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Abstract: Exploration of the attitude of the Russians towards entrepreneurship. The im-
portance and the influence of the cultural background, the religious sentiments, the role
of the Church and the political system are commented in light of some recent research on
the issue. We argue that the negative attitude, when present, is a result of the detrimen-
tal social impact of the post-Soviet era of aggressive economic restructuring and of the
plethora of negative news in the relations with private entrepreneurs, rather then of some
imbedded social patterns that would be unique for Russian society. We argue that during
its long history, Russia was, in fact, a highly entrepreneurial society.
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AHHOTaywma: ViccriefoBaHNe OTHOLIEHMSI POCCUAH K [PeAnpuHUMAaTE/IbCTBY. BaxHOCTb
U B/MSHUE KYJIbTYPHbIX W PEINIMO3HbIX Tpaauumnii, posib LIepkBU W MOIUTUYECKOM
CUCTEMbI, KOMMEHTUPYIOTCS B CBETE HEKOTOPbIX HEAABHUX WCC/IEA0BAHMSAX [10 3TOMY
Bonpocy. Mbi yTBepxzaaeM, 4to rpeobnagarnllee B 06LEeCTBE OTPULATE/IbHOE OTHOLLEHUE
K MpeanpuHUMAaTe/IbCTBY SB/SETCS B OOJ/bLUEH CTErNneHu pe3y/ibTaToM He61aronpusTHbIX
coumanbHbIX [10C/EACTBUI  OCT-COBETCKOKM 3IM0XM, arpeccuBHOM pPEeCTPpyKTypu3aumm
3KOHOMUKN W HEraTMBHOM [MPaKTUKU B OTHOLIEHMSX C YaCTHbIMU [PEANPUHUMATENSIMU,
HeXe/in YCTOABLUENCS COUMaNbHOM MOAENbI, YHWUKAabHOWM [/ pPyCcCKOro o6uecTsa.
Mbl yTBep)xzaaem, 4TO 3a CBOK JOJrylo uctoputo, Poccusi 6bina, o cyTv, BecbMa
npeanpuHUMaTesIbCKMM 061eCTBOM.

KnroueBble cn1oBa: rpearnpuHUMaTesbCTBo, KyJ/ibTypa, 061eCcTBO

JEL Classification: A13, L26, F63

52



Evolution and Current Perception of the Entrepreneurship in Russian Federation

I. Introduction

The economic development of a country
is related to the entrepreneurial attitude
of its people. The entrepreneurs are those
who exploit the potential of available re-
sources: labour, technology and invest-
ment capital and drive the entire society
forward. Entrepreneurial personality is
shaped in one’s childhood, character-
ised by low father dominance, maternal
warmth and self-reliance training (Gibb
1993). Gibb believes that kind of back-
ground leads to a more creative person,
who, when encountering “relative social
blockage” or obstacles from the tradi-
tional view of things responds in an en-
trepreneurial way. Data collected by the
Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM)
prove at least that there are no coun-
tries high in entrepreneurship and low in
economic growth (Reynolds at al., 2002).
Some other research support GEM indi-
cating positive relationship between the
business start-up rate and the economic
growth (Nickell at al. 1997). Allan Gibb
(1993) noticed that some nations and
cultures like the Gujarati in India, or the
Chinese people, are widely recognised by
their enterprising behavior. These nations
admire business persons and use them
as role models, the young love appren-
ticeship and do not share the common
fears related to self-employment. Hagen
(1962) argued that similar processes
were present in the societies of the West-
ern hemisphere inducing the surge of
creative energy and unprecedented eco-
nomic growth during the Renaissance and
the industrial revolutions. This paper ex-
plores the attitude of Russians towards
entrepreneurship and using retrospection
tries to discern possible causes for it. We
argue that the prevailing stereotype of
the West regarding the entrepreneurial
character of Russians is too often nega-
tive. For example Hofstede and his asso-
ciates, who offer simple and fast insight
into various national cultures, regarding
the attitude towards entrepreneurial peo-
ple, score Russia very poorly in all the

I. BBegeHue

DKOHOMMYECKOEe pasBUTUE CTPaHbl TECHO
CBSI3aHO C NMpeanpuMMMUMBOCTbLIO ee Hapoaa.
MpeanpuHUMaTenu — 370 Te, KTO UCMOJIb3YS
BO3MOXHOCTU MMEIOLWNXCS TPYAOBbIX, Tex-
HOMTIOMMYECKNX U WMHBECTULIMOHHbBIX pecyp-
coB, BeneT Bce obuwecTtBo Bnepea. lpea-
NpUHMMaTeNbCKass  CYLWHOCTb  JIMYHOCTU
dopmMmpyeTcsa B AETCTBE U pa3BMBaETCS Mpu
CnefyrLmMx XapaKTepHbIX YCNOBUSX: HU3-
KOM AOMWHMPOBAHMWM OTLA, MATEPUHCKOM
noaaepXKe 1 TennoTe, a TakXe Npu caMo-
croaTenbHOM 0bydeHuun (M66 1993). 'M66
CYNTAET, YTO TakOW BWUA BHYTPUCEMEWNHbIX
OTHOLLEHWNI NpuBOAUT K 6onee BepoOsTHO-
My pasBUTUIO HECTaAHAAPTHOrO TWUNa JINYHO-
CTW, KOTOPbIN B OTBET Ha BCTpeyaeMble el
«OTHOCUTE/IbHbIE CcoUManbHble 6710KNMPOB-
KW» WAN CTaslKMBasiCb C MNPEensiTCTBUSMYU,
B OT/IMYMe OT TPaAMLMOHHOIO BOCMPUATUSA
OENCTBUTENIbHOCTM, BCTAET Ha NpeanpuHu-
MaTenbCkui nyTb. [aHHble, cobpaHHbie B
paMkax [nobanbHOro MOHUTOPWHra npea-
npuHumatensctea (GEM) pokasbiBaloT, Mo
KpavHen Mepe, YTO HeT CTpaH C BbICOKUM
YPOBHEM MpeanpuHUMATENbCTBA U HU3KUM
3KOHOMMYecknMm  passutmem  (Reynolds,
2002). HekoTopble Apyrue uccienoBaHus
noaaep>XmBaroT nlblckaHmsa GEM B ToM, 4ToO
CyLLeCTBYOT NPsMONpPONopLMOHaibHble OT-
HOLWEHNS MeXAy Ppa3BUTUEM HOBbIX (POpPM
6musHeca 1 akoHoMmn4yeckum poctomM ( Nickell,
1997). AnnaH T'n66 (1993) 3ameTunn, 4To 3a
HEKOTOPbIMM HapoAaMu U KynbTypamu, Ta-
KnMmu Kak Nymxkapatn B UHAUM MM HapoaoM
Kutas, WMpoOKO NMpu3HaHbl UX NpeanpuHun-
MaTenbCKne KadecTBa. DTW HapoAbl BOC-
XMLLAKTCA BblAAIOLWMMNCS KOMMEPYECKMMM
CNocobHOCTAMM AeNOBbIX S0AEN N NCMOSb-
3YIOT UX NpMMep B KAYeCTBE pPOJiEBbIX MOAe-
nen; monogexns NO6UT npodeccrnoHanbHoe
obpaszoBaHuMe n He pasgenset obwue cTpa-
XMW, CBSAI3@aHHblE C YacCTHbIM MpearnpuHMMa-
TeNnbCTBOM. XareH (1962) yTtBepxpan, 4To
@HaNorMyHble Mpoueccbl MNpUCYTCTBOBaU
B obLiecTBax 3anagHoro nonywapus. OHK
W Bbi3Bann BCMJIeCK TBOPYECKOM 3HEpruu
n b6ecnpeuefeHTHbIN dKOHOMUYECKMA pOCT
B 2Mnoxy Bo3poxaeHus u BO BpeMeHa npo-
MblILU/IEHHbIX PEBOMOLMIA. B 3TOM CcTaTbe Mbl
pacCMOTPUM OTHOLLEHME POCCUSH K Mpea-
NPUHMMaTENbCTBY W1, UCNOJb3YS peTpocrnek-
TUBHbIA aHanM3, MnonbiTaemMcs BblIAEIUTb
BEpPOSITHbIE MPUYMHBLI TaKOro OTHOLLEHMUS.
Mbl yb6exxaeHbl B TOM, YTO CYLLECTBYIOLLMI
HeraTMBHbIM CTepeoTun 3anaja B OTHOLUe-
HUM  NpeanpUHUMATENbCKOrO  XapakKTepa
poccusiH HeonpasaaH. Hanpumep, Xodcrea
W ero CNoABWXHUKMK NpeanaratoT NpoCcTon U
6bICTPbIN CNOCO6 MOMyYUTb NpeacTaBrieHne
O pas/iyHbIX HaUMOHAsNbHbIX KynbTypax
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four dimensions of their model (Franke
at al. 1991). Thus, Russia is among the
top 10% power distant societies in the
World and Russian society scores low in
individualism, a common genuine trait of
entrepreneurs worldwide. Hofstede states
that standing out from the crowd is not
admirable unless one is among those who
have that privilege (based on their sta-
tus in the party, church, army). (We could
add: nor advisable, too). Russians tend to
understate their personal achievements,
contributions or capacities and talk mod-
estly of themselves notices Hofstede on
his web page. Regarding the third di-
mension, despite what we might expect,
having in mind the enthusiasm during
the space race, Russian society is not a
masculine one. However, maybe the most
disappointing is the high Uncertainty
Avoidance score. It implies that risk tak-
ers are considered adventurers, dreamers
doomed to quick bankruptcy or “wolves
in sheep’s clothing”. As a rule, those are
members of the establishment who sim-
ply use their position to grab some quick
opportunity. Russians feel very much
threatened by ambiguous situations.
They have established one of the most
complex bureaucracies in the world, says
Hofstede: They practice over-planning
and tend to be lost in details - character-
istics desirable for accountants or admin-
istrators, rather than for entrepreneurs.
The fifth dimension of the Hofstede’s
model, the long term orientation, in the
case of Russia is not monitored yet, but
most probably Russians would appreciate
long term relationship and steady jobs.
For the majority of Russians, the spiritual
part of their life was always more impor-
tant than the trivialities of the everyday
chores, and the active adventurers were
not much approached (National Culture,
Dimensions, Countries, 2013). And Hof-
stede is not alone. In terms of the GEM
indicators, Russia is not performing well
too. The country is listed among the effi-
ciency driven entrepreneurship countries
but with only two countries behind it.

yepes Mpu3My OTHOLWIEHMS K MnpeanpuHu-
MaTensaMm. Mo ux oueHKe AaHHble rnokasaTe-
nn B Poccum HaxoasiTCad Ha O4YeHb HU3KOM
YPOBHE MO BCEM YETbIPEM U3MEPEHUSM B UX
mogenu (dpaHke B An. 1991). Takum obpa-
30M, Poccunsa BxoauT B nepsble 10% cTpaH
MMpa Mo YPOBHIO «OTAANEHHOCTM>» obLiecTa
OT BNACTU, NMpU HU3KOM MoKaszaTene ypoBHS
WHANBUAYaNn3Ma, KOTOPbI SBASIOETCS OC-
HOBOMOJAraoLlen XapakKTepUCTUKOM Npea-
npuHMMaTenbCcTBa. XodcCTen YyTBEpXAaeT,
YTO, C OAHOM CTOPOHbI, B POCCUNCKOM CO06-
LecTBe He NPUHATO BblAENATbCSA M3 TOAMbI,
KpoMe Tex C/ly4yaeB, Koraa KTo-TO MUMeeT 3Ty
npmeunernto (Ha OCHoBe cTaTyca B naptuu,
uepkeu, apmuun). BblaeneHve u3 obuien
MacCbl HE TOSIbKO HE BbI3bIBAET BOCXMLLE-
HUS, HO, Mbl MOIin 6bl 4O06aBUTL, HE BUAWUT-
csi  uenecoobpasHbiM. C Apyro CTOPOHbI,
PYCCKME CKMOHHbI 3aHWXaTb CBOW JINYHbIE
OOCTVMXKEHWMS, BKIa4 Wian noTeHuman, npea-
noynTas ropoputb 0 cebe CKpOMHO, - 3a-
MeuaeT XodcTten B MaTepumaniax Ha CBOEM
Beb-CTpaHuue. YTO KacaeTcs TpeTbero us-
MepeHus, HECMOTPsS Ha TO, YTO Mbl MOMMU
6bl OXmaaTtb, UMes B BMAY 3HTY3MasM BO
BPEMSI KOCMMYECKOM FOHKWM, pyccKkoe obLye-
CTBO HE SIBNSIETCS «MYXCKUM». HO, MOXeT
6bITb, CaAMbIM pPa304apoOBbIBAOLLUM SABNSET-
CSl BbICOKMI KOIMMDULMIHT HENPUATUS He-
N3BECTHOCTU. DTO O3HAYaEeT, YTO OCMeNnBa-
oLMeCs puCKoBaTb BOCNPUHUMAIOTCH 34eCb
KakK aBaHTIOpPUCTbI, MeyTaTenn, obpeyeHbie
Ha 6bicTpoe 6aHKPOTCTBO WMAM OKa3blBalo-
lMecss «BOJIKaMM B OBedein WKype». IJTo,
KaK NpaBWio, YieHbl ncrebnmwmMeHTa, Ko-
TOopble MPOCTO WMCMOMb3YKT CBOE MNOJIoXKe-
HMe, 4yTobbl 6LICTPO peann3oBaTb NOSBASHO-
Lmecs BO3MOXHOCTM oboraweHuns. Pycckue
AOBOJIbHO YacTO HaXOASATCS B OMACHbIX AN
HUX CaMMX YrpOXarLUX U HEOAHO3HAYHbIX
cutyaumsax. OHM co3ganu OA4HY M3 CaMbiX
CNOXHbIX 6lOpoKpaTuii B MUpe, TrOBOPUT
XodcTren, B KOTOPOW NMpaKTUKYETCs CTporoe
niaHMpoBaHWe, pPUCK MNOTEPATbCA B AeTa-
nsax, 4yto 6onee xapaktepHo ans byxrante-
pOB M aAMWHUCTPATOPOB, HO HE ANA Npea-
npuHuMaTenen. MNatoe namepeHve Mopenm
XodcTena - opyeHTauus Ha AONTOCPOYHYIO
nepcnektuey. g Poccmm 3TO nokasaTesb
He SABNSeTCS BMOSIHE M3YYEHHbIM, HO, CKO-
pee BCEro, pycckue LEeHAT AO0JroCpoYHbIe
OTHOLUEHNS M MOCTOSIHCTBO B pabote. [Ans
60NbLUIMHCTBA POCCUSH AyXOBHAs 4acTb MX
XU3Hb Bceraa 6bina BaxkHee menoyen no-
BCeAHeBHbIX 3a60T, U aKTUBHblE aBaHTIOPU-
CTbl He 6binn 6An3kKM No Ayxy 60NbLUMHCTBY
poccnaH (HauuoHanbHas kynbTypa, U3me-
peHus, CtpaHbl, 2013 r.). U B cBOMX OLEH-
kax Xodcrea He oaMHOK. C TOYKM 3peHUs
rnokasatenen GEM, Poccua Takxke He Bbl-
rNSAuT AOCTaTovyHOo xopowo. OHa BXoAMT B
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Some editors of the Global Entrepreneur-
ial Monitor think that it is, in some way,
natural that the cultural and the social
norms in the former socialist countries do
not foster any stimuli for creating and de-
veloping new companies. They claim that
the cultural climate there interferes with
the entrepreneurial initiatives in a rather
negative way. These countries are usually
also burdened with excessive bureaucra-
cy (Verkhovskaia & Dorokhina 2011).

I1I. The heritage and the current state
of affairs

While we can agree on some of the points
as stated by the proponents of the current
stereotype, we will try to trace the pos-
sible reasons for it in some more recent
periods of history and to show that the
overall Russian heritage is, in fact, very
entrepreneurial. The cultural background
and the religious sentiments largely de-
termine the individual and group atti-
tudes towards various social phenomena
and therefore towards entrepreneurship.
Thus, Orthodox Christianity, the prevail-
ing religion in Russia, recognises human
labour as a legitimate activity but with-
out any intrinsic value beyond the appre-
ciation of the talent. Throughout history,
the Church in Russia never commented
the distribution of wealth, but for those
who will be submissive and “patient,” it
promised Paradise with no work of any
kind! The Church, for the running feudal-
ists and the early capitalists, during the
pre-Soviet era, was a valuable ally since
they lacked ideology unlike their succes-
sors, the Bolsheviks, who were promis-
ing a modern paradise - communism.
Everything else was, more or less, the
same like in the case of the Church. Sub-
missiveness was also a desired virtue of
the members of the party (by the believ-
ers/followers analogy) and there was a
systematic prosecution of the maverick
minds of any kind, including the entre-
preneur as an apparent example of such
a character. In their ideological structure
labour, again, had no value and the means

CMUCOK CTpaH, OPUEHTUPOBAHHbLIX Ha 3KO-
HOMWIO MpearnpuHUMaTeNbCTBa, HO TOJIbLKO
3aHMMAET B HEM TpeTbe MeCTO C KOoHUa. He-
KoTopble pegakTopbl [nobanbHoro [pea-
npuHUMaTenbCckoro MoHUTOpPUHIA AyMatoT,
YTO AaHHOEe ABNEeHNEe, HEKOTOpPbIM 06pa3om,
3aKOHOMEPHO, TaK KakK KyNbTypHble 1 coum-
anbHble HOpPMbl B ObIBLUMX COUManncTuye-
CKMX CTpaHax He CrnocobCTBYIOT BO3HUKHO-
BEHUIO Kakmnx-mbo CTUMYOB A4J151 CO34aHNS
N pasBUTUS HOBbIX KOMMAHMN. OHKU yTBEPXK-
[A0T, YTO Ky/bTYPHbIA KIMMaT TaM BMeLIN-
BaeTcs B npeanpuHMMaTenbCKyo WHUUMa-
TUBY B BeCbMa HeraTMBHOM MnaHe. Takue
CTpaHbl, KaK npaBwsio, TakXe CcTpagatoT oT
ype3smepHol 6rpokpaTum (BepxoBckas w
JopoxuHa 2011).

II. Hachepgue m ero B/JIMAHUE Ha CO-
BPE€MEHHOCTb

Henb3si ocnopuTb HeKoTopble YyTBepXxae-
HUS, KOTOpble NiexaT B OCHOBe A0BOAOB
CTOPOHHMKOB CYLLECTBYIOLWEro ctepeoTuna.
B TO ke BpeMsi, Mbl nocTapaeMcs onpeae-
JINTb BO3MOXHbl€ MPUYMHBbI BOSHUKHOBEHMS
Takol Teopum 1, Ha npumepe cobbiTnin 60-
flee No3gHero nepuoaa UCTopumn, NoKasaTb,
yto obwee Hacnegme Poccuun, Ha camoMm
Aene, OCHOBbIBAETCA Ha NpearnpuHMMaTenb-
ctBe. KynbTypHble Tpaavuum n penurmos-
Hble HaCTpOeHWs BO MHOrOM OnpeaensitoT
WHANBUAYANbHOE N FPynnoBoe OTHOLIEeHMue
K PpasfuyHbIM COUManbHbIM SBJIEHUAM W,
cnefoBaTefibHO, K NpeanpuHUMaTeNnbCTBY.
Mpn 2ToM [lpaBocnaBHOe XPUCTUAHCTBO,
ABMSOWEECS Ha MNPOTSAXEHUU MHOrMX Be-
KOB rOCMOACTBYHOLLEN penurmen B Poccum,
NpU3HaAEeT 4enoBeYeCcKUn TpyA 3aKOHHOM
OesATeNbHOCTbIO, HO He NMpUAaeT 3HaYeHus
WCTUMHHOW LIEHHOCTM TanaHTa. Ha npotsxe-
HUK BCen ncropuu, Liepkosb B Poccun noga-
YepKMBaAET [IPEXOBHOCTb CTSXKaTenbCTBa,
npu3blBaeT XWTb B CKPOMHOCTM W TpyAae
pagn «xneba HacywHoro», obewas no-
KOPHbIM M TepnesmBbIM pari B 3arpobHom
XW3HW, rae Bcero byaet B msobunum n He
b6yaet HeobxoanmocTn B paboTe Kakoro-nu-
60 poaa! LlepkoBb B anoxy deoganmsama u
paHHero KanuTaam3aMma, a TakXe B npeaco-
BETCKOe BpeMs, 6blsla LeHHbIM COH3HMKOM
MOHapXMM M MpaBsAWNX KpPyros, AaBas MM
HeobxoAMMY0 MAEONI0MMYECcKYo noaaepX-
Ky, KOTOpYyk no3gHee 6o0nblUeBMKKN nepe-
pabotanu u B35 Ha BOOpY>XeHune, obelas
COBPEMEHHbIA pail MNpU  XWU3HU, KOMMY-
HM3M. B ocTtanbHOM Xe uaes 6bina, 6onee
WIn MeHee, NOBTOPEeHMEM y4dyeHus Llepksu.
XXenaembiMy 6b11M NMOKOPHOCTb M BEPHOCTb
naesiM KOMMYHUCTMYECKOW MapTMM BNacTtu
(no aHanorun - Bepyrowme / nocneposare-
nun). Crpoxainwmum obpas3oM npecnenosa-
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and goods were distributed based on the
authority of the position in the party and
in accordance with the demonstrated loy-
alty of the person or the group. The post-
Soviet era was supposed to free society of
the ideological constrains of communism
and, in particular, to bring back free trade
and business initiative of the individuals
as valued social virtues. Instead, the age
was plagued with a pervasive corruption
that only strengthened the camp of those
who claimed that free trade and private
initiative were utterly corrupt concepts,
strange for the Russians. The nostalgia
for the “good old (communist) times”
was pouring extra oil on the revival of the
Church as the old/new controller of the
crowds. It swiftly established common
ground with the proponents of Russia as
a society that is prosperous only if ruled
by iron-pest leaders.

As it can be seen from this brief retro-
spective, the stereotype that entrepre-
neurship is something alien to Russian
culture is strong and even confirmed by
some prominent organisational behav-
iorists. However, many others would ar-
gue that this stereotype is utterly wrong.
They criticise Hofstede’s instant approach
to rather complex sociological concepts
that call for careful monitoring and a criti-
cal approach. They argue that individual-
istic societies are more supportive to en-
trepreneurship but only if the economy is
well developed (Pinillos, 2011). We also
think that individualism, rationality and
other universal qualities of the entrepre-
neurs are parts of Russian culture and
that business is considered a legitimate
and necessary human activity. We sup-
port this with the notion that business in
Russia has a long tradition and is deeply
rooted in the common heritage. Thus, in
pre-revolutionary Russia, the local trad-
ers were not only active in business but
were also highly appreciated philanthro-
pists. The famous Tretyakov Gallery was
founded by the prominent Russian mer-
chant and benefactor Pavel Tretyakov
who, in 1892, donated his rich collection

10Cb MHaKoMbICMe fboro poaa, BKIOYas
CTpeMsleHMe K YacTHOMY npearnpuHMMa-
TeNbCTBY, Kak OYEBUAHOWM YepTe NHANBUAY-
asM3Ma M Hecornacus € KONeKTUBUCTCKUM
XapakTtepoM cTtpos. lMpn Takon wngeonoru-
YECKOW CTPYKType caM TpyA, OnsATb Xe, He
nMen 60MbLIOro 3Ha4YeHUs, CPeacTea n To-
Bapbl pacnpenensnmcb Ha OCHOBE aBTOPU-
TETHOCTM MecTa B NapTUM N B COOTBETCTBUM
C AEMOHCTPUPYEMbBIM YPOBHEM NOSSIBHOCTU
onpeaeneHHoro Jsmua WM KOsJeKTuBa.
DKOHOMUYECKMEe U MpaBoBble pedopMbl B
MOCTCOBETCKYK 3MOXYy AOSKHbI OblIM OC-
Bo60AMTb 06WecTBO OT MAE0N0rMYECcKmX
OrpaHNYeHnNn KOMMYHMU3Ma U, B YACTHOCTHU,
paspeLlmnTb CBOOOAHYK TOProBAO U AEeNo-
BYIO MHMUMATMBY 4YacCTHbIX JIUL, BEPHYB el
cTaTyC coumanbHoi pobpoaertenu. Bmecto
3TOro, rogamMm o6LEeCTBO CTa/IKMBaNoCb CO
BCEMpPOHMKALOLLEN KOppYNUUeNn, YTO TOSIbKO
YKpPEnuno narepb CTOPOHHUKOB YyTBEpXae-
HMS O TOM, 4YTO maes cBoboaHON TOProBAW
M YaCTHOW WHUUMATUBbI SBNSIeTCS Kpawn-
He pas3Bpallatolen n Henpuemnemom Ans
pycckux. Hoctanbrus no «crapbiM 406pbIM
(KOMMYHUCTMYECKMM) BpeMeHaM» noanuvBea-
nla OOMOJSIHUTENbHOrO Macna B OroHb CTO-
POHHMKOB BO3pOXAeHMs LlepkBu C Uesnbio
BEPHYTb YTpPa4YeHHbIM KOHTPOJIb HaA Macca-
MW. DTa NMONTUKA ObICTPO HaLlla TOYKM CO-
NMPUKOCHOBEHMUSI CO CTOPOHHUKAMM MHEHMUS,
yTo Poccus - rocyaapcTBo, npougeTatoLlee
TONIbKO MOA PYKOBOACTBOM JIMAEpa C «XKe-
NIe3HOW pyKOmn».

Kak BMAHO M3 3TOM KpaTKOM pEeTpOCneKTU-
Bbl, CTEPEOTUMNHOE MHEHME O TOM, YTO Npea-
NPUHMMATENbCTBO SIBASIETCA 4YEM-TO YyX-
ObIM ANnsl pyCCKOM KynbTypbl, NpoAaoshxaeT
BO306/s1a4aTh M Aa)ke NoATBepXAaeTcs He-
KOTOPbIMX BUAHBbIMW TEOPETMKaMM OpraHu-
3auMOHHOro 6uxesnopmama. TeM He MeHee,
MHOXATCSi CTOPOHHMKW MHEHWS, 4YTO 3TOT
CTepeoTUn coBeplleHHO HeonpasaaH. OHu
KPUTUKYOT CMIOMUHYTHBIM noaxog Xodcre-
[a K JOBOSIbHO CNOXHbIM COLIMONOMMYECKNM
KOHLeNuMsaM, KoTopble TpebyloT TliaTenb-
HOro KOHTPONS U KPUTUYECKOro aHasnmsa.
OHM yTBEPXAAT, YTO 06WEeCcTBO UHAMBU-
AyanuctoB 60sblue NoAAEPXNBAET YAaCTHYHO
WHULUMATUBY WU CTPEMSIEHME K MpeanpuHun-
MaTeNnbCTBY, NMPU YCNOBUM, YTO SKOHOMMUKA
OaHHOM cTpaHbl xopowo pa3suta (Pinillos,
2011). Mbl nogaep>xmBaemM Takom Noaxon w
cynTaeMm, YTo UHANBUAYaAIN3M, paunoHanb-
HOCTb U Apyrue yHuBepcasibHble KayecTBa
npeanpuvHUMaTENen ABASIOTCA YacTbio pycC-
CKOWM KynbTypbl, 4TO 6U3HEC aBnseTcs 3a-
KOHHbIM M HEobXOoAMMbIM BWOOM 4esioBe-
Yeckoln aesATenbHOCTU. Mbl MOHMMAEM, 4To
6u3Hec B Poccum mmeeT AaBHME Tpaamumm
n rnybokme KopHu B o0bweM Hacneguu.
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to the city of Moscow. In addition, busi-
ness activity was common for the general
population too, from the monks in the nu-
merous monasteries, up to the peasants
who were actively trading their crops.
Even during the Soviets, despite the re-
strictions for “speculators” and the pros-
ecution of private entrepreneurs, they not
only did survive, but continued to grow,
although illegally. They were, in fact, ac-
tive more than ever, having in mind the
pervasive shortage of goods of any kind.
Some of them even managed to get very
rich. The post-Soviet era was a time of
uncontrolled and unregulated market,
racketeering, shady and fraudulent priva-
tisation. This all contributed largely to the
image of the "new Russian businessman”
with all the easy-recognisable artifacts,
perks and negative characteristics. Al-
most every entrepreneur was considered
crooked, and his fast accumulation of
capital was considered fraudulent. Com-
mon people treated the entrepreneurs of
that time almost like bandits. Unfortu-
nately, they were not far from the truth
and the real criminals who were providing
the notorious “protection services” were
referring to each other as “businessmen”.

No wonder Russian people developed a
very negative perception, distrust and
even fear of the entrepreneurs and the
entrepreneurship of this "new age”. How-
ever, we must argue that the public was
not always right. For example, Timmons
notices that the entrepreneurs exhib-
it ability to quickly recognise a pattern
that leads to an opportunity, while it is
still taking shape. The ability to recognise
ideas that could become entrepreneurial
opportunities stems from their capacity to
see what others do not (Characteristics of
the Entrepreneur: Social Creatures, Not
Solo Heroes, 2013). The Nobel prize-win-
ner, Herbert Simon, describes the recog-
nition of patterns as a creative process
that is not simply logical, linear, and addi-
tive. Rather, the process is often intuitive,
involving creative linking or cross-associ-
ation of two or more in-depth “chunks”

Tak, B nepuoa AOPEBOIIOLUMOHHON Poccum,
KOMMEpCaHTbl, TOProeubl 6blM HE TOSIbKO
aKTMBHbl B 6u3Hece, HO Takxke SBAASINCH
weapbiMy 6/1aroTBOPUTENSMU N MeLeHaTa-
Mn. Hanpumep, 3HaMeHnTas TpeTbsKOBCKas
ranepes 6bia OCHOBaHa BblAalOLWMMCS pyC-
CKMM KyruoMm [MaBnom TpeTbsKoBbIM, KOTO-
pbii B 1892 rogy nogapwn ceoto boraTen-
Wyl Konnekumio ropogy Mockse. Kpome
TOro, AenoBast akTUBHOCTb 6bls1a 0bLen ans
HaceneHus B LIe/I0OM, Ha4yMHas C MOHaxXoB B
MOHACTbIPSIX M BMOTb A0 KPeCTbsH, KOTO-
pble aKTMBHO TOProBajan naogamu CBOEro
CeNbCKOXO3ANCTBEHHOINO WAN peMec/ieHHO-
ro Tpyaa. daxe Bo BpemeHa CoBeToB, He-
CMOTPS Ha OrpaHUYeHUs AONS «CreKynsH-
TOoB» N cyaebHoe npecnenoBaHMe YacTHbIX
npeanpuHUMaTENei, OHN HE TOSIbKO BbIXKKU-
N, HO MpOAO/IKaNN pa3BMBATbCS, XOTS U
Ha HeneranbHbIX OCHOBaHMAX. OHM 6blnn,
Nno CyTW, aKTUBHbI Bonblue, YeM Korga-nu-
60, UMesa B BMAY MOBCEMECTHYIO HEXBATKy
ToBapoB ntoboro poga. HeKOTopbIM U3 HUX
Jaxe yAaBanoCb aKKyMy/MpOBaTb 3Hauu-
TenbHoe 6oratcTeo. Nepuoa nocne pacnaga
CoBeToB «bbls1 5MOX0MN HEKOHTPOSIMPYEMOIO
W HeperyivpyeMoro pblHKa, pakeTa, TeHe-
BOM 3KOHOMMKM N MOLLUEHHMYECKOW npuBa-
Tu3aumm». Bce 3TO B 3HAUUTENILHOW Mepe
cnocobcrBoBano gopMmnpoBaHmMio obpasa
«HOBOrO pycckoro busHecMeHa» CO BCEMMU
Nlerko ysHaBaeMblMn aTpumbyTamn, 4depTa-
MW M OTpULaTeNbHbIMU XapaKTepUCTUKaMM.
MouTn Kakabl npeanpuHuMaTenb cyYuTan-
csl BOPOM mnu adepuctom, BCAKUIA BbICTPO
pacTyLlWuMin KanuTaa paccMaTpuBancsa Kak
MOJIy4YeHHbIN 06MaHHbIM nyTeM. [lpocToi
HapoA OTHOCWACA K npeanpuHMMaTensm
TOro BpeMeHu NoyTn Kak Kk 6baHamtam. K co-
»KasIeHWH0, 3TO He ObIsI0 AaneKko OT UCTUHbI,
TaK KaK HacTosiMe 4feHbl MNPEecTyrHbIX
rpynnMpoBoK, obecnednBatoLLMX NPEC/IOBY-
Tble «yC/yrM NO OXpaHe», Ha3blBanu Apyr
apyra «busHecMeHaMn» WU <«Aes0BbIMU
noabMu». HeyamBuTeNbHO, 4YTO B COBpe-
MEHHOM POCCMIACKOM 06LiecTBe pa3BuIOChb
O4YeHb HeraTMBHOE BOCMpUATUE, HeaoBepue
N gaxke CTpax nepej npeanpuvHuUMaTesnsiMm
M NpeanpuHUMaTesIbCTBOM 3TOM «HOBOW
anoxu». TeM He MeHee, Mbl 0653aHbl NMoA-
YEepKHYTb, YTO 06LLECTBEHHOCTb He Bceraa
npasa. Hanpumep, TMUMMOHC OTMEYaeT, 4YTo
WCTUHbIA NpeanpuHMMaTtenb cnocobeH pac-
No3HaTb Masenwmnini HaMeK Ha 3apoXxaato-
Ltotocs Moaenb 6MsHeca B TO BpeMsl, Koraa
OHa elle TOJIbKO HaynHaeT obpeTaTb CBOMO
dopmMy. CnocobHOCTb pacno3HaBaTb UAEMU,
KOTOpble MOryT 06paTUTbCsl B BO3MOXHOCTb
ANa nNpeanpuHUMATENbCKOM AesaTeNbHOCTU
CBfI3aHa C MX CMOCOBHOCTbIO BUAETL TO, YTO
Apyrne BuaeTb He MoryT (XapakKTepucTuku
MpeanpuvHuMaTens: npoaykT obuwiectBa, a
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of experience, know-how and contacts
(Desirable Business/Revenue Model Met-
rics, 2013). The Russian business people
of that time were not all crooked as these
frustrated strata of the Russian society
were stereotyping. Instead, they were
simply seeing opportunities where the
rest of the population was seeing prob-
lems. However, damage done to the pub-
lic image of entrepreneurs during those
times is still there. GEM for 2011 reveals
that the entrepreneurial intentions in
Russia are among the lowest in the world.
People who plan to start business within
three years are 25% on average, while in
Russia they are only 5.8%, with almost
half of them being already entrepreneurs
(Verkhovskaia & Dorokhina 2011). The
Public Opinion Foundation, the biggest
research and polling agency, surveys the
general attitude of the population. Ac-
cording to this institution, the previous
negative attitude stated by 27% of the
respondents in 2001, dropped to 12%
in 2011. However this was not result of
growth of those who report positive at-
titude, but of those (25%) who find the
question “difficult to answer”.

On the other side, the positive attitude
reported by 62% of the surveyed is very
encouraging and indicates a significant
shift in the social perception of entrepre-
neurs. This particularly having in mind
that within the subset of “respondents
who are focused on individual actions and
are engaged in promotion of innovation”
referred to as “People 21st century”, posi-
tive attitude reached 82%. However, only
45% of them think that “the attitude of
Russians towards entrepreneurs is posi-
tive”. Researchers at Levada Centre, one
of the most prominent non-governmental
polling and research organisations in Rus-
sia, surveyed the attitude of the popula-
tion towards the actual “performers” of
entrepreneurship (Most Russians Suspi-
cious of Wealth, 2013). The survey has
shown that 62% of Russians have posi-
tive attitude towards small businesses
in comparison with 40% who think the

He repoun-oamnHouku, 2013). JlaypeaTt Hobe-
nesckon npemunu N'epbept CaliMoOH onuckiBa-
€T TaKme XapaKTeEPUCTUKU KaK TBOPYECKUN
NpoLecc, KOTOpbIA He ABASIETCS TOJIbKO N0-
rMYEeCcKUM, TMHENHBbIM UMK COBUPATENbHbIM.
Ckopee BCero, 3To MpoOLEeCcC YUCTO WUHTYU-
TUBHbINA, C y4acTMEM TBOPYECKMX MOCbIIOB
WM NepekpecTHoro o6beanHeHust ABYX Wan
6onee dakTopoB: CO6CTBEHHOro oOnMbITa,
HOy-Xay M KoHTakToB (XKenaembin 6usHec /
MaTtpuua mogenu goxogos, 2013). Pycckue
AenoBble NN TOro BpeMeHU He Bce bbin
CB$13aHbl C KPMMMHAMIOM, HE CMOTPS Ha CNo-
XMBLUMNCS B pa304apoBaHHOM POCCUMNCKOM
oblectse ctepeoTun. HanpoTuse, OHU BMae-
JIN BO3MOXHOCTW TaM, rae octasjibHas 4acTb
HaceneHus Buaena npobnembl. TeM He Me-
Hee, nocneacTtems yuwepba, HaHECEHHOro
UMUOXY npeanpuHMMaTenen B TO BpeMs,
MMerT MecTo Ao cmx nop. GEM 3a 2011 rog
NnokKasbliBaeT, 4TO npearnpuHMMaTesbCKme
HacTpoeHust B Poccmm O4HW M3 CaMbIX HU3-
Knx B Mmpe. B cpegHeM, B pa3BUTbIX CTpaHax
KONIMYECTBO to4eNn, NAaHMpYoLWKMX HavaTb
cobCTBEHHbIN 6U3HEeC B TeueHune 6nvkain-
wunx Tpex net cocraBnaet 25% oOT uucna
B3pOC/0ro HaceneHus, Toraa Kak B Poccum
3TOT MokasaTesb coctaBnasieT avwb 5,8%.
Mpn 3TOM NOYTWU MOOBUHA U3 HUX YXKE SIB-
nsawTcs npeanpuHnMmatenammn (Bepxosckas
n JopoxuHa, 2011). ®oHp ObuiecTBeHHOE
MHeHWe, NpoBOASLLNI CaMble KpYrHble COo-
umosniornyeckme uccnegoBaHns m o63opbl,
paccMatpmBaeT obuiee OTHOLWEHMe K Mnpo-
6neme cpean HaceneHus. B cooTBETCTBMN C
nccnegoBaHuamm ®OM, HabnogaeTcs CHU-
XEHWEe YPOBHS HEraTMBHOIMO OTHOLUEHMS K
npeanpuHUMaTenbCTBY € 27% ONpOoLLEHHbIX
B 2001 rogy ao 12% B 2011 rogy. OgHako,
3TOT NokasaTtesfb 6bin 4OCTUrHYT He 6naro-
Aaps NosiBfIeHUIO 6osblIero ymcna Tex, KTo
BbICKa3blBaeT MOJIOXUTE/IbHOE OTHOLUEHME
K NpeanpuHUMaTensam, a BCBS3M C yBenunye-
HMeM A0 25% uyncna oTBETUBLLUNX Ha BOMPOC
«3aTPYAHSOCb OTBETUTL>.

C Apyrov CTOpOHbI, MOMOXUTENIbHOE OTHO-
LleHne BbICKaszaHo 62% o6cnenoBaHHbIX,
YTO $SBNSETCA BeCbMa Ob6HageXwmBaloLWMM
pe3ynbTaTOM U YKa3bIBa€T Ha Ha/M4ne 3Ha-
YMNTENBbHOIO CcaBura BOCNpuUATUM COLUNYMOM
YacTHOro npegnpuHUMaTenscrea. Npn 3ToOM
HaZo MMETb B BMAY, YTO NpU NOAOOHbIX MUC-
cnefoBaHuAX, MpPOBEAEHHbIX cpean Tex,
KTO «OPMEHTMPOBaAH Ha WHAMBWUAYasibHblE
OENCTBMSA M 3aHMMaETCs MpPOABUMXEHNEM
MHHOBAUMIM», TaKk Ha3biBaeMbIX «Jltogen 21
BeKa», MO3UTMBHOE OTHOLWIEHWE AOCTUraeT
pesynbTata B 82% cnydaeB. OgHaKo TO/IbKO
45% 13 HMX CUYMTalOT, YTO «obLlee OTHOLIEe-
HME POCCUSH K mpeanpuHMMaTenaMm sBns-
eTCd MOJIOXKUTENbHbIM>», I/Iccne,qosa'renm n3
NeBaga LleHTpa, ogHOM M3 M3BECTHEMLINX
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same for the big corporations. Another
study done by the Levada Center and the
Center for Macroeconomic Research of
Sberbank of Russia, revealed that a sig-
nificant part of Russians agree that “busi-
ness activities influence positively the so-
cial and economic life”. Eight out of ten
of the respondents agree that “entrepre-
neurs contribute to the wellbeing of soci-
ety and that society benefits from the fact
that they create new products, services
and jobs”.

III1. Conclusion

The cited research shows a positive
change in the attitude of Russian popu-
lation towards entrepreneurship and to-
wards its protagonists. However, the re-
sults still lag behind those of the EU27
countries and of the USA. The mixed at-
titude of Russians towards business can
be illustrated by the high score (67%) of
their statement that “entrepreneurs are
concerned only about their pockets”. The
score of the same question in the case of
the EU-27 countries is 56% and for U.S.
it is only 35%. Moreover, 64% of Rus-
sians still think that “entrepreneurs take
advantage of other people’s labour” (in
comparison with 52% in EU-27 and 36%
in the U.S.). We argue that this confu-
sion between the expectations from the
entrepreneurship and the negative at-
titude towards some of its major facets
could be resulting from the discrepancy
between success stories and the plethora
of affairs and examples of misuse of pri-
vate initiative in the media, a situation,
more or less common to all post-commu-
nist countries. However, the major culprit
is most probably the post Soviet era of
aggressive privatisation and the rise of
the new class of extremely rich Russians,
while the rest of society was struggling to
survive in, sometimes, extreme poverty.
The perception of the average Russian of
entrepreneurship is an innocent victim of
those two social phenomena.

HenpaBUTENbCTBEHHbLIX  COLIMONOMMYECKMX
N Hay4HO-uccnenoBaTeNbCKUX OpraHu3a-
umMn B Poccmn, paccmaTtpuBaloT OTHOLUEHMEe
HaceneHus K NoAMHHbBIM npeanpuHMMaTe-
naM (BonbWMHCTBO pPOCCUSIH He A0BEPSHOT
6oraTbiM, 2013). ObcnenoBaHMs Nokasanu,
UTO 62% POCCUSAH NOJSIOXUTENBHO OTHOCAT-
csl K ManoMy busHecy no cpaBHeHUto ¢ 40%
TeX, KTO AyMaeT TO XXe caMoe O KPYrHbIX
Kopropauusx. [ipyrne nccnenosaHums, npo-
BedeHHble JleBaga LleHTpoM u LleHTpom ma-
KPO3KOHOMMYECKUX wuccnegosaHmnin Cbep-
6aHka Poccum, nokasan, 4Yto 3HauynTeNbHas
4YacTb POCCUSH corflacHa, 4To <«npeanpu-
HUMaTenbCKas AeaTesIbHOCTb MONOXUTENb-
HO B/IMSIET Ha COLMANbHO-3KOHOMUYECKYHD
XXM3Hb». BoceMb M3 [EecsTM OMpPOLUEHHbIX
COrMacHbl, YTO «npeanpuHUMaTENU CnyxaT
BO 6naro obuwectBa, U 4To 06LECTBO BbI-
WrpbiBaeT OT TOro, YTO OHM CO34atOT HOBble
NPOAYKTbI, yCNyru u paboune mecrta».

I1I1. 3aknouyeHune

MpuBeaeHHble KUCCNefoBaHMSA MOKa3biBa-
IOT MO3UTUBHbIE W3MEHEHUS B OTHOLle-
HMW POCCMINCKOro HaceneHusl K npeanpu-
HMMaTeNbCTBY M K €ro CTOPOHHMKaM. TeMm
He MeHee, 3TU pe3y/bTaTbl BCE €elle HUXe
COOTBETCTBYIOLLEro YpOBHS CTpaH EBpo-
cotoza n CLUA. CMelwaHHble OTHOLUEHUS
pocCcuaH K OHuM3HEecMeHaM WANICTPUPYOT
cBoeobpasHbin pekopn (67%) cornacHbix
C yTBEpXAeHueM, 4TOo «npeanpuHMMmare-
NN 03aboyeHbl TO/IbKO COCTOSIHMEM CBOMX
KapMaHoB». OueHkKa Mo TOMy e BOMpo-
Cy B C/ly4yae cTpaH EBpocoto3a coctasnser
56%, a anga CLUA 310 Tonbko 35%. Kpome
TOro, 64% pOCCUSAH NO-MPEXHEMY CUMUTALOT,
YTO <«MpeanpuHUMaTENM  3KCNyaTUpyoT
yyxomn Tpya» (no cpaBHeHU ¢ 52% B EC
n 36% B CLUA). Mbl yTBepXxaaem, 4to 3Ta
nyTaHMUa Mexay OXuaaHusMm oT npeanpu-
HMMaTeNbCTBa M HeraTMBHbIM OTHOLUEHMEM
K HEeKOTOPbIM M3 €ro OCHOBHbIX aCMeKTOoB
MOXeT OblTb pe3ysibTaTOM HEeCOOTBETCTBMUS
Mexay YCnewHbIMKM MpuMepaMm U MHOXe-
CTBOM adep ¥ HeNpaBMAIbLHOIO NPUMEHEHUS
YaCTHOW MHULMATUBbI, 03BYy4YEHHbIX B CMU.
N Takasa cutyaumsa gasnsaetca , 6onee wnum
MeHee, obuwien ans BceX MOCTKOMMYHUCTU-
Yeckux CTpaH. MNpu 3TOM OCHOBHbIMWU BUHO-
BHMKaMu cneayeT CUYMTaTb MOCTCOBETCKYH
3NOXYy arpeccuBHOM MNpuBaTM3auMM U pas-
pacTaHMe HOBOro Kjlacca o4yeHb 6HoraTtbiX
pOCCUSIH, B TO BpeMs KakK ocCTasibHasi 4yacTb
obuwecTtBa 6opeTcs 3a BbDKMBaAHME, @ UHO-
raa M HaxoAMTCHA Ha nopore KpamHem Hu-
weTbl. TakuM 06pa3oM, CpeaHUn POCCUSHUH
cchopmMmpoBan CBOE OTHOLLUEHNE K SBNEHMUIO
npeanpuHUMaTENbCTBaA, YyBCTBYHO cebs He-
BMHHOW >XEpTBOM 3TUX ABYX COLMASbHbIX
SABIEHUN.
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