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Foreword

Entrepreneurship and small business creation are cornerstones of economic development in
Northwest Russia. In particular, the high quality of education in innovative fields, such as
information technology, provides a great potential for the establishment of new, knowledge-
based entrepreneurship and small businesses in St. Petersburg. However, this potential is not
exploited to its full extent. University graduates do not often see entrepreneurship as an
attractive career option. This is in part due to insufficient emphasis on entrepreneurial skills in
university curricula.

The above-illustrated problem has been identified also in Finland, where the interest of
university graduates in entrepreneurship has traditionally been low. In the recent years,
however, the situation has started to change. Tailored support measures, such as training
programs in entrepreneurship targeted to university students and graduates, have contributed to
this change. Such programs have proved successful as means to promote knowledge-based
entrepreneurship and to improve the survival of new start-ups. Hence, the Finnish experience
might be valuable for Russia as well. However, training concepts can seldom be successfully
transferred as such to different institutional context but have to be adapted to the local
environment. When identifying the aspects calling for adaptation, the identification of the needs
of the target group (i.e. university students) is essential.

This publication reports the results of a survey on Russian students’ perceptions on
entrepreneurship and entrepreneurial education, conducted with the grant 0610012 of the
Southeast Finland —Russia Neighbourhood Programme / TACIS funding. The project is
implemented jointly by Helsinki School of Economics (HSE) Small Business Center and the St.
Petersburg State University of Economics and Finance (FinEc). The survey results will be
applied in the development of concrete education and training measures promoting knowledge-
intensive entrepreneurship in Northwest Russia and cross-border cooperation between
entrepreneurs in Southeast Finland and Northwest Russia.

The survey was implemented jointly by the two partners and the HSE research unit Center for
Markets in Transition (CEMAT). Anne Gustafsson-Pesonen and Elena Mochnikova at HSE
Small Business Center were responsible for the administration of the project. Paivi Karhunen
from CEMAT acted as a scientific supervisor for the study. The survey instrument was prepared
jointly by the partners with the contribution of Dmitry Vasilenko (FinEc), Elmira Sharafutdinova
(HSE) and Rami-Samuli Rdsanen (HSE). Dmitry Vasilenko was responsible for the collection of
the survey data. Svetlana Ledyaeva (HSE) carried out the statistical analysis of the survey data
and reported its results.

We thank the members of the research team for their good work.
Mikkeli 21.8.2008
Director Pentti Mustalampi, HSE Small Business Center

Director Riitta Kosonen, HSE Center for Markets in Transition
Rector Igor A. Maximtsev, St. Petersburg State University of Economics and Finance
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1 Introduction

This report presents the results of a survey, which explored Russian students’
perceptions of entrepreneurship as a career option and their views of the current status
and development needs in the entrepreneurial education provided in their home
universities. In addition, it mirrors the results of the survey against earlier research

results on Finnish students’ perceptions of entrepreneurship.

1.1 Background for the study

Entrepreneurship and small business creation are cornerstones of economic
development in Northwest Russia. In particular, the high quality of education in
innovative fields, such as information technology, provides a great potential for the
establishment of new, knowledge-based entrepreneurship and small businesses in St.
Petersburg. However, this potential is not exploited to its full extent. Entrepreneurial
activity in Russia is in general relatively low in international comparison (Verkhovskaya
et al., 2007; Chepurenko, 2008). Furthermore, although Russian entrepreneurs have in
general higher education level than their counterparts in for example Finland (Karhunen
et al., 2008a), majority of Russian entrepreneurs start their businesses in traditional
sectors of the economy such as consumer services and construction (Verkhovskaya et
al., 2007). Correspondingly, the share of innovative and knowledge-intensive enterprises
is low (ibid). This raises the question, how people with higher education could be
attracted to exploit their intellectual capital in full by transforming their knowledge into a
business idea. Here, the development of entrepreneurial skills and capabilities of
university students as potential entrepreneurs of the future is in key role. Owing to the
short history of entrepreneurship and private business in Russia, entrepreneurial
education in Russian universities is, however, still at its development stage (Karhunen et
al., 2008a). Hence, the promotion of entrepreneurial education in Russian universities is

a task of key importance.



The question of how to encourage young people to start knowledge-intensive
enterprises intrigues not only Russia. It has puzzled policy-makers and academicians
also in Finland, where the general framework for entrepreneurship is well-developed.
However, the interest of university graduates in entrepreneurship has traditionally been
low (Tonttila, 2001). In the recent years, however, the situation has started to change.
This is on the one hand due to the rise in information technology sector, which provides
business opportunities for small innovative enterprises. On the other hand, tailored
support measures such as training programs in entrepreneurship have been developed
for university students and graduates. Here, Helsinki School of Economics (HSE) has
been doing a pioneer work with its Academic Entrepreneur Program, which has been
implemented for several years. The program has proved successful as means to
promote knowledge-based entrepreneurship and improve the survival of new start-ups.
Therefore, the Finnish experience is worth of studying when planning entrepreneurial
education in Russia as well. However, one should keep in mind that training concepts
can seldom be successfully transferred as such to different institutional context, but
must be adapted to the local environment. This is due to cross-national differences in
business environment, academic tradition and students’ attitudes and knowledge.
Consequently, measures targeted towards development of entrepreneurial education in

Russia should be based on thorough analysis of all these aspects.

This report results from the project “Entrepreneurship Development (EntDev)”,
implemented with the grant 0610012 of the Southeast Finland —Russia Neighbourhood
Programme / TACIS funding. The project aims at developing entrepreneurial education
in Russia by using the Finnish experience as a benchmark. More specifically, the goal of
the project is to adapt the Academic Entrepreneurial Program of HSE to the Russian
context. This is done jointly by the project partners HSE Small Business Center and St.
Petersburg State University of Economics and Finance (FinEc). The latter will integrate
the program to its academic curriculum. The launch of the program is preceded by a
thorough analysis of needs for adaptation of the training program. In 2007 a feasibility
study focusing on differences in the business environment and entrepreneurial

education between Finland and Russia was conducted (for the results see Karhunen et



al., 2008a). It was followed by a survey of Russian students’ perceptions of
entrepreneurship and views of the current state of entrepreneurial education in their
home universities, which was undertaken in spring 2008. The current publication reports

the key findings of the survey.

1.2 Objectives of the survey, data and methodology

The purpose of the survey was to examine Russian students’ attitudes towards
entrepreneurship, as well as their views of entrepreneurship as career option and
interest in entrepreneurial training. The survey was conducted among students of three
universities located in the Russian city of St. Petersburg, one of which represented
economics and business (The St. Petersburg State University of Economics and
Finance FinEc) and two technical and engineering disciplines (St. Petersburg
Electrotechnical University LETI and St. Petersburg State University of Information

Technologies, Mechanics and Optics ITMO).

The survey was implemented in April-May, 2008 as a web-based survey in Russian
language. The survey software used was Finnish Webropol. The survey sampling was
administered by the Russian partner of the project FinEc, which gathered the responses
from students. Due to the applied purpose of the survey it was preliminary agreed to
have not a random sample among a larger population, but to use nonprobability
sampling instead. The sampling method was nonproportional quota sampling (Trochim,
2006), where 200 responses were defined as the total sample, consisting of a minimum
number of sampled units in the two main categories of the sample: 100 students from
FinEc and 50 students from each technical university (LETI and ITMO). Moreover, the
criterion that the year of studies must be no less than 3rd was set. The final number of
registered respondents was 204. We, however, included also incomplete questionnaires
in the analysis. Therefore, the total number of respondents per question may be lower
than 204.

The survey questionnaire (Annex 1) was adapted from an existing survey instrument,

which had been used in a number of studies conducted at the HSE Small Business



Center among Finnish students (see e.g. Piipponen, 2006). This was done in view of
Finnish-Russian comparison of the results. The questionnaire consisted of four blocks of
questions, majority of which were multiple choice questions. The first block of questions
covered background variables such as age, gender, year of studies and major discipline,
as well as questions addressing whether there are entrepreneurs among the
respondent’s family or friends. Moreover, the respondents were asked about their career
plans to figure out how they perceive entrepreneurship as a career option. The second
block consisted of statements measuring the respondents’ perceptions about
motivational factors and obstacles associated with entrepreneurship. These covered
both personal traits and factors of the competitive and institutional environments for
entrepreneurship. The third block focused on general views about entrepreneurs and the
role of small businesses in the society and economy. Finally, for the purposes of the
project it was asked about the students’ interest to participate in entrepreneurial
education in their university and their views how entrepreneurship is promoted in their

studies.

Our analysis of the data combines descriptive, analytical and statistical methods. First,
we used cross-tabulations and their qualitative analysis. We also computed relevant
statistics to determine the statistical significance of relationships found in cross-
tabulations, i.e. performed several chi-square tests. Second, we utilized analysis of
variance (ANOVA) to compare the means of different subsamples. The software used in
the analysis includes Excel, SAS enterprise guide and Stata. Due to the applied nature
of this report we, however, focus on the key findings without describing the results of our
statistical analysis in detail. Descriptive statistics are available from the authors of this

report by request.

The analysis of the survey results is structured around the thematic blocks of the
questionnaire. Chapter 2 presents the background characteristics of respondents and
their relationship to entrepreneurship. Chapter 3 illustrates the entrepreneurial
motivations of the respondents and Chapter 4 obstacles for entrepreneurship. In

Chapter 5 the focus is on the respondents’ general attitudes on entrepreneurs and



entrepreneurship, whereas Chapter 6 is devoted to their views of entrepreneurial
education in their home university and interest in entrepreneurial training. Chapter 7
gives a comparison of the survey results with previous research on Finnish students’
perceptions of entrepreneurship. Chapter 8 concludes the analysis and gives

recommendations for training measures.

2 Background characteristics of respondents and their relationship
to entrepreneurship

We start our description of the survey results by giving an overview of the general

characteristics of the respondents, as summarized in Table 1.

Table 1 General characteristics of the respondents, total number and %

Gender N | % Year of N % | Major N | %
studies discipline

Male 95 | 47.5 | 3 or lower 24 | 12.7 | Economic 115 | 63.2

Female 1051 528] 4 110 | 58.5 | Technical 67 | 36.8
5 54 | 28.7

Total 200 | 100 | Total 188 | 100 | Total 182 | 100

As shown in the table, the sample was relatively evenly divided among male and female
respondents. Moreover, almost 90% of respondents were near of completing their
studies, i.e. on 4th or 5th course. Hence, the question of career plans is more concrete
for them than students in the lower courses. Moreover, the median age of respondents
is 21 years (not shown in the table), illustrating the relatively young age of Russian
university graduates in comparison to many European countries. This is explained by
the structure of the Russian education system, where one can apply to university after
completing the 11-year primary and secondary education, being usually 17 years old.
Consequently, a general graduation age is 22 years - the same as the average age for

first year students in some Finnish universities.



When analyzing by major discipline' (spetsial’nost’), students representing economic
disciplines somewhat dominated in the sample. This is explained by the fact that
economic disciplines are taught also in technical universities. The most popular major
subject (spetsializatsiya) was management of organization, which was mentioned by 51
respondents. It was followed by management (24 respondents). Among technical
subjects, most often were mentioned applied informatics and mathematics, and
information-measuring technologies (11 respondents each). Furthermore, 53
respondents mentioned that they have or are studying for another (a second one)
university or college degree. The second education was usually technical (programming,
information technologies) or juridical for students in economic or related fields, and
economic (management, accounting, business administration) for the students of
technical specialties. Finally, more than half of the respondents in the sample
announced that they have working experience in their major subject. In average, the

students had 10 months of such experience.

Respondents’ relationship to entrepreneurship

In addition to basic background variables such as age and major discipline, we posed
the respondents a number of questions addressing their relationship to
entrepreneurship. First we asked, whether there are entrepreneurs among the

respondent’s family or friends. Table 2 summarizes the results in this respect.

Table 2 Respondents with entrepreneurs among family or friends, %*

N %
My father is an entrepreneur 58 30%
My mother is an entrepreneur 29 15%
My sister or brother is an entrepreneur 14 7%
My spouse/boyfriend/girlfriend is an entrepreneur 18 9%
| have entrepreneurs among my close friends 128 65%

*of respondents answering this question

' In FinEc students select their major discipline (spetsial’nost’) in the third study year, and the major subject
(spetsializatsiya) after the forth study year.



The table reveals two interesting aspects. First, entrepreneurship seems to be more
common among men than among women among the generation of the students’
parents. It was twice as common to have father as an entrepreneur than mother.
Second, two thirds of respondents announced that some of their friends are or have
been entrepreneurs. Assuming that the friends of the students are approximately the
same age with them, this is an encouraging result in view of entrepreneurial activity
among the Russian youth. The low entrepreneurial activity among sisters/brothers and
spouses/boyfriends/girlfiends was partly explained by the fact that a third of
respondents reported being the only child in the family, and ca. half of respondents was
single.

The following question addressed the future career plans of the respondents in general,

where being an entrepreneur was presented as one of the alternatives (Table 3).

Table 3 Career plans of respondents, % of respondents agreeing with the
statement

Statement %

| will be employed by a private firm 60.6
| will be employed by the public sector 18.7
| will have my own business in the future 82.7
| already have my own business and | will continue to work in it 5.7
I will continue my studies for a post-graduate degree 49.5

The table illustrates that the respondents consider own business as the most attractive
career option in the future. 11 respondents announced that they already have their own
business and will continue to work in it after graduation. All except one of them were
students of economic specialties. The fields in which the students’ companies operate
include advertising and marketing, trade, construction, information technologies,
mechanical engineering, services and Internet - technologies. Furthermore, private
sector is viewed as a more likely employer than the public sector. One natural
explanation for this is the disciplinary orientation of the students in the sample,

dominated by economic and business subjects. When cross-tabulating the data across



gender we also found some differences. The female respondents were not as eager to
establishing one’s own enterprise as male students. Moreover, ten male respondents
announced that they are already having their own business, whereas there was only one
such respondent in the female sample. Interestingly, the public sector as an employer
was considered as more attractive by male than female respondents. Finally, the
likelihood of continuing studies for a post-graduate degree was considerably higher
among male than female students. A natural explanation for this result is the Russian
system, where males pursuing post-graduate studies are exempted from military

service.

Moreover, we asked the respondents to describe, which field their potential enterprise
would operate in. Figure 1 presents the branches in which respondents would like to
have own company. Branches, in which two or less respondents would like to have a

company, are not presented in the figure.



Figure 1 Sectors of respondents’ potential future enterprises, number of
respondents

Altogether 157 respondents named a branch in which they would prefer to have own
company. The most frequently mentioned field was information technology, which was
mentioned by 40 respondents. Interestingly, only 7 of them are students of non-technical
specialties and on the other hand, 50% of students of technical specialties would like to
have a company in information technologies. The preferences of industry of students of

economic and related specialties were more diverse.

In addition to economic and technical specialization, we qualitatively analyzed the data
against gender. Here, we wanted to find out whether the traditional division of Russian
businesses into male and female sectors (see e.g. lzyumov and Razumnova, 2000)

reflects in the students’ responses. Table 4 shows the results of our analysis.



Table 4 Sectoral distribution of male and female respondents’ potential
enterprises, %

Sector Male* Female**
Consumer services 1.5 26.5
Business to business services, incl. real estate 7.6 29.4
Trade 4.5 7.4
Manufacturing of goods 15.2 11.8
Construction 13.6 8.8
Information technology, communication and transportation 54.5 13.2
Other 3.0 2.9
Total 100.0 100.0

*Total number of respondents with valid answers for this question 71
**Total number of respondents with valid answers for this question 68

The distribution of sectors, in which the respondents view their possible enterprise
operating in the future, illustrates clear differences between male and female
respondents. First, more than half (55.9%) of female respondents named a business,
which can be classified into the category of services. For male respondents services
were viewed as a potential field of future business for less than 10% of respondents.
However, the most popular field for them was information technology (IT), which
comprises both services and equipment manufacturing. In addition to gender, a likely
explanation for these results is the major discipline of the respondents, which for

majority of the male respondents was IT.

Second, a more detailed analysis of the concrete businesses that the respondents
mentioned confirms the male-female division. Female respondents frequently mentioned
businesses that can be viewed as “fancy” (Salmenniemi et al., n.d.). These include
public relations (PR), marketing, and advertising. In addition, traditional consumer
service fields such as hotel and restaurant business were mentioned. Interestingly, a
“female dimension” was identifiable also in those responses, which considered trade or
production. Here, businesses such as fashion retail and clothing manufacturing were

mentioned by the female respondents.
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The hypothetical business ideas of male respondents were clearly linked to their own
area of expertise, which for the majority of respondents was technological. As
mentioned above, IT was the most frequently mentioned business field. In addition, the
male respondents used terms such as automation and diagnostics to illustrate the field
of their potential future businesses. The different nature of female and male businesses
was further confirmed by the answers to the question, whether the students are planning
to establish a company in a knowledge-intensive field. Approximately a third (36.4%) of
male respondents gave a positive answer to this question, whereas the respective share

for female respondents was 15.5%.

3 Entrepreneurial motivation of respondents

After presenting the general characteristics of the respondents we now move on to
analyze their entrepreneurial motivation in more detail. We illustrate how attractive the
respondents view entrepreneurship in general, and what are the factors that are

perceived as most important motivators for starting one’s own business.

3.1 General attractiveness of entrepreneurship

First, the respondents were asked to assess their general attitude to entrepreneurship

using five-point scale ranging from not at all attractive (1) to very attractive (5) (Figure 2).
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Figure 2 Attractiveness of entrepreneurship, % of total sample

Attractiveness of entrepreneurship

O Very attractive B Rather attractive 0 Don’t know O Not very attractive B Not attractive at all

0 % 20 % 40 % 60 % 80 % 100 %

The results of this question confirm the strong entrepreneurial orientation of the
respondents illustrated in the previous chapter. As shown in the figure, over 80% of
respondents find entrepreneurship as rather or very attractive career perspective. To
shed more light on this issue we analyzed the data against the key background
variables: gender, specialization (economic or technical) and presence of entrepreneurs

in the family. Figure 3 summarizes the results of the analysis.
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Figure 3 Attractiveness of entrepreneurship by category of respondents, %*

B Very attractive
O Rather attractive

* of total respondents answering the particular question per category

First, when comparing male and female students we found that both of them had a very
positive view of entrepreneurial activity in general. Approximately 80% of both groups
viewed entrepreneurial activity as rather or very attractive. The share of male students
perceiving entrepreneurial activity as very attractive was, however, considerably higher
(40%) than for their female counterparts most of whom selected the option “rather
attractive” instead. Second, we found that the attractiveness of entrepreneurship was
higher for students from economic disciplines, 90% of whom viewed it as rather or very
attractive. For students with technical background the corresponding figure was 73%.
This difference was also statistically significant. Finally, we explored whether the
presence of entrepreneurs in the respondent’s family has an impact on attractiveness of
entrepreneurship. Here we also found a clear difference, which was also statistically
significant. 92% of students with at least one entrepreneur in the family found
entrepreneurship as rather or very attractive, whereas 76% of students with no

entrepreneurs in the family shared this opinion.
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3.2Motivational factors for entrepreneurship

After discussing the general attractiveness of entrepreneurship among the respondents
we next analyze more in detail the motivational factors, which increase the respondents’
desire to become an entrepreneur. The respondents were asked to assess factors,
which might increase their desire to become an entrepreneur according to a five-point
scale from not at all (1) to very much (5). Table 5 summarizes the results for the total

sample.

Table 5 Motivational factors for entrepreneurship, mean values

Statement Average rank
Result-based income 4.3
Achieving an appropriate goal in life in accordance with one’s own abilities 4.3
Opportunity to meet interesting people 4.2
Interesting and varying tasks and duties 4.1
Liberty in determining one’s tasks and duties 4.0
Opportunity to get rich 3.8
Liberty of being one’s own boss 3.7
General appreciation of entrepreneurship 3.7
Liberty of choosing one’s working hours 3.5
Entrepreneurship suits my character 3.5
My skills and abilities point to entrepreneurship 3.5
Opportunity to work as a superior 3.2
Entrepreneurship unifies the entire family 2.6

As shown in the table the key motivational factors relate to the opportunity to affect on
one’s “destiny” in terms on financial income and exploitation of one’s potential and
abilities. However, the opportunity to get rich as such was ranked not as high. In
contrast, the respondents emphasized more entrepreneurship as an interesting way of

life, both as regards to social interaction and the content of tasks and duties.

14



In addition to the closed statements we gave the students the opportunity to name other
motivational factors they consider as important. These were given by 55 respondents.
Consistent with existing literature on entrepreneurial motivations (see, e.g. Moy et al.,
2003), the answers can be broadly classified into intrinsic rewards, financial factors and
social factors. Here, the first category was clearly dominant, whereas the two latter were

represented only by a couple of answers (Table 6).

Table 6 Additional motivational factors given by respondents

Category N
Intrinsic rewards 46
Financial factors 3

Social factors
Total 55

The respondents’ comments regarding intrinsic rewards were mainly characterized by
the opportunity for personal growth on the one hand, and by independency and
decision-making freedom on the other. As it was formulated by one of the respondents:
“[Entrepreneurship gives] the opportunity for self-realization, independency from
superiors, income pending on just your own skills and persistence.” The most frequently
mentioned individual motivational factor by the respondents was “self-realization”
(samorealizatsiya). Entrepreneurship was viewed as providing the opportunity to realize
one’s innovative ideas and life goals, as well as one’s creativity. One of the respondents
summarized this view as “Being an entrepreneur, you can realize your competencies,
orientation and creative potential in full”. Moreover, some respondents emphasized the
financial aspects of entrepreneurship alongside with intrinsic rewards. The comment
“Entrepreneurship gives me the possibility to do those things that | like and which |

consider as most profitable in financial terms” illustrates this.
Moreover, there were six students, who mentioned social aspects as motivational

factors for entrepreneurship. Two of them emphasized one’s social position, whereas

the remaining four addressed the role of entrepreneurs in contributing to social welfare

15



on the one hand “[Entrepreneurship allows me to] bring something new, contribute to the
sector that the people need”, and to economic development on the other hand
“Entrepreneurship promotes economic development and formation of new ideas in the
business sector, being a driving force of progress”.

In addition to analyzing the total sample, we analyzed it against the key background
variables (gender, discipline and presence of entrepreneurs in the family). Regarding
gender, we did not reveal major differences in entrepreneurial motivations. The biggest
difference was in assessing the factor “Opportunity to meet interesting people”. This
factor had greater importance for female students than male students. The similarity of
male and female respondents was somewhat surprising for us in view of existing
research on Finnish students. This question will be discussed more in detail in Chapter
7. Moreover, when comparing the respondents against their educational background, we
conclude that most factors have greater positive importance for students of economic
specialties than for students of technical specialties. However, the difference of mean
values of these factors is statistically significant only for two factors, namely,
“‘Entrepreneurship suits my character” and “My skills and capabilities point to
entrepreneurship”. A likely explanation is that the curricula in economic education
emphasize more entrepreneurial skills than curricula in technical education. In addition,
the “entrepreneurially-oriented” youth can be expected to select economic and business

education rather than technical.

Finally, we examined the presence of entrepreneurs in the family as a potential
background factor affecting entrepreneurial motivation. We found that all the factors
have greater positive importance for those students who have at least one entrepreneur
among their close relatives than for those who do not have any. The five factors for
which this difference was statistically significant were the liberty of being one’s own
boss, entrepreneurship suits my character, my skills and capabilities point to
entrepreneurship, entrepreneurship unifies the entire family, the liberty in determining
ones’ tasks and duties, and the opportunity to get rich. This indicates on the one hand
that respondents with no “role models” in the family may not have a clear view of the

reality of entrepreneur’s life. Therefore, they may for example grade their entrepreneurial

16



skills lower than those respondents with entrepreneurs in the family. On the other hand,
the existence of entrepreneur(s) in the family may be seen as a social safety net for the
respondent when (s)he thinks of becoming entrepreneur him or herself. This is indicated
by the relative importance of the statement “entrepreneurship unifies the entire family”

for those respondents who actually have experience from entrepreneurship in the family.

4 Barriers for entrepreneurship

The previous chapter described the factors, which motivate Russian students to view
entrepreneurship as an attractive career option. This chapter focuses on the factors,
which the respondents view as decreasing their desire to become an entrepreneur.
These include both endogenous and exogenous factors. The former include personal
characteristics and skills, whereas the latter comprise factors related to the operating
environment of entrepreneurs. (Moy et al., 2003) In addition, endogenous factors are
such that the person can control and influence, whereas exogenous factors are more or

less taken as given (ibid).

4.1 Endogenous barriers for entrepreneurship

The students were first given a number of statements that are generally viewed as
endogenous obstacles for entrepreneurship and asked to which degree they perceive
them as preventing their decision to become an entrepreneur. The 5-point scale used
ranged from not at all (1) to very much (5). Results of the assessment are presented in
Table 7.
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Table 7 Endogenous barriers for entrepreneurship

Factor Average rank
Fear of debt 3.3
Entrepreneurship is excessively binding and time-consuming 3.2
Fear of losing one’s property 3.2
Insecure income 3.1
My current life situation 3.1
Lack of personal skills and competence 3.0
Entrepreneurs are excessively at the mercy of their investors 29
Society provides no safety net for entrepreneurs 29
Fear of tough competition 28
Loss of free time 28
My personal competence is difficult to commercialize 2.7
Lack of business idea 2.7
Adverse effect on social relations 24
Unwillingness or incompetence to market one’s personal skills and competence 24
Entrepreneurship does not suit my character 24
Excessively irregular working hours 2.2
General lack of appreciation of entrepreneurship 1.9

As shown in the table, the respondents viewed financial risks as the biggest
endogenous obstacles for entrepreneurship, fearing of getting indebted and even losing
one’s property. In addition, entrepreneurship was viewed as binding and time-
consuming at the same time as it would provide insecure income. Moreover,
respondents viewed that entrepreneurship does not suit very well their current life
situation as students. In contrast, personal characteristics and skills were viewed by the

respondents as not particularly big obstacles for entrepreneurship.
Moreover, we analyzed again the results across subsamples (gender, educational

background and presence of entrepreneurs in the family). Regarding gender, we found a

number of differences in addition that female respondents tend to assess the obstacles
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for entrepreneurship in general as higher than the male ones. First, the results present
female students as more risk-averse. The financial risks associated with
entrepreneurship were rated by female respondents as more severe obstacles as by
male ones. In addition, female students were considerably more concerned by
competition and evaluated their entrepreneurial skills and know-how as weaker than
their male counterparts. As it comes to the impact of educational background on
perceived obstacles for entrepreneurship, the pattern was very similar for students of
economic and technical backgrounds. The only factor, for which the difference of mean
values was statistically significant is “Entrepreneurship does not suit my character”,
which was perceived as a greater obstacle by students with technical specialization. In
addition, students from technical background viewed more often that their personal
competence is difficult to commercialize, indicating a lack of perception of opportunities
for knowledge-intensive business. Finally, we examined the role of entrepreneurs in the
family in perceived obstacles for entrepreneurship. In average students with no
entrepreneur in the family assigned greater negative importance to all statements than
those students, who have at least one entrepreneur in the family. This difference was
statistically significant as regards whether entrepreneurship suits the respondents’
current life situation or personal character. In addition, respondents with no
entrepreneurs in the family viewed more often that their professional skills are hard to

commercialize and that entrepreneurs are excessively at the mercy of their investors.

4.2 Exogenous barriers for entrepreneurship

The respondents were next asked to assess factors of the local business environment
(i.e. exogenous factors), which might decrease their desire to become an entrepreneur,
using the same five-point scale as in the previous two questions. Results of assessment

are presented in Table 8.
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Table 8 Exogenous barriers for entrepreneurship

Factors Average rank
Lack of own financial resources 4.0
Corruption 3.6
Bureaucracy (e.g. difficulties to obtain licenses and certificates) 3.6
Frequently changing or unclear legislation 3.5
Difficulties in getting external financing 3.5
Crime 3.3
Russian taxation 3.3
Tough competition 3.0
Difficulties in finding customers 3.0
Procedure of registration of the company 2.9
Difficulties in hiring labor 29
Local infrastructure (e.g. availability of business premises) 29

Overall, the figure illustrates that the students’ views are well in line with Russian
entrepreneurs’ opinions about obstacles for entrepreneurship and small business
development in Russia (see for example Heininen et al., 2008; Karhunen et al., 2008a;
2008b). The obstacles assessed as most serious include institutional factors such as
access to financing, corruption, bureaucracy, and complex and frequently changing
legislation. In contrast, factors related to the task environment (relationship to other

members of the production system), were perceived as less challenging.

When comparing different types of respondents in this regard, in general female
respondents perceived the features of business environment as more serious obstacles
than their male counterparts. Moreover, the financial issues were emphasized also here.
The difference between males and females was the biggest when considering
statements related to availability of own or external financing. Also, the difference was
notable in the views concerning tough competition, which female students viewed as a
more serious obstacle. Similarly, we found that students with technical specialization

tended to value obstacles for entrepreneurship slightly more serious than those with
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economic background. Interestingly, the biggest differences considered factors of task
environment, most notably recruiting labor, whereas features of institutional environment
were ranked relatively similarly by both groups of students. Finally, the results
considering the role of having entrepreneurs in one’s own family confirmed that it
reflects in more positive views of entrepreneurship. Those students who have at least
one entrepreneur in the family assigned less negative importance to all presented
statements, except the factor “Russian taxation” for which the mean values of the
groups were almost equal. The difference was at largest for statements regarding the
lack of own financial resources, corruption and crime. This result can be interpreted in
two ways. On the one hand, the respondents may view that the other entrepreneur in
the family with his or her established networks may assist them in getting financing and
protects them from corruption and crime. On the other hand, those respondents with no
personal experience of entrepreneurship may view the risk of corruption and crime

higher than it is faced by entrepreneurs in the reality.

In addition to the pre-defined statements considering obstacles for entrepreneurship, we
gave the students the opportunity to select the option “other” and to define it more in
detail. 71 respondents commented this question, 45 of them being female and 26 male.
We analyzed the results qualitatively by classifying the answers into 8 categories. Some
of them overlap with the given statements, whereas others bring some additional

aspects. Table 9 summarizes the results in this respect.

Table 9 Additional barriers mentioned by respondents

Category N
Financial issues, risk 29
Stress, fear of responsibility, time-consuming 11
Bureaucracy and corruption, state policy 6
Personal characteristics, lack of experience, own principles 14
Competition, lack of business idea, market situation 8
Negative attitudes towards entrepreneurs 3
Total 7
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As shown in the table, the financial issues dominated the answers also as regards the
open answers. The respondents emphasized equally the lack of own financial resources
and low availability of external funding. The female respondents mentioned more often
the financial risks associated with entrepreneurship, such as the risk of losing one’s
property, whereas male respondents viewed the issue from more practical viewpoint: “/
have neither capital nor time to find it”. Some respondents also mentioned psychological
factors associated with the life as an entrepreneur, such as mental stress. As a female
respondent put it: “Entrepreneurship is continuous worrying about your future, it gets on
your nerves”. In addition, some respondents viewed the big responsibility as a negative
factor: “You need to solve all problematic situations personally, there are a lot of
negative things”. Moreover, a couple of respondents emphasized the time-consuming
character of entrepreneurship. Finally, bureaucracy, corruption and the state policy
towards entrepreneurship and small businesses were mentioned in open answers as
well. A female respondent summarized the negative views regarding the public sector as
follows: “The state does not support small business at all, it is difficult to develop and to
get on your feet. Plus difficulties of getting [external] financing emerge, and to make

profit yourself in an honest way is IMPOSSIBLE in our country’.

In addition to exogenous factors, also endogenous factors were mentioned by the
respondents. Interestingly, the lack of experience and insufficient skills and knowledge
related to entrepreneurial activity were emphasized more by male than female
respondents. As one of the male respondents expressed it: “f/I have] no working
experience, no entrepreneurial education. | don’t have a clear idea, what | should do to
start my own business and what are the consequences”. In addition, some respondents
underlined that entrepreneurship does not just suit their character. In contrast, female
respondents mentioned more often factors related to competition and situation on the
market. The lack of a business idea and unclear perception of business opportunities in
the field the respondent would be interested working in were mentioned: “I'm afraid of
harsh competition and | don’t have practical information on the field, which prevents me
to become an entrepreneur.” Finally, some respondents (all female) mentioned attitudes

in the society as an obstacle for entrepreneurship. However, none of them mentioned
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the gender (i.e. being female) as the reason for discrimination. Rather, they perceived
that attitudes towards small businesses in general and to young entrepreneurs in

particular are not favorable: “Young entrepreneurs are not taken seriously’.

5 Attitudes towards entrepreneurs and entrepreneurship

The third thematic block of questions in our questionnaire focused on the respondents’
attitudes towards entrepreneurship. The students were asked at what degree they agree
or disagree with different statements which characterize general opinion on
entrepreneurship, social importance of entrepreneurship, state support of
entrepreneurship, entrepreneurial ethics and entrepreneurship’s role in creating work
places. The students assessed these statements using a five-point scale from disagree

completely (1) to agree completely (5). The results are summarized in Table 10.

Table 10 Attitudes towards entrepreneurs and entrepreneurship, % of
respondents

Wholly or | Wholly or | Don’t
Statement partly partly know

disagree agree
Entrepreneurs must be appreciated because they provide work for others 8.4 % 75.6 % 16.1%
E_ntrepreneurlal activities provide society with more benefits than 9.4 % 68.6 % 22.0%
disadvantages
Entrepreneurship is the future form of employment 15.2 % 53.4 % 31.4%
Society must support young, beginning entrepreneurs 31 % 87.9 % 8.9%
Society provides excessive support for entrepreneurs 81.7 % 6.3 % 12.0%
Entreprengurs can exploit t_he personal §kllls an_d competences more 9.4 % 712 % 19.4%
effectively in their own businesses than in salaried employment
Entrepreneurship requires more intellectual than financial capital 23.0 % 455 % 31.4%
Entrepreneurship is for people who have courage and ideas 6.3 % 87.0 % 6.8%
Entrepreneurs take excessive risks 10.5 % 64.8 % 24.7%
Entrepreneurs get rich on other people’s work 40.6 % 334 % 26.0%
People who cannot adapt to conventional jobs end up as entrepreneurs 59.6 % 19.4 % 20.9%
Entrepreneurs often stretch their consciences 255 % 38.6 % 35.9%
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Entrepreneurs do not care about environmental issues to a sufficient extent 25.6 % 46.6 % 27.7%

Entrepreneurs are unscrupulous and pursue their own self-interest 38.2 % 29.3 % 32.5%
Small enterprises are good employers 20.9 % 419 % 37.2%
Small enterprises exploit their workers to the maximum 242 % 39.5% 36.3%
Small enterprises create new jobs 7.9% 75.2 % 16.8%

Small enterprises do not provide adequate opportunities for genuine

professionals 41.0 % 30.0 % 28.9%

As illustrated in the table, the statements can be broadly classified into two groups on
the basis of distribution of answers. First, there were a number of statements, about
which the respondents were relatively unanimous (i.e. majority of them either agreed or
disagreed). These concerned before all the role of entrepreneurs and small enterprises
in the society and economy, which was viewed as beneficial by the majority of the
respondents. Correspondingly, most respondents perceived that the society must
support entrepreneurship. In addition, majority of respondents considered that
entrepreneurship includes excessive risk, but at the same time provides opportunities to
exploit one’s own potential in full. Hence, a consensus was found in support to the

statement “entrepreneurship is for people who have courage and ideas”.

Second, there were statements, which respondents clearly had difficulties in
commenting. This is reflected by the distribution of answers across all categories,
including a relatively large share of them falling in the “I don’t know” category. Such
statements addressed first, entrepreneur’s ethics such as whether entrepreneurs pursue
their self-interest or often stretch their consciences. Second, respondents did not have a
clear opinion about small enterprises as employers, i.e. whether they are exploiting their

workers or providing opportunities for genuine professionals.

In addition to qualitative analysis described above, we utilized R factor analysis to trace
differences between the sub-samples of respondents (male/female, economic/technical
education, entrepreneurs in the family or not). We summed the statements into the

following five factors (for details of the analysis see Annex 2):
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F1: Social importance of entrepreneurship and entrepreneurs

F2: Entrepreneur’s moral

F3: Small business as employers

F4: Society support for entrepreneurs

F4: Riskiness of entrepreneurship

Regarding gender, we did not find any significant differences between male and female
students. In contrast, when comparing students with economic versus technical
background, we found that the former tend to attribute greater positive social importance
to entrepreneurship and entrepreneurs than the latter. The same concerns the
presence of entrepreneurs in the family: Those students who have at least one
entrepreneur in the family tend to attribute greater positive social importance to
entrepreneurship and entrepreneurs than those students who do not have any

entrepreneur in the family.

6 Assessment of entrepreneurial education in universities

The final block of our questionnaire concentrated on the students’ perceptions of the
status of entrepreneurial education in their home universities, and on their interest to
participate in an entrepreneurial training program. First, the respondents were asked to
assess several statements on how much their university education promotes
entrepreneurial skills, using a five-point scale from completely disagree (1) to completely

agree (5). Table 11 summarizes the results.
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Table 11 Students’ views of entrepreneurial education in their universities

Statement Completely | Completely Don’t
or partly or partly know
disagree agree

At my university students appreciate entrepreneurship as a 18.7% 54.1% 27.1%

career alternative

At my faculty students appreciate entrepreneurship as a 31.2% 40.6% 28.1%
career alternative

My university has an atmosphere that inspires and 38./% 40.3% 20.9%
encourages entrepreneurship

My university studies highlight entrepreneurship to an 36.4% 41.1% 22.6%
adequate degree as a career alternative

My university studies have provided me with good tools for 37.4% 37.4% 25.3%
entrepreneurship

As seen in the table, the respondents have no clear view about the role of
entrepreneurship in their universities. This is reflected by the high share of “I don’t know”
answers. In addition, the answers of those respondents who took a stance were
distributed relatively evenly between agreement and disagreement. The first statement
in the table was an exception here, confirming the general positive attitude towards
entrepreneurship among students. In addition to personally viewing entrepreneurship as
an attractive career option as demonstrated earlier in this report, over half of the
respondents perceived that their fellow students share this view.

When mirroring the results against background variables we found that there was no
clear difference between male and female students. Moreover, students with economic
background agreed with the designated statements at much greater degree than
students of technical subjects, which is hardly surprising. In addition, the presence of at
least one entrepreneur in the family resulted in more positive assessment of all the

statements except the first one, where no clear difference was found.

In addition to assessing the role of entrepreneurship in their universities’ curricula the
students were asked about their personal interest to participate in entrepreneurial
training and about their preferences what components such training program should

include.
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6.1Interest in entrepreneurial training

When asked about the interest in participating in an entrepreneurial training program as
a part of their university education, the majority of the respondents (77.2 %) gave a

positive answer. Figure 4 summarizes the results of this question by sub-sample.

Figure 4 Interest in participating in entrepreneurial training
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As seen in the figure, female respondents were keener to participate in entrepreneurial
training than male ones. A likely explanation for this is that majority of female
respondents were students of economic disciplines, who as a group were more
interested in training than students of economic disciplines. Furthermore, the presence
of at least one entrepreneur in the family had an impact also regarding this statement.
Students having entrepreneur(s) in the family were clearly more interested in

entrepreneurial training than those who have not.

Moreover, those respondents that gave a positive answer to the previous question were

asked whether they would be ready to pay for the participation in such program.
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Approximately 40% of the respondents gave a positive answer. Figure 5 summarizes

the results of this question by sub-sample.

Figure 5 Willingness to pay for the participation in entrepreneurship training
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As shown in the figure, there was no difference among male and female respondents in
this respect. In contrast, students of economic disciplines in general were not only more
interested in training but also more willing to pay for the participation. The same was
observed for students with entrepreneur(s) in the family, although the difference was not

as notable.

Furthermore, those respondents, who had answered that they are not interested in
participating in entrepreneurial training were asked to justify their position by an open
question. 71 respondents commented this question. The answers followed a clear

pattern allowing us to group them into four main categories (Table 12).
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Table 12 Reasons for not having interest in entrepreneurial training

Category N
Financial reasons 36
Entrepreneurship is not actual for one’s current life situation 15
Lack of confidence that such training’s added value and benefits 15
Frustration with the state policy concerning small businesses 5
Total 7

As indicated in the table, financial factors were the key reason by which the respondents
justified their lack of interest in entrepreneurial training. Here, some respondents may
have interpreted the question as regarding their interest to pay for training rather than
the interest to participate in training. On the other hand, it is fairly common in Russian
universities that students pay for their education. Consequently, the respondents may
have implicitly assumed that such entrepreneurial training would be provided for fee as
well. The financial issues were addresses both in terms of absolute lack of funds “/ don’t
have extra financial resources at the moment” and in relative terms “Depends on the

price of the training’.

In addition, 15 respondents justified their lack of interest by their current life situation.
Part of respondents stated that they are not at all interested in entrepreneurship,
whereas others said that they might in principle be interested but not at the moment.
The comment “Time for it [entrepreneurial training] will come a bit later. Now | prefer to
develop my professional skills.” well illustrates this. Moreover, there were 15
respondents who took a critical approach on the general benefits of entrepreneurial
training. Some respondents viewed that entrepreneurship is something that cannot be
taught in universities, whereas others were skeptical whether entrepreneurial training
would provide them personally with skills that they might use in practice. Financial
aspects were addressed also in this respect “I’'m not sure that the received knowledge is
worth of the money invested”. The lengthy comment of one student well summarizes

the skepticism towards entrepreneurial training among respondents: “Such program
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hardly can capture the narrow field where I'm working at the moment. | have practical
experience for the development of the business that | already have. If | have questions, |
consult experienced businessmen, not theoreticians, especially Finnish ones who have
little knowledge about doing business in Russia. Tempting programs with the possibility
for a traineeship abroad just blind you and get you waste your time, but make little
sense. I'm fed up with such programs.“ Finally, in addition to being skeptical towards
the benefits of entrepreneurial training, some respondents expressed their frustration
with the Russian business environment and state policy. “I don’t need training, | just
want the state to put the legislation in order and take a grip on the corruption in the
taxation and other authorities!” In other words, it was viewed that as long as basic
conditions for entrepreneurship and small business are not provided, the learning of
entrepreneurial skills is useless. In addition, some respondents saw that the state itself

should be responsible for organizing such training.

6.2 Preferred components of entrepreneurial training

The respondents were also asked to assess the importance of various components that
such training program could include, using a five-point scale from not at all important (1)

to very important (5). The results for the whole sample are presented in Table 13.

Table 13 Results of assessment of the components of the program

The component of program Average rank
Marketing skills 4.4
Opportunities on financing enterprise activity 4.3
Skills of accounting and management of the finance of enterprise 4.2
Skills of commercialization of innovations 4.2

The practical information on entrepreneurship (bureaucracy, etc.) 4.1
Internationalization of business (in particular development of contacts with Finnish 4.0
businessmen/firms)

As a whole, respondents considered all the offered components of the program to be
important, the average rank being at least 4 (corresponding the statement relatively
important) for each of them. Marketing skills and information on financing opportunities

were viewed as most important. When examining different groups of respondents,
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female respondents assessed all components as more important than male ones.
However, there were do differences in the relative weight of the statements against each
other. When looking at educational background, students of economic specialties
weighed all statements expect one as more important than students with technical
specialties. The importance of “skills of commercialization of innovations” was viewed as
higher by technical students, which is somewhat expected result. The biggest difference
regarded the component “accounting and financing of enterprise”, which students in
economic specialties weighed as clearly more important. Finally, the comparison of
students with or without entrepreneur(s) in the family did not reveal major differences.
However, students with entrepreneur(s) in the family emphasized slightly more specified
components such as accounting skills on the one hand, and internationalization aspects
on the other. Those students with no entrepreneur(s) in the family perceived the
importance of general components such as information on sources for financing and

state bureaucracy as more important.

In addition to the closed questions the students were invited to name additional
components that they see as important for entrepreneurial training. 44 respondents used
this opportunity. Some of them mentioned several components. The answers were
rather heterogeneous but some key themes rose up (Table 14). Part of them overlapped

with the closed alternatives but also new themes emerged.

Table 14 Suggested additional components of entrepreneurial training program

Component N
Concrete examples, cases, practical exercises 12
Human resource management 10
Business communication, negotiation skills, foreign languages 7
International entrepreneurship, international networking 5
Change management 4
Information on legislation and taxation 3
Other (psychology, ethics, information technologies) 7
Total 48
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As seen in the table, the students emphasized the “real-life” aspects in the training,
calling for “cases and business-briefs, many practical exercises”. In particular, students
were interested in hearing practical examples of enterprise strategies and meeting with
successful businessmen. Moreover, the students’ answers interestingly reflected the
current key challenge area of enterprises in Russia: the personnel. Ten respondents
mentioned aspects related to human resource management, including both recruitment
of personnel and its management: “Human resource management skills (search and
motivation of staff)”. These were particularly emphasized by female respondents.
Moreover, students were calling for education in business communication, negotiation
skills and also in foreign languages. Taken the context of the survey, some respondents
were eager to learn Finnish. In addition, respondents were interested in having
information on how businesses are run abroad and networking with foreign enterprises:
“[The program] must include regular meetings with Finnish entrepreneurs!” Furthermore,
the complexity of the Russian business environment reflected in the open answers well.
Some respondents underlined the need to get information on legislation and taxation,
whereas others were calling for knowledge in change and crisis management. Finally,
occasional topics such as business ethics, psychological aspects of entrepreneurship

and information technologies were mentioned.

7 Comparison of Russian and Finnish students

After presenting the results of our survey on Russian students we compare them with
existing research on Finnish students. We use the data collected in a survey of Master’s
students at Helsinki School of Economics in 20042, the questionnaire of which was used
as a template for our present survey. The sample of the Finnish survey included 525
students. In this chapter we highlight the key similarities and differences among the
Russian and Finnish students. We structure our comparison according to the key

themes in the questionnaire®; attractiveness of entrepreneurship as career option,

? For detailed description of the results see Piipponen (2006)
? The Finnish questionnaire did not include the block of questions assessing students’ interest in entrepreneurial
training
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motivational factors for entrepreneurship, obstacles for entrepreneurship, and attitudes

towards entrepreneurship.

Interest in entrepreneurship

The comparison of Russian and Finnish students revealed that the former are clearly

more interested in entrepreneurship as career option, as illustrated in Figure 6.

Figure 6 Attractiveness of entrepreneurship for Russian versus Finnish students
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As presented in the figure, more than 80% of Russian students viewed entrepreneurship
as rather or very attractive career option, whereas this opinion was shared by only ca.
50% of Finnish students. This result may in part be explained by cultural differences —
we suggest that Russians are inclined to emphasize the positive sides of
entrepreneurship when assessing it as career option. Finns in contrast may be even too

strongly realistic and weigh the negative aspects of entrepreneurship as heavier.
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Moreover, the difference was particularly striking among female students, as shown in

Figure 7.

Figure 7 Gender differences in interest to entrepreneurship, Finnish and Russian
students
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As shown in the figure the intra-national gender differences in interest to
entrepreneurship are notable in Finland but much less so in Russia. Moreover, Finnish
female students seem to be the least entrepreneurially oriented sub-group in the
sample. Only 10% of them perceive entrepreneurship as a very attractive career option.
Russian female students, in contrast, view entrepreneurship as almost equally attractive
as Finnish male students. It is, however, the Russian male students who most frequently

view entrepreneurship as a very attractive career option.
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Motivational factors for entrepreneurship

We next analyze more in detail the factors that students in the two countries view as
increasing their desire to become an entrepreneur. Figure 8 shows an overview of our

comparison.

Figure 8 Factors motivating Russian and Finnish students to become an
entrepreneur

How the following factors increase your desire to become entrepreneur (rather and very
much, % from total)
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The figure reveals both similarities and differences among the two groups of students.
First, both Russian and Finnish respondents heavily emphasize factors related to the
content of work as an entrepreneur, i.e. the liberty of determining one’s tasks, duties and
working hours, interesting and varying tasks and duties, as well as the liberty of being
one’s own boss. These were also the only factors that the Finnish respondents
perceived as more important than their Russian counterparts. Second, there were

factors that had much greater importance for Russian students than for Finnish
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students, including the opportunities to meet interesting people, achieving an
appropriate goal in life in accordance with one’s abilities and general appreciation of
entrepreneurship. This indicates that Russian students view entrepreneurship more as

an instrument to gain certain position in life and society.

The comparison of male and female students provided some interesting results. First,
Finnish male students valued clearly more the opportunity to get rich provided by
entrepreneurship than Finnish female students. In the Russian data such difference was
not found. For Finnish male respondents the liberty of being one’s own boss was,
however, the most important motivational factor followed by financial aspects. Russian
males in contrast appreciated most the opportunity to achieve an appropriate goal in life
in accordance with one’s abilities alongside with result-based income. Moreover, the
motivational factors of Russian and Finnish female students differed as well. First of all,
the Russian female respondents emphasized less some factors over others, whereas
Finnish female respondents clearly highlighted aspects related to the opportunity to
determine the content of one’s work, being one’s own boss and determining one’s own
working hours. In contrast, Finnish female respondents emphasized clearly less the
opportunity to get rich and the general appreciation of entrepreneurship than their

Russian counterparts.

Obstacles for entrepreneurship

We next compare the Russian and Finnish students’ perceptions of the obstacles for
entrepreneurship. Here we consider only endogenous factors as exogenous factors (i.e.
features of business environment) were not touched upon in the Finnish survey. Figure

9 summarizes the results of the comparison.
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Figure 9 Factors decreasing Finnish and Russian students’ interest in
entrepreneurship

How the following factors decrease your desire to become an
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The figure provides support to our previous suggestion that the Russian students are
inclined to be more optimistic and to focus on the positive sides of entrepreneurship than
the Finnish ones. The Finnish students namely assessed all factors except two more
negatively than their Russian counterparts. There were factors, where the difference
was notable and factors, where the views of the two groups of respondents were
relatively close to each other. First, the Finnish respondents viewed the financial risks
related to entrepreneurship as clearly bigger obstacles than the Russian ones.
Furthermore, Finnish students perceived more negatively entrepreneurship as binding,
time-consuming and taking away one’s free time. Secondly, the aspects of
entrepreneurship where the respondents’ views were closest to each other were the

respondent’s current life situation, which was perceived as an obstacle by ca. 40% of
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both Finnish and Russian students, and the adverse effect on social relations which was
considered as an obstacle only by ca. fourth of students in both groups. Finally, the two
factors, which were assessed as bigger obstacles by Russian than Finnish students

were the lack of social safety net, and too strong dependency on investors.

We also compared the male and female respondents from the two countries in this
respect. The Finnish male students clearly viewed majority of factors as more serious
obstacles than the Russian male respondents, before all insecure income and the lack
of a business idea. In contrast, Russian male students were more concerned by their
lack of professional abilities, too strong dependency on investors and lack of social
safety net than their Finnish counterparts. Regarding female students, the largest
differences were observed for unstable income, lack of business idea and unsuitability of
entrepreneurship to one’s character. These were perceived as clearly bigger obstacles
by Finnish female respondents. Finally, Russian female students were more concerned

by their lack of professional abilities than Finnish female respondents.

Attitudes towards entrepreneurship

We conclude our comparison of Russian and Finnish students with the analysis of the

respondents’ attitudes towards entrepreneurship. Table 15 summarizes the results in

this respect.
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Table 15 Russian and Finnish students’ attitudes towards entrepreneurship

Entrepreneurs take excessive risks

Entrepreneurs get rich on other people’s work

4.0 %

Completely or partly | Completely or partly
disagree agree
Finnish Russian | Finnish Russian
students | students | students | students
Entrepreneurs must be appreciated because they provide
work for other peop|e 20 % 84 % 940 % 756 %
Entrepreneurial activities provide society with more benefits . . o o
than disadvantages 1.0 % 9.4 % 97.0 % 68.6 %
Entrepreneurship is the future form of employment 150% | 152% | 51.0% | 53.4%
Society must support young, beginning entrepreneurs 2.0% 3.1% 92.0 % 87.9%
Society provides excessive support for entrepreneurs 78.0 % 81.7 % 2.0 % 6.3 %
Entrepreneurs can exploit the professional skills and
competences more effectively in their own businesses than 19.0 % 9.4 % 47.0 % 71.2 %
in salaried employment
Entrepreneurship requires more intellectual than financial
cepital P red 140% | 230% | 66.0%| 455%
Entrepreneurship is for people who have courage and ideas 16.0 % 6.3 % 69.0 % 87.0 %

33.4 %

People who cannot adapt to conventional jobs end up as o o o o
entrepreneurs 78.0 % 59.6 % 8.0 % 19.4 %
Entrepreneurs often stretch their consciences 50.0 % 25.5 % 15.0 % 38.6 %
SE:ftfziip;rr?tnee;t;snfo not care about environmental issues to a 51.0 % 256 % 13.0 % 46.6 %
Egreep;eneurs are unscrupulous and pursue their own self- - 6.0 % 2939
Small enterprises are good employers 12.0 % 20.9 % 60.0 % 419 %
Small enterprises exploit their workers to the maximum 430% | 242% | 250% | 395°%
Small enterprises create new jobs 5.0 % 7.9 % 87.0 % 75.2 %
Small enterprises do not provide adequate opportunities for

genuine professionals 66.0 % 41.0 % 11.0 % 30.0 %

Note: The absolute difference between corresponding percentages of the groups:

_I The absolute difference is more than 40%

The absolute difference is less than 5%

The absolute difference is between 20% and 40%
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Qualitative analysis of Table 15 enables us to draw the following conclusions. First, the
answers (on average) differ between Russian and Finnish students quite notably
regarding the statement “Entrepreneurs take excessive risks”: 52% of Finnish students
tend to disagree with this statement while 64.8% of Russian students agree with it.
Finnish and Russian students also have quite a different point of view on the statement
“Entrepreneurs are unscrupulous and pursue their own self-interest”. 80% of Finnish
students tend to disagree with this statement while for Russian students this percentage
is only 38.2%. Moreover, there are two statements, on which the opinion differs
considerably between the investigated groups but without being completely opposite.
They are “Entrepreneurs often stretch their consciences” and “Entrepreneurs do not
care about environmental issues to a sufficient extent”. Finnish students tend to
disagree with these statements at notably greater degree than Russian students. This
indicates that the Finnish students have a generally higher opinion about the
entrepreneurs’ morality. Finally, there are four statements for which the answers of both
groups are very similar. Both groups agree that entrepreneurs and small enterprises
contribute to the economy and society and thus should be supported more by the state

than nowadays is the situation.

8 Summary and conclusions

This report presented the results of a survey, which was conducted among students of
three St. Petersburg-based universities in spring 2008 as a part of the TACIS-funded
project “Entrepreneurship Development”. The project partners are Helsinki School of
Economics’ Small Business Center and the State University of Economics and Finance,
St. Petersburg. The survey sample of 204 respondents included students of economic
and technical disciplines. The survey questionnaire was adapted from an existing survey
instrument, which had been used in a number of studies conducted at the Small
Business Center among Finnish students. This was done in view of Finnish-Russian
comparison of the results. The questionnaire consisted of four blocks of questions,

majority of which were multiple choice questions. The first block of questions covered
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background variables such as age, gender, year of studies and major discipline, as well
as questions addressing whether there are entrepreneurs among the respondent’s
family or friends. Moreover, the respondents were asked about their career plans to
figure out how they perceive entrepreneurship as a career option. The second block
consisted of statements measuring the respondents’ perceptions about motivational
factors and obstacles associated with entrepreneurship. These covered both personal
traits and factors of the competitive and institutional environment for entrepreneurship.
The third block focused on general views about entrepreneurs and the role of small
businesses in the society and economy. Finally, for the purposes of the project it was
asked about the students’ interest to participate in entrepreneurial education in their

university and their views how entrepreneurship is promoted in their university.

The key results of the survey can be summarized as follows. First, we conclude that
Russian students consider entrepreneurship as a very attractive career alternative.
Moreover, for Russian students to be an entrepreneur is more attractive than for Finnish
students. In contrast to Finnish students, there are no notable differences in the attitude
toward entrepreneurship between Russian male and female students. However, when
asking the students about the sectors in which they might consider to operating as an
entrepreneur, the answers of male and female students diverged. Male students saw
most often their future firm operating in the field of information technologies, whereas
female students mentioned traditional “female” businesses such as consumer services.
This is, though, in part explained by the fact that female respondents were more often
students of economic specialties and thus with less specific area of expertise than
students of technical specialties. Finally, according to our data those Russian students
who have entrepreneurs in the family and/or are students of economic specialties tend

to be most interested in the career as an entrepreneur.

Second, we found both differences and similarities between Russian and Finnish
students regarding motivational factors. In general Russian students emphasized most
motivational factors as more important than their Finnish counterparts, supporting the

view of Russian students being more entrepreneurially oriented. The key motivational
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factors for Russian students relate to the opportunity to affect one’s “destiny” in terms on
financial income and exploitation of one’s potential and abilities. However, the
opportunity to get rich as such was ranked not as high. Here, the Russian students (both
male and female) differed from Finnish male students, who heavily emphasized this
factor. In contrast, the Russian respondents emphasized more the entrepreneurship as
an interesting way of life, both as regards to social interaction and content of tasks and
duties. The importance of factors that can be classified as intrinsic rewards was further
emphasized in the open comments of Russian students, where the most frequently
mentioned individual motivational factors was “self-realization”. A key difference in
motivational factors between Russian and Finnish respondents was that there was no

such clear male-female difference in the Russian data as in the Finnish data.

Third, the analysis of perceived endogenous (i.e. personal) obstacles for
entrepreneurship confirmed our suggestion that the Russian students are inclined to be
more optimistic and to focus more on the positive sides of entrepreneurship than the
Finnish ones. The Finnish students namely assessed all factors except two more
negatively than their Russian counterparts. There were factors, where the difference
was notable and factors, where the views of the two groups of respondents were
relatively close to each other. First, the Finnish respondents viewed the financial risks
related to entrepreneurship as clearly bigger obstacles than the Russian ones.
Furthermore, Finnish students perceived more negatively entrepreneurship as binding,
time-consuming and taking away one’s free time. Secondly, the aspects of
entrepreneurship where the respondents’ views were closest to each other were the
respondent’s current life situation, which was perceived as an obstacle by ca. 40% of
both Finnish and Russian students, and the adverse effect on social relations which was
considered as an obstacle only by ca. fourth of students in both groups. Finally, the two
factors, which were assessed as bigger obstacles by Russian than Finnish students

were the lack of social safety net, and too strong dependency on investors.

In addition to endogenous factors we asked the Russian students to assess factors

related to the business environment as potential obstacles for entrepreneurship. Overall,

42



our results illustrate that the students’ views are well in line with Russian entrepreneurs’
opinions about obstacles for entrepreneurship and small business development in
Russia. The obstacles assessed as most serious included institutional factors such as
access to financing, corruption, bureaucracy and complex and frequently changing
legislation. In contrast, factors related to the task environment (relationship to other
members of the production system), were perceived as less challenging. The availability
of financing dominated also in the open answers given by the students as regards to
perceived obstacles for entrepreneurship (endogenous and exogenous). In addition,
psychological factors associated with entrepreneurship, such as mental stress and big
responsibility were mentioned especially by female respondents.

Fourth, from the qualitative analysis of the responses to statements about Russian
students’ general attitude towards entrepreneurship and entrepreneurs we conclude the
statements can be broadly classified into two groups on the basis of distribution of
answers. First, there were a number of statements, about which the respondents were
relatively unanimous (i.e. majority of them either agreed or disagreed). These concerned
before all the role of entrepreneurs and small enterprises in the society and economy,
which was viewed as beneficial by majority of respondents. Correspondingly, these
respondents perceived that the society must support entrepreneurship. In addition,
majority of respondents considered that entrepreneurship includes excessive risk, but at
the same time provides opportunities to exploit one’s own potential in full. Hence, a
consensus was found in support to the statement “entrepreneurship is for people who
have courage and ideas”. Second, there were statements, which Russian students
clearly had difficulties in commenting. This is reflected by the distribution of answers
across all categories, including a relatively large share of them falling in the “I don'’t
know” option. Such statements addressed first, entrepreneurs’ morals such as whether
entrepreneurs pursue their self-interest or often stretch their consciences. Second,
respondents did not have a clear opinion about small enterprises as employers, i.e.

whether they are exploiting their workers or providing opportunities for professionals.

When compared Russian respondents to Finnish students, the largest disagreement

was found regarding the riskiness of entrepreneurship, which the Russian respondents
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perceived as higher. In addition, Russian respondents had somewhat lower opinion on
entrepreneurs’ morality. In particular, they viewed more often entrepreneurs as
unscrupulous and pursuing their self-interest than their Finnish counterparts. In contrast,
both groups of respondents were unanimous that entrepreneurs and small businesses
positively contribute to the economy and society and should thus be supported more by

the state than nowadays is the situation.

Moreover, from the analysis of Russian students’ responses regarding how university
education helps to increase the respondents’ desire to become an entrepreneur, we
conclude that students who have at least one entrepreneur in the family and students of
economic specialties tend to be surer that their university education helps to develop
entrepreneurial skills and promotes their desire to become an entrepreneur. However,
the respondents clearly had difficulties in answering this question. This is reflected by
the high share of “| don’t know” answers. In addition, the answers of those respondents
who took a stance were distributed relatively evenly between agreement and
disagreement. The statement “at my university students appreciate entrepreneurship as
a career option” was an exception here, confirming the general positive attitude towards
entrepreneurship among students. In addition to personally viewing entrepreneurship as
an attractive career option, over half of the respondents believe that their fellow students

share this view.

Finally, our results show that there is great interest to entrepreneurial training among
Russian students. Majority of respondents would be interested in participating such
training and ca. 40% of them would be ready to pay for it. The students from economic
specialties were the keenest to take part in entrepreneurial training. In addition, those
students who have entrepreneurs in the family were more eager to participate than
those students who have not. Moreover, the key reason for not being interested in
entrepreneurial training was financial — the participants implicitly expected that such
training would not be provided for free and announced that they do not have financial
resources to participate. Furthermore, some students were skeptical about the practical

benefits of such training and its value for money. Interestingly, there were also
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respondents who viewed that they would be perfectly capable of starting own business if
only the state would provide basic conditions for it by for example restraining public

sector corruption.

Regarding the components of entrepreneurial training, marketing skills and information
on opportunities for financing were viewed as most important. In addition, the open
answers highlighted that the students value “real-life” aspects in such training. The
respondents were interested in having company cases and other practical exercises, as
well as hearing presentations by successful businessmen. Moreover, particularly female
students emphasized the need for training in human resource management. Finally,

networking with Finnish entrepreneurs was considered important.

Training implications

The results of our survey provide important insights that need to be taken into account
when planning entrepreneurial training in Russian universities. First, although the
respondents in general viewed entrepreneurship as a very attractive career option,
many of them had difficulties in taking a stand to statements concerning for example
entrepreneurs’ morals. Here, the legacy of the Soviet era where private business was
viewed as negative and even criminal seems to have an impact still today.
Consequently, entrepreneurial training should include discussion on entrepreneurial
ethics alongside with other aspects of entrepreneurship. Second, the results confirmed
the results of our feasibility study regarding the importance of practical information on
entrepreneurship. The complexity of the Russian business environment emphasizes the
need to provide the participants of the training with information, which in mature market
economies is easily available from other sources. This concerns before all sources for
financing and state regulation. Third, our investigation highlights the importance of ‘real
life’ components of entrepreneurial training. This includes both practical exercises such
as case studies and presentations by successful entrepreneurs on how they have
navigated through the complexities of the Russian business environment. Finally, the

comments of the respondents revealed that Russian students are used to pay for their
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education. At the same time, they carefully weigh whether for-fee education gives
enough value for money. This is reflected in certain skepticism towards new training
initiatives. Consequently, before launching a new entrepreneurial training program in the
Russian university context one needs to make sure that the potential participants have

enough information on the program in order to weigh its benefits for them.
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Annex 1: The Questionnaire

1. Background variables

Year of birth

Sex (male, female)

Year of course (1,2,3,4,5)

Specialty (major subject)

Specialization (more precise major subject)
Second education, which one?

Work experience in major subject (months)

b A

o o

Entrepreneurship in the family (Yes or No)

7. My father is currently an entrepreneur

8. My mother is currently an entrepreneur

9. My brother/sister is currently an entrepreneur

10.1 have no brothers/sisters

11. My spouse/boyfriend/girlfriend is currently an entrepreneur
12.1 have no spouse/boyfriend/girlfriend

Entrepreneurship among friends (Yes or No)
13.Some of my friends are or have been entrepreneurs
14.None of my friends have been entrepreneurs
When you think about your future upon graduation from the university, which of the
following alternatives describes this best:
15.1 will be employed by an enterprise (Yes, No)
16.1 will be employed by the public sector (Yes, No)
17.Some day in the future | will have my own company (Yes, No)
If yes, which industry you would like to have your own company in? (Open answer)
18.1 already have my own company | will continue to work in it (Yes, No)
If yes, which industry do you have your company in? (Open answer)
19.1 plan to create my own company in knowledge-intensive business (Yes, No)

20.1 will continue my education upon graduation from Master’s program (e.g. in post-
graduate school) (Yes, No)
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2. Attraction to entrepreneurship
21.How attractive do you find entrepreneurship:

1 — Not attractive at all
2 — Not very attractive
3 — Don’t know

4 — Rather attractive

5 — Very attractive

Next, a few statements on entrepreneurship. Please indicate how much the following
factors increase your desire to become an entrepreneur? While answering, use the
following five-point scale:

1 — Completely not
2 — Not much

3 — Don’t know

4 — Rather strongly
5 — Very strongly

22.The liberty of being one’s own ‘boss’

23.The liberty in choosing one’s tasks and duties
24.The liberty of choosing one’s working hours
25.Interesting tasks and duties, and their variety
26.Result-based income

27.Opportunities to meet interesting people

28. Achieving an appropriate target in life in accordance with one’s abilities
29. Entrepreneurship suits my character

30. My skills and capabilities point to entrepreneurship
31.The opportunity to get rich

32.Entrepreneurship unifies the entire family

33. The opportunity to work as a superior

34.General appreciation of entrepreneurship
35.Other: please, specify

Assess this open statement using the same five-point scale

To what degree the following factors prevent you from becoming an entrepreneur? Use
the following five-point scale:

1 — Completely not
2 — Not much

3 — Don’t know

4 — Rather strongly
5 — Very strongly
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36.Insecure income

37.Fear of debt

38. Entrepreneurship is excessively binding and time-consuming

39. Fear of tough competition

40.Fear of losing one’s property

41.My current life situation

42.Loss of free time

43.Entrepreneurs are excessively at the mercy of their investors

44.Society provides no safety net for entrepreneurs

45. My professional skills are difficult to commercialize

46.Lack of a business idea

47.Adverse effect on social relations

48.Unwillingness or incompetence to market one’s professional skills and
competence

49.Does not suit my character

50.Excessively irregular working hours

51.Lack of professional skills and competence

52. General negative opinion on entrepreneurship

53. Other: please, specify

Assess this open statement using the same five-point scale

To what degree the following factors of local business environment prevent you from
becoming an entrepreneur? Use the following five-point scale:

1 — Completely not
2 — Not much

3 — Don’t know

4 — Rather strongly
5 — Very strongly

54. Tough competition

55.Procedure of registration of the company

56.Bureaucracy (e.g. difficulties to obtain licenses and certificates)
57.Difficulties in hiring labor

58. Frequently changing or unclear legislation

59.Lack of own financial resources

60. Difficulties in finding customers

61. Difficulties in getting external financing

62. Corruption

63.Crime

64.Russian taxation

65. Local infrastructure (e.g. availability of business premises)
66. Other: please specify

Assess this open statement using the same five-point scale.
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3. Attitude towards entrepreneurs and entrepreneurship
Please take a stand to the following statements.

1- | disagree completely
2- | partly disagree

3- Don'’t know

4- | partly agree

5- | agree completely

Importance of entrepreneurial activities

67.Entrepreneurs must be appreciated because they provide work for other people
68. Entrepreneurial activities provide society with more benefits than disadvantages
69. Entrepreneurship is the future form of employment

State support to entrepreneurship

70. State must support young, beginning entrepreneurs
71.State provides excessive support for entrepreneurs

Entrepreneurship in general

72.Entrepreneurs can exploit their professional skills and competences more
effectively in their own businesses than in salaried employment

73.Entrepreneurship requires more intellectual than financial capital

74.Entrepreneurship is for people who have courage and ideas

75.Entrepreneurs take excessive risks

76.Entrepreneurs get rich on other people’s work

77.People who cannot adapt to conventional jobs end up as entrepreneurs

Entrepreneurs’ morals
78.Entrepreneurs often stretch their consciences
79.Entrepreneurs do not care about environmental issues to a sufficient extent
80. Entrepreneurs are unscrupulous and pursue their own self-interest
81.--- missing (typing error in the questionnaire)
Small enterprises as employers
82.Small enterprises are good employers
83.Small enterprises exploit their employees to the maximum
84.Small enterprises create new jobs

85.Small enterprises do not provide adequate opportunities for genuine
professionals

51



4. Participation in the entrepreneurial training program, content of the program

Entrepreneurial training program, which has been developed in Finland, includes a
number of components: lectures giving practical information of enterprise foundation;
lectures on business and management, individual advice (e.g. development of a
concrete business idea and discussing it with experts). In addition, the program
provides opportunities to Finnish and Russian young entrepreneurs to establish
contacts with each other.

86.Would you be interested in participating in such training program? (Yes, No)
If yes, would you be ready to pay for the participation? (Yes, No)
If not, please specify why? (Open answer)

Assess the importance of the following components of such a program using the
following five-point scale:

1 - Not important at all
2 — Rather unimportant
3 — Don’t know

4 - Rather important;

5 - Very important

87.Practical information on entrepreneurship (bureaucracy, etc.)

88. Information on the opportunities for financing the enterprise activity

89. Marketing skills

90. Skills of accounting and financial management of the enterprise

91. Skills of commercialization of innovations

92.Internationalization of business (in particular development of contacts with
Finnish businessmen/firms)

The program must include something else, please specify.
5. Conclusion

Please, take a stand to the following statements using five-point scale:
1 - | disagree completely

2 - | partly disagree

3 — Don’t know

4 - | partly agree

5 - | agree completely

93. My university education has provided me with good tools for entrepreneurship
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94.My university education highlights entrepreneurship to an adequate as a career
alternative

95. My university has an atmosphere that induces and encourages entrepreneurship

96. At my university students appreciate entrepreneurship as a career alternative

97. At my faculty students appreciate entrepreneurship as a career alternative
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Annex 2: Factor analysis on attitudes towards entrepreneurs and
entrepreneurship

We utilized factor analysis to group interdependent 18 observed variables, which
measure the attitudes of respondents on entrepreneurs and entrepreneurship (Table 16)
into factors. We performed factor analysis for the total sample of respondents (204).
Before conducting factor analysis we performed two common pre-analysis tests, the
Kaiser measure of sample adequacy and the Bartlett's test of sphericity, which
confirmed the adequacy of this method for our data. We retained the factors for further
analysis on the basis of their Eigenvalues, ending with 5 factors. Table x illustrates these
five factors and the variables (statements) they include. As factor loadings are generally
considered meaningful when they exceed 0.3, in Table 16 we report only those variables
(statements) which have loadings greater than 0.3 for a particular factor. Those factors
which directly reflect the content of each particular factor are marked in bold.

Table 16 Results of factor analysis

Factor Statement Factor
loadings
F1 Entrepreneurs must be appreciated because they provide work for other | 0.73
“Social importance of people
entrepreneurship and Entrepreneurial activities provide society with more benefits than 0.69
entrepreneurs disadvantages
Entrepreneurship is the future form of employment 0.53
Society must support young, beginning entrepreneurs 0.33
Small enterprises create new jobs 0.33
F2 Entrepreneurs do not care about environmental issues to a sufficient | 0.72
“Entrepreneurs’ extent
morality Entrepreneurs often stretch their consciences 0.68
Entrepreneurs are unscrupulous and pursue their own self-interest 0.54
Entrepreneurs get rich on other people’s work 0.3
Small businesses exploit their workers to the maximum 0.3
F3 Small enterprisers are good employers 0.7
“Small business as Small enterprises create new jobs 0.55
employers
Small enterprises do not provide adequate opportunities for genuine | -0.42
professionals
F4 Society provides excessive support for entrepreneurs 0.59
“Society support of People who cannot adapt to conventional jobs end up as entrepreneurs 0.42
entrepreneurs
Small enterprises do not give adequate opportunities for genuine professionals | 0.3
State must support young, beginning entrepreneurs -0.29
F5 Entrepreneurs take excessive risks 0.62
‘Riskiness of i Entrepreneurship is for people who have courage and ideas 0.41
entrepreneurship
State must support young, beginning entrepreneurs 0.36
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In the next step of our analysis we summed the variables on the basis of the factor
analysis. The sums corresponding to each factor include only variables in bold, i.e.
those variables that directly reflect the factor’'s main meaning.

We also rescaled the variables in such a way that they reflect the same direction of
attitude, i.e. 1 and 2 reflect negative attitude and 4 and 5 reflect positive attitude. We did
not change 3 as it reflects neutral attitude (“Don’t know”). For example in Factor 3 in
Table 16 we have two variables, “Small enterprises are good employers” and “Small
enterprises do not provide adequate opportunities for genuine professionals”. For the
first variable value 5 means very positive attitude to small business as employer and for
the second variable, vice versa, value 5 reflects very negative attitude. Therefore to
rescale these two statements to be in one direction we replace 4 to 2, 5to 1, 2 to 4 and
1 to 5 for the second statement. After such rescaling the attitude to small business as
employer for both variables “moves” in the same direction, i.e. from very negative (1) to
very positive (5). All the summations are rescaled in such a way. The reliability of
summations was tested by Cronbach alfa.

Table 17 Results of summations of variables within factors

Summations Variables within sums Mean 2td' Cronbach
ev. a
1. Entrepreneurs should be appreciated, as they create
Sum 1 workplaces for other people 392
“Qapnigl i ’ 0,73
Social |mportance of 2. Entrepreneurship brings to a society more advantage, 0,68
entrepreneurship and than harm
entrepreneurs”
3. Small enterprises create new workplaces
1.Entrepreneurs do not care about environment
Sum 2 2.Entrepreneurs often should renounce their conscience 0.86
“Entrc—ipreneur‘s 3.Entrepreneurs are unscrupulous and are guided by 2,98 ’ 0,73
moral exclusively own benefit
4.Entrepreneurs enrich using work of other people
Sum 3 1.Small enterprisers are good employers
“Small business as 2.Small enterprises do not give adequate opportunities for | 3:23 0,91 0,52
employers real professionals
Sum 4 1.State already gives excessive support to entrepreneurs 431
“Society support for T ' 0,72 0,38
entrepreneurs” 2.State should support young beginning entrepreneurs
Sum 5 1.Entrepreneurs incur excessive risk
“Riskiness of . o 4,03 0,78 0,52
entrepreneurship” 2.Entrepreneurship is for courageous people with ideas

The results of the factor analysis were utilized to analyze potential differences among
respondents across gender, educational background and presence of entrepreneurs in
the family, as reported in Chapter 5.
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Annex 3: Finnish summary

Tassa raportissa analysoitin  venalaisten yliopisto-opiskelijoiden nakemyksia
yrittajyydesta kevaalla 2008 Pietarissa toteutetun kyselytutkimuksen valossa. Kysely oli
osa TACIS-rahoitteista “Entrepreneurship Development” —hanketta, joka tahtaa
yrittajyyskoulutuksen kehittdmiseen venalaisyliopistoissa. Hanke toteutetaan Helsingin
kauppakorkeakoulun Pienyrityskeskuksen ja Pietarin talous- ja finanssiyliopiston (FinEc)
yhteistyona. Tutkimuksen kohteena olleet 204 opiskelijaa edustivat FinEcin lisaksi kahta
teknillista  yliopistoa. Kyselylomakkeen pohjana kaytettin lomaketta, jolla
Pienyrityskeskus on aiemmin kartoittanut suomalaisopiskelijoiden yrittajyysasenteita.

Tama tehtiin tulosten Venaja-Suomi —vertailtavuutta silmallapitaen.

Kyselylomake koostui neljastd osiosta, joiden Kkysymykset olivat paaosin
monivalintakysymyksia. Ensimmaisessa osiossa kartoitettiin taustamuuttujia (sukupuoli,
ika, vuosikurssi, paaaine) seka sita, onko vastaajan perheessa ja/tai ystavien joukossa
yrittajia. Lisaksi kysyttiin urasuunnitelmista valmistumisen jalkeen seka yrittajyyden
houkuttelevuudesta suhteessa muihin uravaihtoehtoihin. Toinen osio koostui vaittamista,
joilla mitattiin vastaajien nakemyksia seka yrittajyyteen motivoivista tekijoista, etta
yrittajaksi ryhtymisen esteista. Esteita lahestyttiin seka yksilo- ettéd toimintaympariston
tasolla. Lomakkeen kolmannessa osiossa kartoitettiin vastaajien asenteita yrittajia ja
yrittajyytta kohtaan, kuten nakemyksia yrittajyyden roolista yhteiskunnassa. Viimeisessa
osiossa kysyttin hankkeen jatkotoimia silmallapitdaen opiskelijoiden nakemyksia
yrittajyyden roolista heidan yliopisto-opinnoissaan seka kartoitettin  heidan

kiinnostustaan osallistua yrittajyyskoulutusohjelmaan ja toiveitaan koulutuksen sisallolle.

Kyselyn keskeisista tuloksista ensimmainen on se, ettd venalaisopiskelijat pitavat
yrittdjyytta erittdin  houkuttelevana uravaihtoehtona. Venaldiset vastaajat olivat
huomattavasti  kiinnostuneempia ryhtymaan tulevaisuudessa yrittajaksi  kuin
suomalaisopiskelijat. Venalaisten nais- ja miesopiskelijoiden valilla ei myodskaan ollut
tassa suhteessa eroa, kun taas suomalaisten naisopiskelijoiden kiinnostus yrittajyyteen

on huomattavasti alhaisempi kuin suomalaisilla miesopiskelijoilla. Sukupuolierot tulivat
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kuitenkin nakyviin myos venalaisopiskelijoiden kohdalla kysyttaessa, milla alalla he
nakevat mahdollisen oman yrityksensa toimivan. Valtaosa miesopiskelijoista mainitsi
tietotekniikan, kun taas naisopiskelijoiden vastauksissa painottuivat perinteiset “naisten”
alat kuten kuluttajapalvelut. Tama on osin selitettavissa silla, etta naispuoliset vastaajat
olivat miehia useammin kaupallisten aineiden opiskelijoita, jolloin heilla ei ollut yhta
selkeaa erikoistumisalaa kuin teknillisten aineiden opiskelijoilla. Tutkimustulosten
mukaan kaikkien innostuneimpia yrittdjyydesta olivat venalaisopiskelijat, joiden
perheessa on yrittdjyytta. Lisaksi kaupallisten aineiden opiskelijat nakivat itsensa

tulevana yrittdjana useammin, kun teknisten aineiden opiskelijat.

Suomalais- ja venalaisopiskelijoiden vertailu yrittdjyyteen motivoivien tekijdiden osalta
nosti esiin seka eroja ettd yhtaldisyyksia naiden ryhmien valilla. Yleisesti ottaen
venalaisopiskelijat pitivat useimpia motivaatiotekijoita tarkeampina kuin
suomalaisopiskelijat, mika vahvistaa kasitysta venalaisopiskelijoiden suuremmasta
yrittajyysmyonteisyydesta. Keskeisimmat venalaisopiskelijoita yrittajyydessa motivoivat
tekijat liittyvat mahdollisuuteen hyddyntaa omia kykyjaan ja saavuttaa niitd vastaava
tulotaso. Rikastumisen mahdollisuutta sinansa ei kuitenkaan pidetty erityisen tarkeana.
Tassa suhteessa venalaisopiskelijat poikkeavat etenkin suomalaisista miesopiskelijoista,
joille rikastumisen mahdollisuus on keskeinen yrittdjyyteen motivoiva tekija.
Venalaisopiskelijat nakivat pikemminkin yrittajyyden kiinnostavana elamantapana seka
ihmissuhteiden etta tehtavien sisallon osalta. Yrittajyyden henkilokohtainen palkitsevuus
korostui myos avoimissa yrittajyysmotivaatiota koskevissa kommenteissa. Useimmin
mainittu  yksittdinen motivaatiotekija oli “itsensa toteuttaminen”. Keskeinen ero
suomalaisvastaajin oli se, etta venalaisten mies- ja naisopiskelijoiden valilla ei ollut

selkeda eroa motivaatiotekijoissa.

Tutkimuksen tulokset koskien yrittajyyden yksilotason esteita tukevat sita nakemysta,
ettd venalaisopiskelijat ovat suomalaisopiskelijoita optimistisempia ja korostavat
arvioissaan enemman yrittajyyden positiivisia puolia. Suomalaisopiskelijat puolestaan
arvioivat yrittajyyden esteet paasaantoisesti suuremmiksi kuin venalaisvastaajat.

Osassa tapauksista ero oli huomattava, kun taas osa esteista arvioitiin jokseenkin yhta
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suuriksi. Suomalaisvastaajat nakivat ensinnakin yrittajyyteen liittyvat taloudelliset riskit
huomattavasti suurempina esteina yrittajyydelle kuin venalaisvastaajat.
Suomalaisopiskelijat suhtautuivat kielteisemmin myds yrittdjyyden sitovuuteen ja vapaa-
ajan menetykseen. Toisaalta suomalais- ja venalaisopiskelijoiden nakemykset olivat
lahimpana toisiaan koskien vastaajien nykyista elamantilannetta, jonka naki esteeksi
yrittajyydelle noin 40% molempien ryhmien vastaajista. Yhta mielta oltiin myds siita, etta
yrittajyys ei vaikuta kielteisesti ihmissuhteisiin. Ainoat tekijat, jotka venalaisvastaajat
arvioivat suomalaisvastaajia suuremmiksi yrittdjyyden esteiksi, olivat yrittajien

sosiaaliturvan heikkous ja liiallinen riippuvuus rahoittajista.

Venalaisvastaajia pyydettin my0s arvioimaan toimintaympariston asettamia esteita
yrittajyydelle, mika oli lisays alkuperaiseen kyselylomakkeeseen. Tulosten perusteella
voidaan todeta, ettd opiskelijoilla on varsin realistinen kuva yrittajyyden
toimintaymparistdosta Venajalla. Suurimmat esiin nostetut esteet ovat samoja, jotka
toistuvat  pienyritysten  toimintaedellytyksia  Vengjalla koskevissa aiemmissa
tutkimuksissa. Suurimmiksi esteiksi koettiin institutionaaliset tekijat, kuten rahoituksen
saatavuus, korruptio, byrokratia sekd monimutkainen ja usein muuttuva lainsaadanto.
Yrityksen liiketoimintasuhteisiin liittyvia haasteita, kuten asiakkaiden loytamista, ei sen
sijaan pidetty yhta suurina. Rahoituksen saatavuus nousi esille my0s vastaajien
avoimissa kommenteissa koskien yrittajyyden esteita. Lisaksi erityisesti naisopiskelijat
nostivat esiin psykologisia tekijoita, kuten yrittdjyyden henkisen kuormittavuuden ja

liiallisen vastuullisuuden.

Venalaisopiskelijoiden vastaukset yrittajyysasenteita koskeviin vaittamiin voidaan jakaa
kahteen paaryhmaan vastausten jakautumisen perusteella. Ensinnakin osa vaittamista
oli sellaisia, joiden suhteen vastaajien nakemykset olivat jokseenkin yhtenevaiset, eli
suurin osa vastaajista oli joko samaa tai eri mielta. Nama vaittamat koskivat etenkin
yrittdjyyden ja pienyritysten merkitysta yhteiskunnalle ja kansantaloudelle, jonka
valtaosa vastaajista naki positiivisena. Vastaavasti nahtiin, ettd yhteiskunnan tulisi tukea
yrittajyytta nykyista enemman. Enemmisto vastaajista oli myos sita mielta, etta yrittajyys

on erittain riskialtista, mutta tarjoaa samaan aikaan mahdollisuuden hyddyntaa taysilla
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omaa osaamistaan. Nain ollen luonnollista on, etta vastaajat yhtyivat vaittamaan
yrittaminen on rohkeiden ja idearikkaiden ihmisten tyota®. Toiseksi, osa
yrittajyysasenteita valottavista vaittamista oli sellaisia, joihin venalaisopiskelijoiden oli
selvasti vaikea ottaa kantaa. Tama heijastui vastausten hajaantumisena eri
vaihtoehtojen valille, mukaan lukien “en osaa sanoa” —vaihtoehdon valinneiden suuren
osuuden. Kyseiset vaittamat koskivat ensinnakin yrittdjan moraalia, kuten mahdollista
oman edun tavoittelua ja venyvaa omaatuntoa. Vastaajilla ei myoskaan ollut selkeaa
nakemysta pienyrityksista tyonantajina, eli puristavatko ne tyontekijoistaan kaiken irti vai

nouseeko niissa todellinen asiantuntijuus esiin.

Verrattaessa venalaisopiskelijoita suomalaisopiskelijoihin yrittajyysasenteiden osalta,
suurin nakemysero koski yrittajyyden riskeja, joita venalaisvastaajat pitivat suurempina.
Lisaksi venalaisvastaajilla oli keskimaarin negatiivisempi nakemys yrittdjan moraalista.
Venalaisvastaajat etenkin nakivat suomalaisia useammin yrittajat haikailemattomina
oman edun tavoittelijoina. Sitd vastoin molemmat ryhmat olivat yksimielisia siita, etta
yrittdjyys ja pienyritystoiminta vaikuttavat myonteisesti yhteiskuntaan ja talouteen.

Yrittajyytta pitaisi nain ollen tukea yhteiskunnan taholta nykyistd enemman.

Tutkimustulosten pohjalta voidaan todeta, ettd venalaisopiskelijoilla on vaikeuksia
arvioida yrittajyyden roolia omassa yliopistossaan, mika heijastui “en osaa sanoa” —
vastausten suurena osuutena ao. aihetta koskeviin vaittdmiin. Mydnteisimmin oman
yliopistokoulutuksensa antamia yrittajyysvalmiuksia arvioivat ne opiskelijat, joiden
perheessa on yrittajyytta. Kaupallisten aineiden opiskelijat nakivat myos koulutuksensa
yrittdjyysvalmiuksia edistavana teknillisten aineiden opiskelijoita useammin, mika on
looginen tulos. Sen sijaan vastaajien kannat vaittamaan “yliopistoni opiskelijat
arvostavat yrittdjyyttd uravaihtoehtona” vahvistavat kuvaa venalaisopiskelijoiden
yrittdjyysmyonteisyydesta. Sen lisdksi, ettd opiskelijat pitavat henkilokohtaisesti
yrittajyyttd houkuttelevana uravaihtoehtona, yli puolet vastaajista uskoi yliopistonsa

muiden opiskelijoiden jakavan taman mielipiteen.
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Kyselyn  perusteella venalaisopiskelijat ovat myos erittain  kiinnostuneita
yrittajyyskoulutuksesta. Valtaosa vastaajista ilmoitti olevansa kiinnostunut osallistumaan
koulutukseen ja noin 40% olisi valmis myds maksamaan siitd. Kiinnostuneimpia olivat
kaupallisten aineiden opiskelijat seka ne opiskelijat, joiden perheessa on yrittajyytta.
Suurin syy siihen, miksi yrittajyyskoulutus ei kiinnosta oli taloudellinen. Opiskelijat
tuntuivat automaattisesti olettavan, ettd koulutus olisi maksullinen ja ilmoittivat, etta
heilla ei ole varaa maksaa siitd. Osa opiskelijoista suhtautui myds varauksella
yrittajyyskoulutuksen kaytannon hyotyihin. Erityisesti epailtiin, antaisiko maksullinen
koulutus tayden vastineen siihen sijoitetuille rahoille. Joukossa oli myds opiskelijoita,
jotka katsoivat omaavansa taydet yrittajyysvalmiudet kunhan vain yhteiskunta tarjoaisi
yritystoiminnalle normaalit olosuhteet esimerkiksi kitkemalla korruption valtion

virastoista.

Yrittajyyskoulutuksen sisallosta voidaan todeta, ettd markkinointiosaaminen ja
rahoituslahteita koskeva tieto koettiin kaikkein tarkeimmiksi. Vastaajien vapaissa
kommenteissa koskien koulutuksen sisaltda korostui toive sen nivomisesta kaytannon
yritystoimintaan. Vastaajat toivoivat koulutusohjelman sisaltavan yrityscaseja ja muita
kaytannon tehtavia, seka olivat kiinnostuneita kuulemaan yrittajien menestystarinoita
yrittgjilta itseltaan. Erityisesti naispuoliset  vastaajat korostivat lisaksi
henkilostojohtamistaitojen merkitysta koulutuksen sisallossa. Mahdollisuutta verkottua

suomalaisiin yrittdjiin ja yrityksiin toivottiin myos.

Suosituksia yrittajyyskoulutuksen kehittamiseen Venajalla

Kyselytulosten perusteella voidaan nostaa esiin muutamia tekijoita, jotka on hyva
huomioida suunnitellessa yrittajyyskoulutusta venalaisyliopistoissa. Ensinnakin, vaikka
venalaisopiskelijat ovat erittain kiinnostuneita yrittajyydesta uravaihtoehtona, monilla on
vaikeuksia maaritella yleistd asennettaan yrittajyyteen. Tama koskee esimerkiksi
yrittdjan moraalin arviointia, mika heijastaa edelleen neuvostoaikaista suhtautumista
yrittajyyteen kielteisena ja jopa rikollisena toimintana. Nain ollen yrittajyyden etiikkaa

olisi tarpeen kasitella koulutuksessa muiden yrittajyyteen liittyvien kysymysten ohella.
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Toiseksi, kyselyvastaukset vahvistivat aiempaa nakemystamme kaytannon tiedon
tarkeydesta osana koulutusohjelmaa. Venalaisen toimintaympariston
kehittymattomyydesta johtuen osallistujille on tarpeen saada koulutuksen kautta tietoa,
joka on Suomen kaltaisissa kehittyneissa talouksissa helposti saatavilla muista lahteista.
Tama koskee ennen kaikkea tietoa rahoituslahteista ja yritystoiminnan saatelysta.
Kolmanneksi, tutkimustulokset korostavat tarvetta nivoa koulutus kaytannon
yritystoimintaan. Ohjelmaan tulisi sisallyttdd seka tehtdvia, joissa ratkotaan
yritystoiminnan ongelmia, ettd menestyneiden yrittgjien kertomuksia siita, miten he ovat
onnistuneet luovimaan Vengjan vaikeassa toimintaymparistossa. Lopuksi voidaan
todeta, etta kyselyn perusteella venalaisopiskelijat ovat tottuneet maksulliseen
koulutukseen. Samanaikaisesti he kuitenkin punnitsevat huolellisesti, antaako koulutus
vastinetta rahoille. Tama heijastuu tiettynad epaluulona uusia koulutusohjelmia kohtaan.
Ennen kuin lahdetdaan kaynnistamaan uutta yrittdjyyskoulutusohjelmaa venalaisessa
yliopistomaailmassa tulisikin varmistaa, etta osallistujilla on tarpeeksi tietoa ohjelmasta.

Tama auttaa heita arvioimaan koulutuksen hyotyja omalta kannaltaan.

Annex 4: Russian summary

KpaTkun 0630p pe3ynbTaTtoB uccrnenoBaHus

B pmaHHOM OT4Yé€Te npeacTaBneHbl pesynbTaTbhl HAay4YHOrO aHanmMsa aHKeTUpOoBaHUS,
NpPOBOAUMOrO Cpeau POCCUNCKUX CTYAEHTOB TPEX yHuBepcuTeToB CaHkT-lNeTepbypra
BecHom 2008 roga B pamkax npoekta "Passutne npegnpuHumartenscrea”,
dpuHaHcupyemoro nporpammon TACUC. MNapTHépbl npoekTa - LleHTp Manoro busHeca
XenbcuHckon  Wkonbl  OkoHoMmukm un  Cankt-MNMetepbyprckuin  [ocyaapCTBEHHbIN
YHuBepcuteT OKOHOMMKM U PuHaHcoB. B aHkeTupoBaHuu npuHsann yyactme 204
CTyOEeHTa 3KOHOMWYECKMX W TEeXHWYeCKMx cneumanbHocTen. [na nposefeHus
aHKeTMpoBaHUA Obina agantupoBaHa aHkeTa LleHTpa Manoro BusHeca XenbCUHCKOW
LUkonbl 3KOHOMWKW, YXe UCMNoNb3yemMas paHee [Ans aHKeTMpPOBaHUS  (PUHCKUX
CTygeHToB. HacTtoAwmun OTYET COAEPXUT CpaBHUTENbHbLIM aHanuM3 peasynbTaToB

aHKETMPOBAHMUS POCCUMNCKUX N (PUHCKUX CTYOEHTOB. AHKETaA COCTOUT N3 YeTbIpEX Bnokos
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BOMPOCOB, 6ONbLUMHCTBO M3 KOTOPbIX BONPOCHI MHOXECTBEHHOrO Bbibopa. MNepBbi 610K
BOMPOCOB MOCBSALWEH MCXOO4HbIM XapaKTepUCTUKaM pPecrnoHAEHTOB, BKMKOYasi BO3pacT,
non, rog oO0y4yeHus, cneunanbHOCTb, Hanuune npeanpuUHUMaTenel B CEMbEe
PECNOHOEHTOB U cpeaun ux apysen. Takke aToT 60K coaepXUT BONPOCHI, KacarLmecs
KapbepHbIX nnaHoB pecnoHaeHToB. OCHOBHas LUeNb 3TUX BOMPOCOB COCTOUT B
BbISIBNEHUN OTHOLLUEHWUSI PECTNOHAEHTOB K NpeanpuHUMaTeNbCTBY KaK K KapbepHOW
anbTepHatmBe. Btopon ©OnoOK aHKeTbl COOEPXUT YTBEPXAEHMS, NpPU3BaHHbIE
onpenennTb MHEeHue PECNOHOEHTOB o} MOTUBALMOHHbIX dakTopax
npeanpvHMMaTtenbCcTBa W MNPenaTcTBUSX ANs  3aHATUSA  npeanpuHMMaTenbCKom
AEeATENbHOCTLI0. OTU YTBEPXKOEHUA OTpaXalT Kak NepcoHaribHble XapaKTepUCTUKM
PECNOHAEHTOB, TaK M (PaKTOpbl KOHKYPEHTHOM W WMHCTUTYLMOHANbHOW cpeabl Ans
npeanpuHMMaTensLCTBa. TpeTtun 6nok  nocBALWEH obwemy MHEHUIO O
npeanpyHMMmaTtensx M ponu manoro 6musHeca B obuiecTBe M 3kOHOMMKe. HakoHeu, B
3aKknYnTenNbHbIX ABYX 6ri0Kax aHKeTbl coaepXXaTcsa BONPOCh!, KOTOPble UMEKOT LEenbio
BbIABUTb MHTEpPEC CTYAEHTOB K yyacTuio B obpasoBaTenbHOM nporpamme no
npeanpMHMMAaTensCTByY U WX MHEHME O TOM, HaCKOMbKO WX YHUBEPCUTETCKOE
obpasoBaHne cnocobCTBYET pas3BUTUIO NPeaNnPUHUMATENbCKUX HAaBbIKOB U CTUMYNUpyeT

K 3aHATUIO NpeanpmnHMMaTesibCTBOM.

Hwke npeactaBneHo o6o06weHne pes3ynbTatoB — aHKeTUpoBaHus.  Bo-nepsbix,
POCCUMIACKME CTYOEHTbl CuYMTaloT NpPeanpuMHMMATENbCTBO O4YEHb MpUBIEKaTENbHOM
KapbepHOW anbTepHaTMBon. bonee Toro, poccunckne CTyaeHTbl B 6onbllen Mepe XoTaT
cTaTb npegnpuHUMaTensamMu, 4em QUHCKMe CTyaeHTbl. B oTtnnume oOT  (puHCKMX
CTYOEHTOB, ANsi POCCUMUCKMUX CTYOEHTOB He HabnaaeTcs CyweCTBEHHbIX FeHOepHbIX
pasnuuMi B OTHOLLEHWUM K NpeanpuHumartenscTBy. OaHako, oTBeTbl Ha Bonpoc "B kakom
CEKTOpPE 9KOHOMWKM Bbl xoTenu Obl MmeTb COBCTBEHHYKO hupmy?" pasnuyatotca ons
CTYOEHTOB MYXKCKOIMO W >KEHCKOro MomnoB. BOonbLWMHCTBO CTYAEHTOB MYXCKOro nona
xoTenun 6bl UMeTb COBCTBEHHYO hmpMy B cdepe MHAPOPMALMOHHBIX TEXHOMOIMI, B TO
BPEMS KaK CTYAEHTbl >KEHCKOro Mnona B OCHOBHOM YKas3anu pasnuyHble cdepbl
noTpebutenbcknx ycnyr. YactmyHo 39710 o0b6bAcCHAeTcs Tem, 4To Oonblias 4YacTb

pecrnoHaeHTOB >KeHCKOro nosa - CtyaeHTbl SKOHOMWYEeCKUX cneunanbHOCTEN, KOTOpblE
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COOTBETCTBEHHO HE MMEIOT HABLIKOB B KOHKPETHOW cdepe Npou3BoAcTBa B OTNNYMe oT
CTYOEHTOB TEXHMYECKUX creunanbHocTer, OOMbLUMHCTBO M3  KOTOPbIX CTYAEHTHI
MY>KCKOro nomna. W, HakoHel, B COOTBETCTBMM C pe3ynbTaTaMu aHKeTUpPOBaHUS, Te
POCCUNCKME CTYAEHTbl, Y KOTOPbIX €CTb MpeanpuHMMaTeny cpegu Gnwkanwmnx
POACTBEHHWKOB U CTYAEHTbl 3KOHOMMWYECKMX creunanbHocTen B OGonbllen Mepe

3anHTepecoBaHbl B kapbepe npeanpuHMMaTens.

Bo-BTOpbIX, Mbl OBHaPYXXWUN Kak pasnnyunsi, Tak 1 obLine YepTbl MeXay POCCUNCKUMM U
PUHCKMMU CTYAEHTaMU B OL,eHKE MOTMBALMOHHBIX DaKkTOpPOB npeanpuHuMaTtenscTea. B
LUenoM pOCCUNCKME CTyAeHTbl npuaarT OOonblIyd  MNOMOXUTESbHYH BaXHOCTb
BGOMbWMHCTBY MOTMBALMOHHbIX (PAKTOPOB B CpPaBHEHUM C (PUHCKUMMU CTyAEeHTaMW.
[aHHbln  dakT ewé pa3 noaTBepXaaeT, 4TO POCCUNCKME CTyAeHTbl Gonee
OpPMEHTMPOBaHbl Ha npeanpuHMMaTenbCcTBo. Hanbonee BaXHble MOTMBAUMOHHbIE
dakTopbl A1 POCCUNCKUX CTYAEHTOB OTPaXKalT BO3MOXHOCTb BUSATbL HA COBCTBEHHYHO
"cyabby" B OTHOLIEHNN (hPMHAHCOBOIro 40X04a M peanu3aunm cobCTBEHHOro noTeHunana
n cnocobHocten. OgHako Takon akTop Kak BO3MOXHOCTb CTaTb ©oratbiM, He Obin
OLEHEH KaK OYeHb BaXHbI. I B 9TOM pOCCUNCKME CTYOEHTbl (M MYXXCKOrO U XXEHCKOro
MOMoB) OTNNYAKTCA OT (PUHCKUX CTYOEHTOB MY>XKCKOro rnofna, Kotopble npuaatT 3ToMy
gakTopy 0cobyl0 BaXXHOCTb B YCWUMEHUW MX MOTMBaLUMM CTaTb NpeanpuHMMaTtenem.
Bonee Toro, poccuiickme pecnoHAeHThbl B 6onbLUe CTENEHN akLEHTUPYIOT BHUMaHMe Ha
TakoM pakTope npeanpuHMMaTenbCTBa Kak MHTEPECHas XU3Hb, U B COLManbHOM MiaHe
MW no cogepXaHuw 3agad M obszaHHocTen. BaxHocTb aktopa "BHYTpeHHee
BO3HarpaxaeHue" cnegyetr uW3 OTKPbITbIX OTBETOB POCCUMCKUX CTYAEHTOB, rae
Hanbonee 4acTto Ha3biBaeMbIi MOTMBALMOHHBLIA (hakTop - "camopeanuadauuns”. BaxHbiM
OTNINYMEM B OLIEHKE MOTMBALMOHHLIX (DAKTOPOB MEXAY POCCUNCKAMU U (PUHCKUMU
CTyOEeHTaMu sBMsieTca OTCYTCTBUE reHOAEPHbIX Pasnnymm y pOCCUNCKUX CTYAEHTOB, B TO

BpPeMS KaK Y (PMHCKUX CTYAEHTOB 3TN OTNNYMS AOBOSIbHO GonbLume.
B-TpeTbux, aHanM3 aHOOreHHbIX (T.€. NMNYHbLIX) MPEenaTCTBUIN AN npeanpuHMMaTenbLCcTBa

NOATBEPAWS Halle MNPEeAnosioXKeHNne O TOM, 4YTO POCCUICKME CTyaeHTbl 6onee

ONTUMUCTUYHbI M B Gonbluer cTeneHn (OOKYCUPYHTCS Ha MONMOXUTENbHBLIX CTOPOHAaX
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npeanpyHMMaTensCcTBa, Yem (PuUHCKME CTyAeHTbl. PUHCKMEe CTyAeHTbl OLUEHWNn Bce
dakTopbl Kpome AOByX 0Oornee HeraTMBHO, YeM WX poccurckme konnern. Ons psga
¢rakTOpOB pasnuunga B OLleHKax 3HaunTernbHbl. PUHCKME CTYAEHTbI JatoT ropasgo bonee
HEraTMBHYKO OUEHKY TakoMy akTopy Kak (UHAHCOBbIE PUCKW, CBSA3@HHblE C
npeanpvHMMaTenscTBoM. bonee Toro, pmHckmne cTyaeHTbl 6onee HeraTMBHO OTHOCHATCSA
K TOMY, Y4TO NpeanpuHMMAaTenbCTBO CIIMLIKOM KO MHOromMy o6s3biBaeT n Tpebyet MHOro
BpeMeHn. Takke ecTb (akTopbl, KOTOpble OblfIM OLEHEHbl MPUMEPHO OAMHAKOBO
obemmn rpynnammu pecnoHgeHToB. [MpubnunantensHo 40% n (PUHCKMX N POCCUMCKNX
CTYOEHTOB CYMTAOT COOCTBEHHYIO TEKYLLYIO XXU3HEHHYIO CUTyauuto NpenarcTBuemMm gng
TOro, 4ToObl 3aHATLCA NpeanpUHUMAaTENbCTBOM. HanpoTuB, TOMbKO MNpMBNN3UTENBHO
ogHa JeTBépTasi pPecnoHAeHToB B obeux rpynnax cuyuTaeT, uTo BNUAHWE
npegnpuHMMaTesibCTBa Ha JIMYHbIE OTHOLLEHUS HEraTMBHO CKa3blBaEeTCS Ha UX XXenaHuu
cTatb npegnpuHMMmaTensmu. HakoHel, counanbHas He3aLWMLWEHHOCTb
npeanpyHMMaTensCcTBa M Ype3MepHO CunbHas 3aBUCMMOCTb OT WHBECTOPOB - OBa
gakTopa, KOTOpble pPOCCUMUCKME CTYAEHTbl cyuTaloT OGonee  3HaYMTENbHbIMK

npenAaATcTtBUAMM and npeanpuHnMmaTenbCcTBa, Yem (bMHCKI/Ie CTYOEHThbI.

MoMMMO 3HAOrEHHbIX (PaKTOPOB, POCCUMACKMM CTyAeHTaMm Obifio NpenroXeHo OUEHUTb
aKkTopbl  OKpyXatollen OusHec-cpedbl Kak MOTEeHUManbHble nNpensTcTBuMS AN
npegnpuHumartenbcTBa. Pesynbtatbl onpoca CTyQeHTOB Mokas3anu, Y4TOo UX MHEHWe B
Lernom coBsnagaeT C MHEHMEM POCCUACKUX NpeanpuHMMaTenen kacaTesibHO 3K30reHHbIX
NpenaTcTBUN NS pa3BuUTUA npegnpuHMmaTenscTBa U manoro 6musHeca B Poccun. K
aktopam, Hambonee HeraTMBHO BIIMSAKOWNM Ha XenaHue pecrnoHAEHTOB CTaTb
npeanpvHMMaTensamMmn, OTHOCATCS OOCTYN K (PMHAHCUMPOBAHMIO, KOppynuusd, GropokpaTtns
N COXHOE 1 3anyTaHHOe 3aKoHoAaTeNnbCTBO. HanpoTtue, dhaktopbl paboyen cpeqbl (T.e.
B3aMMOOTHOLWIEHUA C OCTarbHbIMW 4YneHaMn nNPOU3BOACTBEHHOM CUCTEMbI) He
paccMaTpuBalOTCA POCCUNCKUMW CTyOeHTaMW Kak 3HayuMble MpensTcTBUA  Ans
npegnpuHumaTtenscTBa. [ocTyn K (PMHAHCUMPOBAHUIO KakK BaXkHOe MpensTcTBue Afis
npegnpuHMMmaTenbcTBa AOMUHMPYET B OTKPbITbIX OTBETax CcTyaeHToB. bonee Toro B

OTKPbITbIX OTBETax Obinu YNOMAHYTbI Takne HeraTtuBHbIE TMCUXOJ1Iormn4eckme CbaKTOpr
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npeanpuHMMaTenbCTBa Kak MCMXONOrMYeckuin ctpecc M Gonbluas OTBETCTBEHHOCTb (B

Bonbluen Mmepe pecrnoHAEHTaMU XXEHCKOro nona).

B-ueTBepTbiX,  KOSIMYECTBEHHbIA  aHanM3  OLEHKM  POCCUACKUMW  CTyLAEeHTamu
yTBEPXKOEHMA 00 WX OTHOLWEHMM K NpeanpuHUMaTEnbCTBY M NpeanpuHMmMmaTtensam
No3BONMN pas3genutb Mx (YyTBEpPXOEHUA) Ha [Be OTHOCUTENbHO OAHOPOAHble (B
OTHOLUEHMM pacnpedeneHnss OTBETOB) rpynmbl. Bo-nepBbiXx, B OuUeHKe pgaga
YTBEPXKAEHWUA PECNOHAEHTbl OblNMM OTHOCUTENbHO eauHoAYLHbl (T.e. GOMbLIMHCTBO
nnbo cornacunucb, NMBO He cornacunucb C¢ yTeepxaeHuem). lpexage Bcero, 370
KacaeTcsa ponu npeanpuHumMartenen n manoro 6msHeca gng obuwectBa M 3KOHOMMUKW,
KoTopas B LIENIOM OLIEHMBAETCS Kak MONoXuTenbHast O0NbLUMHCTBOM PECMOHOEHTOB.
PecnoHaeHTbl B LENOM corfacHbl U B TOM, YTO OOWECTBO OOMMKHO MOAAEpPXMBaTb
npeanpuHMMaTenbCTBO. Takke, C OOHOW CTOPOHbl, OOMbLIMHCTBO PECNOHAEHTOB
CUMTAlOT, YTO nNpeanpuHMMaTeEnu NOLBEpPralTCcA Ype3MEpPHOMY PUCKY, HO, C ApYyrow
CTOPOHbI, OONbLUMHCTBO COrMacHo, 4YTO NpeanpuMHAMATENbCTBO MNpeaocTaBnsaeT
BO3MOXHOCTU MONHOCTbKD peanu3oBaTb CBOWM COOCTBEHHbIM noTeHuman. Tak,
POCCUNCKME CTYAEHTbl MNOYTU €OUHOAYLIHO COrfnacunmcb C  YTBEPXOEHWEM, 4TO
"NnpeanpuHMMaTenbLCTBO AN cMenbiX nogen ¢ ngeamu”. Bo-BTOpbIX, PeCcnoHAEHThI
HalWnNn 3aTpPyAHUTENbHLIM OLEHUTb HEKOTOPbIE YTBEPXKOAEHUSA. ITO OTpaxaeTcs B
pacnpegeneHnn oTBETOB MexXay KaTeropusiMm, a UMeHHo, B 6onbLion gonm oteeta "A
He 3Haw (TpygHO ckasaTb)". K Takum yTBEepXAEHWAM B MepByl o4vyepedb OTHOCATCS
yTBEPXKOEHMST O MOpanu npegnpuHMMaTtenied, a WMEHHO, 4YTO npegnpuHMMmaTenu
PYKOBOACTBYIOTCA COOCTBEHHOWN BbIFOAOM M YaCTO NOCTYNAlTCHA CBOEN COBECTbIO. Takke
K 9TOM rpynne MOXHO OTHEeCTU YTBEPXOEHUS O ManblX npeanpuaTnax Kak
paboTogatensx, T.e. 9KCANyaTUPYKT NN OHM CBOMX PabOTHUKOB M obecnevvBaloT nu

afeKBaTHble BO3MOXHOCTW A5A I'IpOd)eCCVIOHaﬂOB.

Ecnu cpaBHMBaTb POCCUIACKNX PECMNOHAEHTOB C (PUHCKUMMN, Hanborbluee oTnuyme 6bino
OOHapyXeHO B OLEHKE YTBEPXOEHUS O PUCKOBAHHOCTM NpeanpuHUMaTenbCTBa.
Poccuiickue  CTydeHTbl cuuTaloT  NpeanpuvHUMMaTenbCcTBO  6Goree  pUCKOBaHHbLIM

3aHATMEM, 4YeM uHckme. Takke POCCUNCKME CTyAEeHTbl MMelT Gonee HeraTuBHOE
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MHEeHWe o Mopanu npegnpuHumaTenen. B yacTHOCTW, OHWM Goree 4YacTo corflacHbl C
yTBEPXAEHMEM, YTO npeanpuHumartenun  6ecnpuHUMMHBL U PYKOBOACTBYHOTCSA
cob6CTBEHHOM BbIrOAON, YeM (puHCKMe cTyaeHTbl. Hanpotme, obe rpynnbl pecnoHAEHTOB
CXOOATCA BO MHEHMM, YTO npeanpuHuMaTteny n Manbii GusHec NO3UTUBHO BAUSIOT Ha
pasBMTME 3KOHOMWKM U obllectBa W, criegoBaTefibHO, YTO rOCyapCTBO [OSMKHO
noggepXxueatb NpeanpMHMMAaTensCTBO U Manbi 6usHec B BOMbLUEN CTENEHU, YeM Ha

JaHHbIA MOMEHT.

AHann3 OTBETOB POCCUNCKUX CTYAEHTOB Ha BOMPOCbI O PONM UX YHUBEPCUTETCKOro
obpa3oBaHns B pelleHun cTaTb npeanpuHMMarenem, No3BOfnUS HaM 3aKMYUTb, YTO
CTYOEHTbl, y KOTOpbIX eCTb XOTa 6bl OAMH npegnpuvHUMaTens cpean Gnuxanwmnx
POACTBEHHWKOB W CTYAEHTbl 3KOHOMWYECKUX cneumanbHocTeh B 6onbluen cTeneHu
yBEpPEHbl, 4YTO WX YHMBEPCUTETCKOe obpasoBaHMe pasBuMBaeT B HUX HaBbIKK
npeanpvHMMaTensCTBa U CTUMYNUPYET UX XenaHue ctaTb npeanpuHumatenem. Tem He
MeHee, O0NSA CTYAEHTOB, OTBETUBLUMX HA 3TW BOMpockl "A He 3Hato (TpyAaHo ckasaTtb)"
[0BOSbHO Bbicoka (0T 21 go 27%). K ToMy e ocTarnbHble OTBETbl NOYTU PaBHOMEPHO
pacnpegerneHsl Mexay CorflacMeM U He cornacueM 3a UCKIYeHnem yTeepxaeHus "B
MOEM  YHMBEpCUTETE CTyOeHTbl paccMaTtpuBaloT  NpeAnpuvHMMATenbCTBO  Kak
npvBneKaTenbHyl0 KapbepHyto anbTepHatuBy". 54% pecnoHOEeHTOB COrnacunmncb C
STUM YTBEPXAEHVUEM, 4YTO eLlé pa3 MNOATBEPXAaeT MOMOXUTENbHOE OTHOLWIEHWE K

npeanpunHMMaTenbCTBY cpeaun CTyOEeHTOB.

HakoHel, Hawm pesynbTaTbl MOKa3biBAlOT, YTO POCCUMICKME CTYOAEHTbl OYeHb
3anHTEepecoBaHbl B AOMNOMHUTENBHOM 06pa3oBaHny B 06nacTy npeanpuHumMaTenscTea.
BonblWMHCTBO CTyAeHTOB Gbiny Obl 3aMHTEpecoBaHbl B y4acTunm B obpasoBaTeribHOM
nporpamme Mo MNpPeanpuUHUMaTEnbCTBY W npubnuantensHo 40% M3 HUX TOTOBbI
3annatutb 3a ydactve. CTyaoeHTbl 3KOHOMUYECKMX CreuuanbHOCTEN B Hambonbluewn
CTeneHn xoTenu Obl MPUHSATL y4acTue B Takon nporpamme. Takke CTYAEHTbI, Y KOTOpPbIX
ecTb XOTA Obl oAMH npeanpuHUMaTenb cpean GnKanluMx pPoACTBEHHUKOB, Gonee
3aMHTEpecoBaHbl B Yy4yacTUM, YeM Te CTYAEeHTbl, Yy KOTOPbIX HET B CeMbe

npeanpuHumatenei. OCHOBHasi MpUYMHA HeXxenaHus ydactus B NporpaMme -
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dmHaHcoBas. PecnoHAeHTbl UMNAMUMTHO OXuaanu, 4YTo Takoe obydveHne Oypet
NNaTHbIM M 3asiBUNK, YTO Y HUX HET (pMHAHCOBbLIX CPEeACTB AN yyacTusi. bonee Toro,
HEeKOTOpble CTYAEHTbl Bblpas3unn CKENnTULUM3M MO MOBOAY Toro, OyaeT 1 ypoBeHb
oby4eHnsi copasmepeH BIIOXEHHbIM AeHbraM. WHTepecHbIM $SBRsSieTcas U TO, 4TO
HEeKOTOpble PECrOHAEHTbI 3asiBUMK, YTO OHM YXXe MMEKT LOCTAaTOYHO HaBbIKOB, YTOObI
cTaTb NpeanpuHMMaTensiMM, ecnn TONbKo rocydapcTBo obecneunt 6a3oBble YCroBUS
ANs 3TOro, Hanpumep, NPUMET XECTKMe Mepbl AfS YCTPaHeHUst Koppynuuu B

rocyaapCTtBeHHOM CEKTOpeE.

UTto KacaeTcs KOMMNOHEHTOB oOpasoBaTesnibHOM MporpamMMbl, TO HaBblKM MapKeTUHra u
MHGOPMaLNA O BO3MOXHOCTSX (PMHAHCMPOBAHUSA paccMaTpuBalOTCA PecrnoHOeHTaMu
Kak Hambonee BaXHble. AHanM3 OTKPbITbIX OTBETOB MOKa3as, YTO CTYAEHTbl OYEeHb
3anHTepecoBaHbl, YTOObI Takasi nporpaMmma OcBeTuna acnekTbl "peanbHOW XU3HWU" B
KOHTEKCTEe npeanpuHUMaTesNibCKON  OeATeNbHOCTU:  NpUMepbl  CTAHOBMIEHUA U
P YHKUMOHNUPOBAHUSA pearnbHbIX KOMMAHUA, BCTPEYM C yCMELHbIMM BM3HECMEHAMU 1 T.M.
Bonee Toro, 0CO6EHHO CTyAEHTbI XXEHCKOro nosia OTMEeTUNN HeobXo0aAMMOCTb 0ByYeHMs
B obnactu ynpaBneHus yenoBevyecknmu pecypcamu. HakoHeu, obueHne ¢ oMHCKUMU

npeanpuHUMaTensmMm Obiflo OTMEYEHO KaK BaXKHbIN 3NIEMEHT Takow Nporpammbl.

BbiBoagbl uccnepoBaHUA AN NOATOTOBKMU 06yqa|ou4el71 nporpamMmbl  no

npeAnpUHUMaTENbLCTBY

PesynbTaTbl 0630pa NO3BONMMAM HaM BbISIBUTb BaXkKHble acnekTbl, KOTopble HeobXxoanMo
yYnUTbiBaTb npu nnaH1poBaHUn obpasoBaTernbHOM nporpaMmbl no
npeanpuHNMaTenbCTBY B POCCUMINCKMX YHMBEPCUMTETaX. Bo-nepBbix, HECMOTPS Ha TO, YTO
B LE/IOM PEeCnoHAEHTbl paccMaTpuBaloT NpeanpuHMMaTenbCTBO Kak NpUBReKaTenbHyHo
KapbepHyl anbTepHaTMBY, MHOTME W3 HWUX Hawnn 3aTpyOHUTENbHBIM  OLEHUTb
YTBEPXKOEHMS!, Kacalowuecs, Hanpumep, Mopanu npeanpuHumatenen. B aTtom
KOHTEKCTe, Hacreaue COBETCKOro nepuoaa, Korda 4acTHbIi BusHec paccmaTtpuBarcs
Kak HeraTMBHOe siBfieHME, [0 CUX MOp WMeeT CcBoé BnusiHMe. CnegoBaTernbHO,

obpasoBaTernbHas nporpaMma LOSKHA CoaepkaTb AUCKYCCUIO O NpeanpUHMMaTENbCKOW
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3TuKe. Bo-BTOpPbIX, pe3ynbTaTthl NOATBEPXKOAT BaXXHOCTb NpakTU4eCcKon nHgopmMaumm B
Takom ob6ydeHnn. WM3-3a cnoxHonm (3anyTaHHOM) poccumnckon ©OusHec-cpeabl, Takas
nporpaMmma AoSKHa Takke cogepxatb MHopMauuio, KoTopasa B pa3BUTbIX 3KOHOMUKaxX
AOCTYyNHa w3 OpyrMx UCTOYHUKOB. [lpexae Bcero, 37O KacaeTCAd WCTOYHUKOB
(PUHAHCMPOBAHNS M TOCYAApPCTBEHHOro  perynupoBaHusa.  B-TpeTbux, Hawe
nccnegoBaHMe ocobo OTMeYaeT BaXXHOCTb OCBELLEHWSI aCneKToB "peanbHON XusHu" B
KOHTEKCTe npeanpuHMMaTenbCcTBa. OTO MOXET BKMNOYATb MPAKTUYECKME 3aHATUS B
dopmMe  CUTyaumoHHbIX wuccrnegoBaHu  (case-study) OTAENbHbLIX  KOMNaHUA U
npeseHTaumm ycrnewHblx Gu3HeCMeHOB O TOM, Kak UM yAanochb npeofoneTb CIIOXHOCTU
poccunckon OusHec-cpedbl. HakoHel, KOMMEHTapuu pPecrnoHAEHTOB MO3BOMUNU
caenaTtb BbIBOA, YTO POCCUNCKME CTYAEHTbI NPUBBLIKIN NAaTUTb 3@ CBOE obpasoBaHue. B
TO Xe BpeMsl, OHW TuWaTerlbHO B3BELUMBAKOT, OKYMUT JiIM MNOSyYEeHHOEe 3a [OeHbrn
obpa3oBaHve BIIOXEHHbLIN KanuTan. OTO OTpaxaeTCs B HEKOTOPOM CKENTUUU3ME No
OTHOLLEHMIO K HOBbIM OBpasoBaTternbHbIM MHMUMaTMBaM. CriegoBaTeribHO, npexae 4Yem
3anyckaTb HOBYHO OOy4alollyto nporpamMmy no npeanpuHUMaTenscTBy, Heobxoanmo
yOOCTOBEPUTLCS, YTO  NOTEHUManbHble  y4acTHMKM  obnagalT  AOCTaTOYHON

nHdopmaLmein o nporpaMme, YTobbl OLEHUTb €€ MONe3HOCTb.
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