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The research was conducted in several stages. At the first stage
regulatory documents and regional development programmes
were examined. On the basis of this documentation we defined
key activities and areas of public support for small and mediumsized businesses in the regions reviewed. The work continued
with ranging the subjects of Russia according to the level of
development and diversity of regional SME supporting policies.
The rating was compiled as follows: each region was assigned
with a rating value depending on the availability of such a
support: 1 – if present, 0 – if absent. The final rank of the region
(R) was calculated by the following formula:

Abstract: The article considers the measures of State support of small and medium
entrepreneurship (SME) in particular regions of the Russian Federation. For reference
we selected the Republic of Tatarstan, Amur oblast, Kamchatka Krai. Examination of
these regions make it possible to compare the development of small and middle-sized
business entities in different geographic regions and administrative districts of Russia.
Development of small and medium-sized business (SMB) currently seems relevant for
Russian regions. Small and medium-sized business put significant contribution into
the regional economics, gross territorial product and the budget of the region. Those
entities provide advanced competitive environment and improve the quality of goods
and services. Besides, small and middle-sized business increases the number of jobs
created and partially address the issue of unemployment.
Keywords: small and medium-sized businesses (SMB), region, state support,
efficiency.
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1 Introduction

Where r i – a rating value for a specific area of support,

Nowadays small and medium-sized businesses (SMB) are
considered by researchers and politicians as a basement of socioeconomic development of the state and its particular regions.
SMB generate new jobs, facilitate to reduce unemployment in a
region, make a considerable contribution to the regional budget
by means of tax payments, attract investment to regional
economics, etc. Therefore, many studies are dedicated to the
impact of small and medium-sized entrepreneurship (SME) to
economics of a territory (Balogun & Ansary, 2018; Memili et al,
2015; Villalobos Antúnez, 2015).

n – a sequence number of the area of SMB support.
The second stage of the research was aimed to define the
efficiency level of the considered support measures for small and
medium-sized businesses. At this stage we analised the statistical
data reflecting the SMB development level in selected territorial
subjects of Russia. Following that, a rating of regions was
compiled. When ranging, a region with the highest rate was
assigned with value 2, then value 1 in descending order, and 0
was assigned to a region with the lowest rate. Final cumulative
rate was defined, by analogy, as a sum of particular values.

However, the issue of the impact of current socio-economic
situation to the development and successful operation of small
and medium-sized entities is not less relevant or important
(Massón-Guerra & Ortín-Ángel, 2017; Gherhes et al, 2017;
Giudici et al, 2017). Since SMB can potentially improve socioeconomic situation in a region, public sector is focused on
creating enabling environment for those entities and providing
assistance to them. The most common support measures for
small and medium-sized entrepreneurship are subsidies from
regional budgets (Cin et al, 2017a; Czarnitzki & Bento, 2012;
Cerqua & Pellegrini, 2017; Cin et al, 2017b; Czarnitzki &
Delanote, 2015; Mateut, 2017). government lending programmes
(Ughetto et al, 2017; Miriago, 2018), tax exemptions and
simplified taxation (Matus et al, 2017) and other preferences
and benefits for such companies (Lewis, 2017; Martí & Quas,
2017; Butler et al, 2016). Yet not even the examination of these
support measures is the most essential issue. Primarily,
academics pay special attention to the efficiency of the measures
carried out. This article thereby deals with state support
measures for SME in particular regions. The main objectives of
the study are to analyse these measures as well as estimate their
efficiency and prospects for Russian regions. Three subjects of
the Russian Federation located in different geographic and
administrative districts were selected as the study objects:
Republic of Tatarstan, Amur Oblast, and Kamchatka Krai. The
study outcome is expected to represent a comparison between
these regions in the performance level of public support
measures for SME, along with identification of key problems
and prospects of regional public policy development in this area.

The results of the two ratings of regions (1) for the variety of
SMB support measures implemented, and 2) by the level of
SMB development) were compared to assess the effectiveness of
the public support measures for SME. The comparison resulted
in several conclusions about feasibility of the support measures
carried out, crucial issues and enhancement prospects of state
policy on supporting SME.
Knowledge base of the study was represented by regulatory legal
acts and statistics published on official websites of federal and
regional authorities.
3 Results
In each region under review there is a programme for the
comprehensive socio-economic development of the territory, and
also programmes or sub-programmes on SME support. These
programmes or sub-programmes might be classified upon
various
grounds:
authorities
responsible
for
their
implementation; sectors of the economy; types of supporting
activities (subsidy, concessional lending, entrepreneur trainings,
counselling, etc.) The examination of regulatory documents data
made it possible to identify 14 key areas of supporting small and
medium-sized entities. Moreover, the regions were compared
one to another upon presence or absence of such support
activities. Based on this comparison, the following rating has
been composed (Table 1):
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2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.

Advisory support of small and medium-sized business entities
Implementation of educational programmes for small and medium-sized enterprises, advanced
trainings for small and medium-sized enterprises, single events, internships and workshops
Development of microfinance system
Investment loans provided to small and medium-sized enterprises
Subsidies to small and medium-sized enterprises in order to partly reimburse expenses related to first
instalment (advance payment) upon concluding a leasing agreement
Subsidies to small and medium-sized enterprises in order to partly reimburse expenses related to
purchase of equipment which is necessary for creation and (or) enhancement or modernization of
goods (activities, services) production
Subsidies to small and medium-sized enterprises in order to partly reimburse expenses related to the
creation and (or) improvement day-care groups for pre-school children
Subsidies to local commodity producers (small and medium-sized enterprises) in order to partly
reimburse expenses related to the creation of retail networks aimed at the distribution of self-produced
goods
Grants to small enterprises for creation of small innovative companies
Grants to business start-ups (subjects of small entrepreneurship) for establisment of their own
enterpises
Support for the municipal programs of small and medium-sized entrepreneurhip development
Provision of guarantees (safeguards) on obligations (credit, loan and leasing agreements) of small and
medium-sized enterprises and organisations which form the support infrastructure for small and
medium-sized enterprises
Deployment of nfrastructure facilities for managing and developing small and medium-sized
enterprises
Development of guarantee facilities of SME support
Final rate
Rating position

Republic of
Tatarstan

1.

Area of support

Kamchatka
Krai

NO

Amur Oblast

Table 1. Rating of regions for the variety of SMB support measures implemented

1

1

0

0

1

0

0
0

1
1

1
1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

0

1

1

0

0

1

1

0

1

0

0

1

1

0

1

1

0

1

1

1
6
3

0
13
1

1
9
2

The Republic of Tatarstan falls betwen two other regions in the
rating. Diverse measures of financial support are well-developed
in this area. However, there are few activities associated with
education and awareness of citizens. Lack of information about
potential opportunities for small and medium-sized
entrepreneurs restricts the number of public support recipients.
This may also reduce the efficiency of the whole scope of state
support policy for SMB.

From the Table 1 one can see that none of the considered regions
implement the full list of possible support measures. The most
diverse range of activities focused on supporting small and
medium-sized entities is undertaken on the territory of
Kamchatka Krai. The outsider of this rating is Amur Oblast. In
this region only subsidization to SMB is being realised. At the
same time all the activities associated with informing
businessmen as well as the measures of providing financial
benefits are neglected. However, it might be noted that
subsidization of SMB is not always the most efficient measure,
since financial assistance is provided to beneficiaries
(businessmen) on non-refundable terms without any obligation
from their side. The measures such as microfinancing or
provision of state guarantees require greater level of
responsibility from entrepreneurs’ side, because of the obligation
to refund the financial resourses provided, that is why these
measures might be more effective.

It was decided to analyse statistical data which reflect the level
of small and medium-sized business development in the regions
in order to evaluate the efficiency of the public support measures
being implemented. To do so, 10 statistical indicators were
selected, then examined, and became the basis for another rating
of regions. Statistical data are represented in the Table 2.

Table 2. Development level of SMB in regions of the Russian Federation
NO
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8

SMB development index
Total amount of enterprises (at the beginning of 2017), ea.
Average SMB number growth rate (%)
Average number of listed employees (at the beginning of
2016), thousand pers.
Average enterprise staff headcount, pers.
Turnover of all enterprises, million rub.
Average enterprise turnover, million rub.
Funds allocated for SMB support (budget), thousand rub.
Funds provided for SMB support (actual), thousand rub
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Amur Oblast
26346
15
47,4

Kamchatka Krai
14847
0,1
31,1

Republic of Tatarstan
148131
18
330,4

1,8
75338
2,85
9448,6
206,5

2,1
72637
4,89
21124,9
13291,6

2,2
707300
4,77
624935,3
136580,9
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9

Discrepancy between actual and allocated expenses for
SMB support, thousand rub. (% of allocated funds)

- 9242,1 (-98%)

- 7833,3 (-63)

- 488354,4
(-78%)

10

Number of contracts concluded with SMB, ea.

733

493

825

SMB support, as well as lack of interest shown by entrepreneurs
who potentially are recepients of this funding. It is worth noting
individually about relative indices of SMB development. Despite
the fact that Tatarstan considerably outpaces the other regions
under the study in terms of the amount of SMB and gross
turnover, the average turnover of an entity here is lower than in
Kamchatka Krai.

Based on the statistical data presented in the Table 3, it might be
stated that the regions differ significantly in the entrepreneurship
level. We can also note that SMB has been developing in all the
regions. However, even if the growth rate of small and mediumsized companies in Tatarstan and Amur Oblast quite high (18%
и 15% respectively), their number in Kamchatka Krai barely
changes. Also, it is worth considering budget indicators of SMB
support. Initially, rather significant amounts of funds are
allocated in regional budgets. In fact, just a small proportion is
used. This point reflects inefficiency of budget expenditures for

According to the data reported we compiled a rating of Russian
regions by the level of SMB development. Its results are
reflected in the Table 3.

Table 3. Rating of Russian regions by the level of SMB development
NO
1
2
3

Region of Russia
Amur Oblast
Kamchatka Krai
Republic of Tatarstan

Ranking value
5
7
18

Rating position
3
2
1

To sum up, we might conclude that not only direct assistance to
entrepreneurs should be provided, but also operational
environment for business must be enhanced in different regions
to comprehensively improve and achieve higher efficiency of the
state policy on supporting SMB.

From the Table 3 it is clear that Tatarstan is a leader by the level
of SMB development. The underdog is Amur Oblast. The
comparison of the rating of SMB supporting policy development
level with the SMB development rating prompts the following
conclusion. Amur Oblast is the outsider in two ratings. It means
that public support measures are sorely lacking, and this directly
affects the SMB development in the region. The rating results of
the other territories reviewed vary greatly. For instance,
Kamchatka Krai became the leader of the first rating. In the
second one it placed second. It reflects low efficiency of state
support policy for SMB in this region. The number of activities
carried out here is rather considerable. However, those measure
do not make proper impact in the form of increased economic
activity. The opposite is the case of Tatarstan. Not all the
measures are provided there, but SMB is developed enough. On
the one hand, it is good for for socio-economic development of
this subject of the Russian Federation. At the same time we can
also notice inefficiency of public support for SMB from the
same figures. Small and medium-sized entrepreneurship in
Tatarstan have been developing independently. This allows us to
state that there is no urgent need in public measures to support
SMB, on which a significant amount of budgeting is allocated.
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