of entrepreneurs is to re-
form or revolutionize the production using the invention or, more generally, using new tech-
nological solutions for the launch of new products or producing old products in a new way,
opening up new sources of raw materials or new markets, reorganizing industry» (Koch &
Buch-Hansen, 2021).

Business carried out by entrepreneurs (entrepreneurial business) bears both the imprint of
the features inherent in the entrepreneur and the characteristics of the socio-economic situa-
tion in which the business is carried out. Entrepreneurial activity is an essential dynamic charac-
teristic of entrepreneurial business, reflecting the intensity of the actions of business entities in
the changing conditions of the internal and external business environment. Due to the comple-
xity and diversity of the various aspects of entrepreneurial business, this characteristic is com-
plexand can include a set of different values (indicators). The composition of these indicators will
vary depending on the level of consideration: individual entrepreneur, entrepreneurial structure
(firm), a separate territory (country).
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3. Results and Discussion

In accordance with the stated purpose, this article will focus on enterprise activity at the
macroeconomic level. Among the indicators of entrepreneurial activity in Russia, reflected in of-
ficial sources of information, include the following:

* Number and dynamics of business persons;

+ The number and dynamics of the population involved in enterprise business;

+ Turnover (revenue) of business entities;

+ The share of small and medium businesses in the gross domestic product (GDP) of the
country, etc.

It should be noted that absolute certainty the number of businesses and, consequently, the
number attracted to the entrepreneurial business of the population is difficult to determine, for
this reason, with a certain degree of conditionality for the purposes of analysis, it is possible to use
measures of quantity of subjects of small and average business and, accordingly, the number of
employees in small and medium business (Pla-Barber et al., 2021). Itis in small and medium busi-
nesses that the innovative function of entrepreneurial business is most evident.

As the Research shows that small and medium businesses create 16 times more patents per
employee than large businesses (Titov, 2018). Table 1 shows data on the number of business per-
sons in Russia.

Table 1:
Number of small and medium-sized businesses
From them:
Legal entities Individual entrepreneurs
Date In total In total ME! SE2 MDE? In total ME! SE? MDE?
2017 6 165 153 2 988 395 2 731159 237 299 19 937 3176 758 3 148 485 27 922 351
2018 6269 150 | 2952 893 | 2 697 966 235 350 19 577 3316 257 | 3 288 686 27 226 345
2019 6 212 137 2764 114 | 2 528 680 217 373 18 061 3 448 023 3421 032 26 675 316

Notes: 1- micro-enterprises; 2 - small enterprises; 3 - medium enterprises.

Source: Compiled by the authors according to Salma et al. (2021)

As follows from the data, in 2018 the total number of small and medium enterprises increased
slightly compared to the same indicator in 2017 on the corresponding date. The growth was 1.7%. At
the same time, attention is drawn to the fact that this increase is provided exclusively by microenter-
prises operating in the form of individual enterprise. For all other types of small and medium enter-
prises there was a tendency to reduce their number. In 2019, this trend continued, but has not pro-
vided growth in the total number of small enterprises. Their number decreased by 0.9% compared to
the corresponding date in 2018. It is obvious that the dynamics of this indicator does not allow eva-
luating positively the entrepreneurial activity of modern Russia. It is obvious that the dynamics of this
indicator does not allow evaluating positively the entrepreneurial activity of modern Russia.

The dynamics of the number of people engaged in entrepreneurial business closely correlates
with the dynamics of the number of business activities (Table 2).

The growth of the number of people involved in entrepreneurial business in 2019 by 6.1% com-
pared to 2017 is provided exclusively by microenterprises. The number of persons engaged in entre-
preneurial business in small and medium enterprises operating in the form of a legal entity decreased
by 13.3 and 8.5%, respectively, and for individual entrepreneurs - by 16.9 and 26%, respectively.

The most important indicator reflecting the financial and economic results of entrepreneurial
activity is the turnover (revenue). Table 3 presents the data for the analysis of this indicator for the
last 3 years (2016-2018).

Table 2:
The number of people involved in entrepreneurial business, thousand people
From them:
Llegal entities Individual entrepreneurs
Date In total In total ME* SE? MDE? In total ME*! SE? MDE?
2017 15685.4 | 13339.9 4900.5 6515.6 1923.8 2345.5 1467.8 840.4 37.3
2018 15901.2 | 13588.2 5398.7 6258.1 1931.4 2313.0 1515.0 764.3 33.7
2019 16644.1 13283.4 5761.8 5750.4 1771.2 2360.7 1612.4 718.7 29.6

Notes: 1- micro-enterprises; 2 - small enterprises; 3 - medium enterprises.

Source: Compiled by the authors according to Salma et al. (2021)
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Table 3:
Turnover (revenue) of enterprise persons in current prices
Legal entities Individual entrepreneurs
In total, Medium enterprises Small (including micro) enterprises

Date bin. rub. bin. rub. % to total bin. rub. % to total bin. rub. % to total
2016 58007.6 6761.4 11.7 38877.0 67.0 12369.2 21.3
2017 69838.5 6276.8 9.0 49459.2 70.8 14102.5 20.2
2018 74943.5 6622.0 8.8 53314.2 71.2 15007.3 20.0

Source: Compiled by the authors according to Orekhova et al. (2019)

Generally, in this period of time there is an increase in the financial and economic results of en-
trepreneurship persons. An exception to this trend are legal persons belonging to the category of
medium enterprises. In 2017, the turnover of these enterprises decreased by 7.2% compared to
2016. In 2018, their turnover increased slightly compared to the previous year, but the absolute
value of the indicator did not reach the level of 2016. The share of these enterprises in the overall
financial and economic performance decreased from 11.7% to 8.8% in the period under review.
This trend, on the one side, is due to a decrease in the number of medium enterprises, and, on the
other, indicates a continued deterioration of the business structure. The overwhelming proportion
of economic and financial results falls on small and micro-business, organized in the form of a le-
gal person (over 70%), next position (20%) are individual entrepreneur, which is more than 99%
(as of 10.07.2019) belong to the category of micro business. Just as the low share of the middle
class indicates a low level of well-being of the population, the lack of a sufficient layer in business
in the form of medium enterprises indicates significant problems in the field of entrepreneurship
and the economy as a whole.

The share of small and medium businesses in Russia’s gross domestic product in official sta-
tistics began to be reflected only in 2017. Therefore, an analysis of its dynamics is not possible.
However, a comparative analysis of this indicator by country is of considerable interest. The da-
ta 2017 presented in Table 4, conclusively indicate to significant lag of Russia on this parameter
of entrepreneurial activity from the leading European countries and insufficient use of potential of
small and medium business.

Table 4:
Contribution of enterprises to GDP
Countries Large enterprises Small and medium enterprises

Italy 32 68
Netherlands 37 63
Norway 39 61
Finland 40 60
Switzerland 41 59
Sweden 42 58
Germany 47 53
Great Britain 49 51
Russia 78 22

Source: Compiled by the authors according to Titov (2018)

Thus, the results of the research indicate that, despite a certain increase in quantitative indica-
tors (the number of enterprise business, the number of people involved in enterprise business and
turnover of enterprise persons), structurally and qualitatively, entrepreneurial business in Russia
during the current economic crisis is characterized by a predominance of negative trends. This is
evidenced, first of all, by a significant reduction in the share of medium enterprises in all the indi-
cators considered.

There are two key factors that determine the level of entrepreneurial activity. This is the desire
and willingness of people to engage in entrepreneurial business, firstly, and the availability of con-
ditions for the creation and development of their own business, secondly. Let us turn to the con-
sideration of the first of them. To do this, we will use the data of the Global Entrepreneurship Moni-
tor (GEM). According to GEM, in 2018 Russia took the penultimate place among the 54 countries
covered by the monitoring in terms of «entrepreneurial intentions», ahead of only Bulgaria (Glo-
bal Entrepreneurship Monitor, 2019). This indicator, in accordance with the adopted methodolo-
gy, characterizes the readiness of the population to create their own business. In 2018, only 5.1%
of the Russian population (according to the survey) is considering starting their own business
within the next three years. At the same time, only 2.2% are those who are planning to create their
own business for the first time, and the rest (about 60%) are already existing entrepreneurs on the
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market who are planning to create a new business. For comparison, in France, the indicator of en-
trepreneurial intentions was 20%, and in Chile - 50%.

The basis of readiness to carry out entrepreneurial, as well as any other activity, is motivation.
As you know, it can be forced (when a person sees no other income opportunities) or based
on the desire for achievement (the desire to significantly improve their financial situation, up-
grade status, gaining independence, etc.). In this sense, the GEM methodology distinguishes
two types of entrepreneurs: opportunity - driven entrepreneurs and necessity - driven entre-
preneurs. In 2018, the share of forced entrepreneurs in Russia amounted to 39.9%, showing a
clear upward tendency (19% and 35% in 2007 and 2013, respectively) (Global Entrepreneurship
Monitor, 2019).

Another indicator used in the GEM project is the motivation index. This indicator is calculated
as the coefficient of the share of highly demanding entrepreneurs (who set as business goals in-
creasing income and gaining independence) to the share of forced entrepreneurs. According to
this indicator, Russia in 2018 closes the ranking of countries, ahead of only Egypt and India. The
value of the indicator was 0.8 with the maximum value recorded in Switzerland - 9.1.

These data indicate the low readiness of Russians to carry out entrepreneur business. Obviously,
this has a close connection with the business opportunities created by the state.

The All-Russian Center for the Study of Public Opinion every year assesses factors that have a
negative impact on business development in Russia. It is noteworthy that in the last three years,
the same factors occupy the top three positions in the rating of factors limiting business develop-
ment: economic uncertainty, high taxes and falling demand in the domestic market (Table 5). The
rating was based on a five-point scale.

Table 5:
Rating of factors constraining business development
Factors 2016 2017 2018
Uncertainty of the economic situation 4.0 3.9 4.0
High level of taxation 3.7 3.8 4.0
Declining domestic demand 3.8 3.8 3.8

Source: Compiled by the authors based on data by the All-Russian Center for the Study
of Public Opinion (2019)

Some hope to improve the economic in 2017 was a disappointment in 2018. Negative eva-
luation of the existing tax system, executing only the fiscal function, reached a maximum value in
2018. The factor of declining demand in the domestic market, according to respondents, has a
consistently high value for three years.

The analysis of the conditions for the development of entrepreneurship in Russia in the frame-
work of the GEM project in 2018 gives the following picture. According to the results of expert
interviews, the factors that have the most negative impact on business opportunities in Russia
include:

- Implementation of developments. The structure of small and medium entrepreneurship in Rus-
sia is seriously distorted in favor of microbusiness. It is clear that such enterprises, as well as
small enterprises, are significantly limited in their own opportunities to purchase new technolo-
gies, and the existing system of state subsidies is very limited;

+ Primary and secondary education. According to experts, the system of primary and secondary
education in Russia is not focused on the acquisition of knowledge and skills necessary for en-
trepreneurial business;

- High entry barriers. As the main difficulty of new companies entering the market, experts point
out, first of all, the shortcomings of the implementation of antitrust legislation in practice;

- State programs. Experts note the low efficiency of government programs to support small and
medium businesses. Note here also the declining volume of state financial support for small
and medium businesses, which in 2018 amounted to 5.02 billion rubles (for comparison, in 2015
16.9 billion rubles) (Titov, 2018). at the same time, a significant part of these funds goes to the
development of business infrastructure, support for business incubators and techno parks, and
not to the actual operating business;

+ Access to finance. Experts note, first of all, a very low possibility for small and medium firms to
receive state subsidies and prohibitively high loan rates for small and medium businesses (at
least 7% at the beginning of 2018 when obtaining a loan for a period of more than one year);
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- Bureaucracy and state policy in general. According to experts, despite the measures taken by
the government in this area, for many years these factors have traditionally had a negative im-
pact on the development of entrepreneurship in Russia.

4. Conclusion
Summing up, we indicate the main conclusions obtained as a result of the research:

1). The crisis that hit the Russian economy in 2014 had a negative impact on the state of business.
Some improvement that took place in 2017 was replaced by a further decline in business ac-
tivity. The structure of small and medium businesses is primitive and continues to deteriorate,
which is reflected in the extremely low proportion of medium enterprises, the number of which
(as well as the number of employees) has a steady downward trend in recent years.

2). Russians demonstrate low willingness to engage in entrepreneurial business. Lack of enough
knowledge and skills of running your own business and fear of possible losses are the main
reasons for weak internal motivation. Here it is appropriate to note that according to our re-
search, insufficient entrepreneurial initiatives are characteristic, unfortunately, of young peo-
ple who have poorly expressed needs for self-realization in business (Grudistova et al., 2019).
Of those who still have positive intentions in terms of starting their own business, almost 40%
are managed by forced motivation, not having or not seeing other opportunities to ensure their
wellbeing. In terms of the proportion of highly motivated and forced entrepreneurs, Russia lags
far behind not only high-income countries, but also middle-and even low-income countries.

3). The unstable economic situation and the existing state policy do not create sufficient incentives
for the revitalization of business and, consequently, the recovery of the economy. Among the
main reasons breaking the development of entrepreneurial business, we should mention limi-
ted access to financial resources, an inefficient tax system, difficulties with entering the market
of new business, both due to bureaucracy and corruption, and due to insufficiently effective an-
titrust legislation.

4). The current situation testifies to the absence of an effective system of management of eco-
nomic processes and requires the active intervention of state and public institutions to over-
come the difficulties that Russian business is experiencing today and that undermine the eco-
nomic security of the country.
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