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Abstract.  This paper aims to evaluate SME support programs in the context of institutional theory. The methodological basis of the 
study is the theory of transaction costs, which makes it possible to develop the theoretical aspects of evaluating the effectiveness of 
state programs by including a new factor in the analysis, i.e. various types of the funds recipients’ transaction costs. The authors raise 
question about the effectiveness of the applied entrepreneurship support programs using the case study of Chelyabinsk and Chely-
abinsk region. We analyse the main requirements to applicants, time costs for obtaining subsidies, as well as feedback indicators. 
On the one hand, we reveal that government bodies impose strict requirements for applicants. On the other hand, the demand for 
government financial support from SMEs is low. The researchers assess transaction costs of subsidies recipients by transforming time 
costs into financial costs and conclude that the level of SME transaction costs when submitting applications is insignificant. The main 
reason behind SME’s reluctance to participate in the tender for the allocation of budget funds is a high level of transaction costs of a 
different nature, that is losses associated with stepping out of the “shadow” when providing information for authorities. The practical 
application of the results is aimed at improving the adequacy of methods for evaluating the effectiveness of SME support programs for 
the institutional constraints of the Russian small business.
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INTRODUCTION
Access to financing is one of the most serious problems 

for small businesses, not only in Russia, but also in European 
countries. According to the European Central Bank, access 
to financing is a pressing problem for 61% of SME in Greece, 
50% in Spain, 50% in Italy, 40% in Portugal1. The immediacy 
of the problems of SME external fund raising is document-
ed by empirical studies around the world [Anderson, Keg-
els, 1997; Castillo, Mora-Valencia, Perote, 2018; Guinness, 
Hogan, Powell, 2018; Leonidou, Palihawadana, Theodosiou, 
2011; Rupeika-Apoga, 2014; Tülüce, Doğan, 2014; Uesugi, 
Sakai, Yamashiroc, 2010]. José A. Castillo  et  al. [2018] find 
that moral hazard affects default probability of SMEs with 
collateralized loans. The study by Moreira [2016] that cov-
ered 327 SME shows the importance of a firm’s normal li-
quidity for its growth. Rupeika-Apoga [2014] proposes tools 
for determining financing needs for SMEs using the exam-
ple of the Baltic States. The study highlights “the need to 
support the design and evaluation of policy measures and 
to monitor the implications of financial reforms on SMEs’ ac-
cess to finance”. Tülüce and Doğan [2014] prove the impor-
tance of foreign direct investment (FDI) in the development 
of SME. The study of small firms’ needs for financing from 
the standpoint of the institutional approach is presented in 
[Beck, Demirgüç-Kunt, Maksimovic, 2008; Beck et al., 2006; 
Bondareva, Zatrochová, 2014; Budina, Garretsen, de Jong, 
2000; Gros, Suhrcke, 2000; Peachey, Roe, 2004; Wonglimpi-
yarat, 2016] using the case study of various countries. How-
ever, it is worth noting that, in general, it is rare for foreign 
researchers to analyse state support as a significant source 
of SME funding.

1 European Central Bank. (2013). Survey on the access to finance of 
small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) in the euro area. Available at: 
www.ecb.europa.eu/stats/ecb_surveys/safe/html/index.en.html.

The positive effect of the SME government support pro-
grams has been proven by numerous researchers [Alvarez, 
2004; Cansino et al., 2013; Francis, Collins-Dodd, 2004; Freix-
anet, 2012; Gençtürk, Kotabe, 2001; Jalali, 2012; Lederman, 
Olarreaga, Zavala, 2016; Leonidou, Palihawadana, Theodo-
siou, 2011]. In the context of the crisis and poor availability 
of loans for SME, the role of government support is growing 
substantially. Prelipcean and Boscoianu [2014] offer govern-
ments to respond more actively to the financing constraints 
faced by SMEs. These are both traditional programs of guar-
anteed loans, direct lending, microfinance, and new innova-
tive schemes. 

Budgetary financing, although a key factor in support pro-
grams, is not sufficient. In the structure of such programs, the 
traditionally substantial role belongs to consulting support. 
Training, recruiting and R&D are generally more important 
for typical SMEs than for larger companies [Wilthagen, 2012]. 
As a result, free access to various types of consulting support, 
including marketing and the development of business strat-
egies, is especially pertinent for these firms. This point has an 
evidence base not only in Russian [Ilyasova, 2015], but also 
European [Mrva, Stachová, 2014] and Asian [Aykan, Aksoylu, 
Sönmez, 2013] studies. At the same time, the authors come 
to divergent conclusions about the quality of such support 
in their countries. According to Turkish researchers, there is 
a clear positive effect of such support, whereas Russian re-
searchers stress obvious gaps in the field of marketing con-
sulting. So, according to Sidorchuk [2012], there is a virtually 
complete lack of marketing support in terms of competitive-
ness and SME customer-oriented tendency. 

Regarding the effectiveness of the existing system of gov-
ernment support for SME in the Russian Federation, there is 
some inconsistency between the conclusions of objective 
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empirical studies and data of subjective statistics, i.e. surveys 
of managers of small and medium-sized firms. Thus, accord-
ing to OPORA Russia, every fourth company participates in 
regional and local support programs, and most participants 
highly appreciate the effectiveness of these measures1. Hav-
ing studied SME support in 49 regions of the Russian Fed-
eration, Buev et al. [2010] testify the absence of a statistically 
significant relationship between the volume of support pro-
vided by the government and the performance of small busi-
nesses. This view is supported by Basareva [2011]. Other au-
thors [Aleshhenko, 2014; Borodushko, 2014; Klimova, 2013] 
come to similar conclusions about the disappointing results 
of the measures for stimulating small business and the con-
tradictory nature of business development in Russia. 

Thus, the relevance of the tasks to assess the measures 
of government support for SME is determined by not only 
the increasing limitation of external financing for small en-
trepreneurs, but also the shortcomings of the very system of 
budget allocation. 

The purpose of this study is to evaluate the effectiveness 
of SME state support programs from the standpoint of the 
institutional approach, viz. the theory of transaction costs. 
The task of assessing the transaction costs level of applicants 
for budget funds was solved using the case study of SMEs 
in Che lyabinsk region.

LITERATURE REVIEW
The institutional diversity of forms of government sup-

port poses the question of their effectiveness and relevance in 
terms of achieving success and increasing the competitiveness 
of domestic SMEs [Belova, Barhatov, Pletnyov, 2016]. In the eco-
nomic literature, we can find different approaches to assessing 
the effectiveness of government support for small businesses. 
According to a traditional approach, indicators characterizing 
the share of small enterprises are used as indicators of feed-
back: in the total number of enterprises, total turnover, tax rev-
enues, GRP formation and the employed in small enterprises of 
the total number of employees [Bykova, 2014]. 

Balekin [2010] suggests assessing the effectiveness of al-
located funds to support small businesses according to the 
effect that the allocated funds produced, based on the fol-
lowing feedback indicators: the number of small businesses; 
the number of employees in small enterprises; the volume 
of investment in fixed assets of small enterprises; turnover of 
small enterprises; wage fund in small enterprises. 

A number of economists consider it expedient to include 
in the analysis output indicators of budget funds spent on 
implementing measures to promote the development of 
small businesses. Dadashev et al. [2002] consider such indi-
cators as: the ratio of the annual increase in the volume of 
sales to the amount of allocated budget funds for their sup-
port; the ratio of the annual increase in employee income to 
the amount of budget funds; the ratio of the volume of pay-
ments to the budget system and the amount of government 
financial support (the indicator of budget efficiency).

1 Entrepreneurial climate in Russia: Index of Opora. 2012. The official 
site of the All-Russian public organization of small and medium business 
«Opora Russia». Available at: www.opora.ru.

In the work by Ezhov et al. [2016], a methodology for as-
sessing the effectiveness of government support for small 
businesses is developed on the basis of calculating the 
growth in the number of small businesses by 1  million ru-
bles of budget subsidies using the case of long-term target-
ed programs for the development of small business, which 
makes it possible to estimate the return on funds invested in 
various areas of SMEs activities. 

In the study by Mrva and Stachova [2014], the SME gov-
ernment support was assessed by means of the SME number 
indicators, the number of newly born enterprises, SME’s con-
tribution to employment, unemployment rate, total profit of 
organizations.

In 2010, the OECD Working Party on SMEs and entrepre-
neurship2 presented an assessment of government support 
for small and medium-sized enterprises in the global finan-
cial crisis. The effectiveness of support measures was as-
sessed according to subjective statistics. OECD has chosen 
SME investment activity as significant feedback indicators, 
along with the number of employees at the enterprise, the 
threat of bankruptcy, the availability of other (not budgetary) 
external sources of financing. It noteworthy that the result of 
this study was a rather high positive assessment of the assis-
tance programs in the countries under review. 

Cansino et al. [2013] carried out an economic evaluation 
of government programs to support the export of SME in 
Spain based on such indicators as activity, location, sales and 
number of employees. The analysis showed that the compa-
nies involved in the program have improved their ratio of ex-
ports to the total sales by about 10 percentage points. 

In the group study of the effectiveness of export promo-
tion programs, Francis and Collins-Dodd [2004] rely on meth-
ods of subjective statistics: according to surveys, they assess 
the impact of this program on competencies, strategies and 
performance of small firms. 

An integral method that allows forming a general indi-
cator of the effectiveness of government support for small 
and medium-sized businesses can be considered as a vari-
ety of the traditional approaches to assessment [Bovykina, 
2013; Kremin, 2017]. According to Kremin [2017], the inte-
gral indicator should include three blocks: socio-economic 
performance indicators; indicators characterizing the effec-
tiveness of small businesses and those characterizing the 
contribution of small business in the socio-economic de-
velopment of the region. According to the author’s calcula-
tions, in the period of 2008–2014 in the Russian Federation 
there was a decline in the integral indicator from 3.11 to 
2.01, which indicated a decrease in SME effectiveness and 
an increase in the government’s costs for supporting enter-
prises in this sector. 

PROBLEM STATEMENT
At first glance, the official statistics of the Russian Federa-

tion contradict the conclusions of empirical studies: despite 
the crisis in the economy, the number of small entrepreneurs 

2 OECD Working Party On SMEs And Entrepreneurship (WPSMEE). 
Available at: www.oecd.org/cfe/smes/Assessment_Government_Sup-
port_Programmes.pdf.
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(Fig.  1) rapidly increases (Table  1) both in Russia and Che-
lyabinsk region. 

However, the quality of such growth remains question-
able, since the criteria for classifying enterprises as SME were 
revised several times, and many large enterprises “split” their 
business in order to reduce tax burden. 

Against the backdrop of the active growth in the number 
of SMEs, feedback indicators on support programs for this 
sector are of interest in the form of the number of applica-
tions filed and rejected (Table  2). Until 2017 inclusive, one 
SME could file several applications for tenders on different 
types of subsidies, starting from 2018, some changes were 
introduced: one subsidy to one SME. 

At first glance, there is no definite tendency and depend-
ence of the ratio of applications filed to actually granted 
subsidies over the years. For example, in 2017 there was a 
very small percentage of subsidies provided, only 28%. This 
is 22 subsidies out of 79 applications. In 2015, the percentage 
of subsidies provided was 69%, which, in numerical terms, 
equaled 24 pieces. Accordingly, in these years almost equal 

Table 1 – Dynamics of the growth rate of the small enterprises (SE) number  
in Russia and the Chelyabinsk region

Indicators/year 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

Growth rate of SE, 
Russia 118,5 116,9 104,4 111,7 109,1 103,0 102,0 123,3 106,8

Growth rate of SE,  
Chelyabinsk region 107,7 111,8 125,3 89,0 101,1 109,7 108,3 136,4 124,6

Note. Compiled by the authors according to the Federal State Statistics Service.

 
Fig. 1. The dynamics of the number of small enterprises

Note. Compiled by the authors according to the Federal State Statistics Service.

amounts of subsidies were granted. We can conclude that 
the amount of subsidies granted is limited by a certain num-
ber of subsidies, but this is not the case. In 2014 and 2016, the 
granted subsidies and filed applications were almost twice as 
large as in the previous years.

Fig.  2 shows that such a rise in the number of filed ap-
plications and granted subsidies, are due to changes in the 
amount of funding for the municipal program. In 2014 and 
2016 there were significant subsidies from the federal budg-
et, which made it possible to conduct more tenders. In 2017, 
there were no subsidies at all, just as well as in 2018. Accord-
ingly, in 2019, a small amount of subsidies is expected.

In Fig.  3, the number of filed applications is related to 
the number of industrial SMEs and industrial and construc-
tion SMEs1 as the main “target audience” of support meas-
ures. The percentage of small entrepreneurs attempting to 
receive government support is extremely low in both cases 
(not more than 5% and 2.5%, respectively). Perhaps the per-

1 Single Register of Small and Medium Enterprises. Available at: htt-
ps://rmsp.nalog.ru/search.html?mode=extended#.

Table 2 – Summary data on tenders for granting subsidies to SMEs

Indicator/year 2014 2015 2016 2017

Applications filed, pieces 130 64 132 79

Applications rejected, pieces 51 20 69 57

Subsidies granted, pieces 79 24 69 22

% of rejection 39% 31% 52% 72%

% of granting 61% 69% 48% 28%

Note. Compiled by the authors according to the data of Chelyabinsk City Administration.



U
PR

AVLEN
ETS/TH

E M
AN

AG
ER

 2
0

1
9. Vol. 10. N

o. 1
Public and Municipal Administration 31

Fig. 2. Volume and sources of the program funding

Note. Compiled by the authors according to the data of Chelyabinsk City Administration.

Fig. 3. The ratio of the number of filed applications to the number of  
industrial and industrial + construction SMEs

Note. Compiled by the authors according to the data of Chelyabinsk City Administration.

 

 

 

 

centage is understated due to the fact that among the small 
enterprises in the calculation the so-called “fly-by-night com-
panies” and “zero” firms were included. But even if we assume 
that such firms account for 50% of the total number (which 
is unreal, of course), then the percentage will increase two 
times. It becomes obvious that a very small number of SMEs 
claims for public funds. The demand for this support tool is 
essentially non-existent. 

In our opinion, the existing approaches to the assessment 
are rather limited, as they do not provide an opportunity to 
identify the reasons behind the low efficiency and low rel-
evance of government support measures for SMEs, but only 
state the facts of quantitative indicators of this sector devel-
opment. In the paper, we attempt to improve approaches to 
assessing the effectiveness of governmental support from 
the standpoint of the institutional approach is made. 

DATA AND METHODS
We believe that the institutional approach is productive, 

as it allows us to evaluate the assistance schemes offered by 
the authorities through the level of transaction costs of small 
enterprises connected with their receiving. The study was 
conducted at the regional level using the case of Chelyabinsk 
region. A summary of measures to support small and medi-
um-sized enterprises in the region is presented in Table 3.

We can see that directions and forms of support have 
been developing in the region only for the last two years 

and currently include such tools as vari-
ous types of consulting, business train-
ing, financing, guarantees, support for 
exports and innovations. At the same 
time, access restrictions generally con-
cern financial resources only.

The budget of Chelyabinsk city pro-
vides eight types of subsidies for SMEs1: 

l payment of interest on loans 
granted by Russian credit institutions 
and arranged for purchasing equip-
ment; 

l payment of the first instalment 
when concluding a leasing contract for 
equipment with Russian leasing organi-

zations in order to create and (or) develop or modernize the 
production of goods (works, services), including equipment 
installation costs; 

l payment of leasing payments under the equipment 
leasing contract concluded with Russian leasing organiza-
tions in order to create and (or) develop or modernize the 
production of goods (works, services), including equipment 
installation costs, with the exception of a portion of the lease 
payments to cover the lessor’s income; 

l purchasing equipment in order to create and (or) de-
velop or modernize the production of goods (works, servic-
es), excluding equipment designed for wholesale and retail 
trade; 

l participation in Russian exhibitions, fairs; 
l website promotion to get to the top positions in search 

engines; 
l implementation of business projects by young entre-

preneurs (expenses for acquisition and rent of equipment, 
rent of non-residential premises, professional development, 
development of entrepreneurial literacy and entrepreneurial 
competencies of personnel, payment for legal services, pur-
chase of licensed software); 

l professional development, improving entrepreneurial 
literacy and entrepreneurial competencies of personnel.

The selection of subsidies recipients is implemented in 
the following order. The application for a tender is made, the 
SME is recognized as the tender participant by the organizer, 

provided that the conditions listed below 
are met: 

a) availability of information about the 
SME in the SMEs Unified State Register; 

b) registration in the city of Chely-
abinsk; 

c) the absence of arrears on previously 
provided budget funds on a returnable 
basis; 

1 City administration of Chelyabinsk. Official 
site. Available at: https://cheladmin.ru/ru/admin-
istraciya-goroda/struktura-upravleniya/komitet-
ekonomiki-g-chelyabinska/maloe-i-srednee-pred-
prinimatelstvo/.
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Table 3 – Types of SMEs government support in Chelyabinsk city and Chelyabinsk region

Support infrastructure 
object  In force Functions implemented Terms of access  

to the resource

Center for 
Entrepreneurship 
Support

From May 2017  
to the present time

Consulting assistance, free education on the programs: 
"The alphabet of entrepreneurship" for potential and 

beginning entrepreneurs;
"School of an entrepreneur" for people who are running 

their business 

The federal program 
"You are an 
entrepreneur" 

Training Application + testing

Multifunctional 
Business Center

From 2017  
to the present time

A full range of services for SMEs: consultating, 
registration of sole traders and legal entities, cadastral 
register and cartography, verification of violations, 
issuance of permits 

Guarantee Center Security for loans, bank guarantees and leasing 
At least 30% of own funds 
from the amount of liabilities 

Export Support 
Center

Support to export-oriented entities

Center for Cluster 
Development

Consulting assistance

Industrial 
Development Fund 

Provision of targeted loans at a reduced rate, 
information and consulting services 

Regional Engineering 
Center 

Development projects support of manufacturing 
enterprises with co-financing of engineering and 
consulting services of third-party organizations 

Percentage of co-financing  
by the enterprise not less 
than 20% 

Agency for 
Investment 
Development

From 2016  
to the present time 

Ensuring interaction with investment and venture 
funds, etc., consulting assistance, support for 
investment projects 

Microfinance Center 
From 2017 

 to the present time
Issue of loans (up to 1 million rubles at 10% per annum, 

up to 1 year)

The program of 
affordable investment 
lending 

From 2017  
to the present time

Easy-term loan

Realization of investment 
projects, creation or 
acquisition of fixed assets, 
including construction 

Business navigator – 
free Internet resource 
(JSC "Corporation" 
SME ") 

From 2016  
to the present time

Consulting assistance

State-financed 
Institution of the 
Chelyabinsk region 
"Innovative business 
incubator"

From 2007  
to the present time

Property support of beginning entrepreneurs 

Tender (duration of up 
to 3 years, innovative/
general activity (subjects of 
youth, social and women 
entrepreneurship); 
availability of a 
documentation package; 
provision of a business plan, 
absence of debts on tax 
payments

Property support
From 2010  

to the present time 

Transfering government or municipal property into 
possession and (or) use (on a paid/gratuitous basis or 
on preferential terms) 

Youth innovation 
creativity centers

From 2018 Material and technical, economic, information base 

Subsidies at the local 
level

From 2007  
to the present time

Reimbursement of a part of the expenses incurred
Tender for the best 
performance indicators 

Subsidies at the 
regional level

From 2005  
to the present time

Reimbursement of a part of the expenses incurred
Tender for the best 
performance indicators

Source: compiled by the authors according to the data of Chelyabinsk City Administration.
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d) absence of arrears in payment of taxes, fees, penalties, 
fines, interest and other obligatory payments to budgets of 
all levels and state non-budgetary funds; 

e) payment of taxes, fees and other obligatory payments 
in the current and previous year to budgets of all levels and 
state non-budgetary funds; 

f ) non-existence at the stage of reorganization, liquida-
tion, bankruptcy, unrestricted legally in accordance with the 
legislation of the Russian Federation; 

g) the availability of permanent jobs as of January 1 of the 
current year, the presence of at least two jobs – for SME that 
are applying for a loan subsidy and/or a subsidy on lease pay-
ments and/or subsidies for payment of the first instalment, 
and (or) subsidies for the acquisition of equipment; 

h) payment of average monthly wages to employees for 
the year preceding the year of applying for a subsidy in the 
amount not less than the minimum wage in the organizations 
of the extrabudgetary sector of the economy approved by the 
regional minimum wage agreement in Chelyabinsk region for 
the corresponding year (in 2017 this was 9 700 rubles)1; 

i) provision for reimbursement of costs for which similar 
financial support was not provided; 

j) the consent of the head and representative of the SME 
for the processing of personal data; 

k) investing SME’s own funds in the purchase of equip-
ment in the current and (or) previous year (leasing).

Criteria for competitive selection are: 
1) budgetary efficiency (tax burden): the ratio of the vol-

ume of tax revenues from SMEs to budgets of all levels and 
insurance contributions in the year preceding the year of ap-
plying for a subsidy, to the volume of sales of goods, works, 
services (revenues) for the same period. Table 4 presents the 
ratio of points and different levels of tax burden in the secto-
ral context;

2) social efficiency: the ratio of the average monthly wage 
per employee for the year preceding the year of applying for 

1 Labour Inspection. Available at: http://trudinspection.ru/mr/ 
mrot-ch/.

Table 4 – Ratio of tax burden and points

Sections, subsections of economic activities
Number of points

0 2 4 6

Manufacturing, % Less than 1.0 From 1.0 to 4.0 From 4.0 to 7.1 Over 7.1

Construction, % Less than 1.0 From 1.0 to 6.0 From 6.0 to 12.2 Over 12.2

Production and distribution of electricity, gas and water, % Less than 1.0 From 1.0 to 2,8 From 2.8 to 4.8 Over 4.8

Transport and communication, % Less than 1.0 From 1.0 to 4.0 From 4.0 to 9.7 Over 9.7

Wholesale and retail trade, repair of motor vehicles, motor-
cycles, household goods and personal items, %

Less than 1.0 From 1.0 to 1,7 From 1.7 to 2.4 Over 2.4

Hotels and restaurants, % Less than 1.0 From 1.0 to 6.0 From 6.0 to 12.2 Over 12.2

Operations with real estate, renting, % Less than 1.0 From 1.0 to 10.0 From 10.0 to 22.2 Over 22.2

Agriculture, hunting and forestry, % Less than 1.0 From 1.0 to 2.0 From 2.0 to 3.6 Over 3.6

Fishery, fish farming, % Less than 1.0 From 1.0 to 4.0 From 4.0 to 7.6 Over 7.6

Provision of other communal, social and personal services, % Less than 1.0 From 1.0 to 11,5 From 11.5 to 23.09 Over 23.9

Activities not included in the above sections, % Less than 1.0 From 1.0 to 4.0 From 4.0 to 9.7 Over 9.7

the subsidy to the value of the minimum wage in organiza-
tions of the extrabudgetary sector of the economy approved 
by the regional minimum wage agreement in the Chely-
abinsk region for the corresponding year (Table 5);

3) social responsibility: the availability of a collective 
agreement according to Table 6;

4) the importance of the type of economic activity ac-
cording to the All-Russian Classifier of Economic Activities 
(Table 7);

5) the number of subsidies received (Table 8);
6) preservation and creation of jobs in the year preceding 

the year of applying for a subsidy (Table 9).
The tender winners are chosen by the tender committee 

after awarding the points to the participants of the tender ac-
cording to the criteria of the competitive selection. The num-
ber of points of each participant is summed up by all criteria, 
and the winners of the tender are identified by the largest 
sum of points scored. 

RESULTS
Having analysed the data of Tables 4–9, we can summa-

rize that the allocation of budget funds on a competitive ba-
sis is focused on a rather narrow range of SMEs: 

l enterprises involved in manufacturing and scientif-
ic  developments;  considering that the structure of the SMEs 
has not changed for the past 20 years, only every 10th en-
terprise today can be attributed to this sphere2; for the sake 
of justice, it should be noted that these enterprises are in 
need for support for the development of an innovative and 
import-substituting economy; 

l enterprises that have the largest allocations to the 
budget; in fact, if a subsidy is received by a SME, it is expected 
to be repaid in the form of tax deductions. Considering that 
many SMEs apply special taxation regimes, enterprises with 
a general taxation system are in a priority position; 

2 Russian Federal State Statistics Service. Small and medium entre-
preneurship. Available at: www.gks.ru/wps/wcm/connect/rosstat_main/
rosstat/ru/statistics/publications/catalog/doc_1139841601359.
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Table 5 – Ratio of coefficient and points

Coefficient Number of points

Over 4.0 6

From 3.5 to 4.0 5

From 3.0 to 3.5 4

From 2.5 to 3.0 3

From 2.0 to 2.5 2

From 1.0 to 2.0 1

From than 1.0 0

Table 7 – Ratio of condition and points

Sections, subsections of economic activities  Number of points

Manufacturing processes;
scientific research and development

6

Education, Public health service and provision of social services; 
provision of other communal, social and personal services; 
provision of other services

5

Production and distribution of electricity, gas and water; 
construction, transport and communications

4

Agriculture, hunting and forestry, fisheries, fish farming 3

Hotels and restaurants 2

Wholesale and retail trade; repair of motor vehicles; motorcycles; 
household products and personal items; real estate transactions; 
rent of machinery and equipment without an operator; rental of 
household goods and personal items; activities not included in the 
above sections (subsections)

1

Table 8 – Ratio of condition and points

The amount of received subsidies of the type  
indicated in the application within the municipal program for  

the last 3 years preceding the year of applying
Number of points

Did not receive a subsidy of this type 6

Received a subsidy of this type 1 time 4

Received a subsidy of this type 2 times 2

Received a subsidy of this type 3 times 0

Table 6 – Ratio of condition and points

Collective agreement availability Number of points

Collective agreement is available 3

Collective agreement is not available 0

Table 9 – Ratio of condition and points

For microenterprises For small 
enterprises

For medium-sized 
enterprises Number of points

Preservation and creation of jobs, units

5 and more 12 and more 19 and more 6

4 9–11 13–18 5

3 6–8 8–12 4

2 3–5 4–7 3

2 1–2 1–3 2

Preservation of jobs 1

Non-preservation of jobs (release of employees) 0

l enterprises with a collective agreement available, pres-
ervation and creation of jobs, with a high ratio of the aver-
age salary to the minimum pay. Taking into account the 
well-known aptitude of the Russian SMEs for so-called «tax 
optimization» due to concealment of the taxable payroll 
fund, it can be assumed that this item of the requirements 
becomes a «stumbling block» for many small entrepreneurs. 

With regard to the documents required to participate in 
the tender, it can be noted that there are two blocks: 1) docu-
ments common for all types of subsidies and 2) documents 
directly confirming costs specially for this or that type of ex-
penses reimbursement (contracts, copies of payment orders, 
documents confirming the target use of credit/leasing, etc.). 
As for the latter, their collection does not require additional 
efforts, as it is assumed that in the normal course of busi-
ness, these documents should be structured and can be eas-
ily accessible to the head of the firm. Because of this, in the 

analysis of the level of transaction costs, 
these time costs are not included.

The most difficult documents to col-
lect are from the first block: a statement 
on the type of subsidy (the company 
card is filled in according to the estab-
lished form, it  takes 60 minutes, the 
transfer of the whole package of docu-
ments takes about 40 minutes); power 
of attorney from the SME (if  the appli-
cation with the attached documents is 
submitted by the SME); the original and 
a copy of the passport of the person 
providing the documents. 

Below you may find a general list 
of requested documents, which at first 
glance looks impressive, but in fact the 
collection of documents is not so com-
plicated. 

1. Information from the Single Reg-
ister of Small and Medium Enterprises. 

2. Extract from the Unified State 
Register of Legal Entities or Unified 
State Register of Individual Entrepre-
neurs (it  is enough to download the 
form from the Internet source, it  takes 
5 minutes). 

3. Documents confirming the ab-
sence of tax and insurance payments 
(they are processed online, it takes 
5 minutes, reception in 5 days and 30 
minutes waiting for the reception). 

4. A copy of the balance sheet and 
a  report about the financial perfor-
mance of the activity (copying the doc-
uments, 15 minutes).

5. A copy of the form «Information 
on the average number of employees» 
for 2 years (copying of existing docu-
ments, 15 minutes).
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6. Copies of the calculation of accrued and paid insurance 
premiums (copying the documents, 30 minutes).

7. Copies of documents confirming the amount of actu-
ally paid taxes to budgets of all levels (copying the docu-
ments, time depending on the volume of documents, about 
30 minutes).

8. A copy of the document confirming the existence of 
a collective agreement concluded between employees and 
the employer-SME, which has passed the notification regis-
tration (copying the documents, 15 minutes). 

On average, the collection of basic documents for ap-
plying for a tender takes about 250 minutes and 5 days of 
waiting for a certificate from the tax authority; confirming 
the reimbursement expenses takes from 60 to 180 minutes. 
Additional fees and charges are not provided. 

Table 10 assesses the level of transaction costs that fall on 
the SME in the case of participation in a tender for receiving 
budgetary funds.

The number “12” in the Table means the number of neces-
sary documents and certificates to participate in the tender, 
and after the “+” sign the number of documents confirm-
ing the type of expenses incurred is indicated. After the “=” 
sign, the total number of documents required to participate 
in the tender for the subsidy is displayed. Transaction costs 
of entrepreneurs in value terms are estimated through the 
amount of the minimum wage in Chelyabinsk region in 2018, 
i.e.  9 489 rubles1. The calculation also includes the waiting 
time for processing the documents. 

Thus, participation in the tender requires from the SME, 
firstly, to meet the requirements specified above, and sec-
ondly, the preparation of necessary documents, transac-
tion costs, the formation of which is generally insignificant 
(in monetary terms, only 2 431 rubles). 

1 Federal Law No. 82-FZ of June 19, 2000.

Table 10 – The evaluation of transaction costs for participation  
in the tender for subsidies

Type of a subsidy Number of documents 
for the tender, pieces

Number of 
hours worked, 

hours

Transaction costs, 
rubles

Loan subsidy 12+4=16

44,2 2 431

Subsidy for the first 
installment

12+5=17

Subsidy on leasing 
payments

12+5=17

Subsidy for the purchase 
of equipment

12+4=16

Subsidy for participation 
in a fair

12+3=15

Subsidy for website 
promotion

12+4=16

Subsidy to the subjects of 
youth entrepreneurship

12+2=14

Subsidy on professional 
development

12+4=16

Note. Compiled by the authors.

To sum up, in order to receive a subsidy, a SME should 
fulfill a lot of conditions, from receiving certificates and docu-
ments from official sources to full compliance with require-
ments. However, the level of these transaction costs cannot 
be regarded as significant.

DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATION
What is the reason behind the low effectiveness of govern-

ment support schemes for SMEs? We believe that the current 
support mechanism is doomed to a low demand from the 
SMEs, which was identified above. First of all, this is due to the 
high level of transaction costs, but not those that the firm bears 
in passing the tender for receiving budget funds, those associ-
ated with the loss of benefits from being in the “shadow”. 

Essentially, in order to get the highest score for the tender, 
small entrepreneurs have to solve the dilemma: either step 
out of the “shadow” and get a subsidy or stay in the “shadow”, 
rely on informal sources of financial assistance (money from 
relatives, friends, consumer loans of founders). Given that it 
is impossible to receive subsidies every year for SMEs, as the 
demands of the tender are a priority for new applicants, the 
attractiveness and profitability of opening a business to the 
authorities is significantly reduced. 

Another reason behind the low demand for government 
support programs among SMEs is rather strict requirements 
for applicants. Small entrepreneurs are prejudiced that they 
will not be able to pass all the necessary conditions for ob-
taining financing, and therefore they do not try to seek assis-
tance. A self-reliance combined with a low confidence in the 
government is a distinctive feature of Russian small entre-
preneurs, which literally ties them to the shadow economy. 
Until this mindset is corrected, no effective measures, even 
objective of the government support, will be in demand in 
the SME sector. 

Further directions and tasks of re-
search in this area are aimed at improv-
ing the tools for institutional analysis 
of SME government support programs, 
as  well as conducting empirical re-
search in other regions of the Russian 
Federation and countries with similar 
institutional constraints. 
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Оценка государственных программ поддержки малого бизнеса:  
региональный аспект
М.В. Подшивалова, И.С. Пылаева, Н.Н. Кузьмина

Аннотация.  В статье исследуется вопрос оценки государственных программ поддержки средних и малых предприятий с пози-
ций институциональной теории. Методологической основой исследования послужила теория транcакционных издержек, что по-
зволило развить теоретические аспекты оценки эффективности государственных программ за счет включения в анализ нового 
фактора – различных видов транcакционных издержек получателей средств. Поставлен вопрос об эффективности применяемых 
программ поддержки предпринимательства на примере Челябинска и Челябинской области. Проанализированы основные тре-
бования к претендентам, временные затраты для подготовки документов на получение субсидий, а также показатели обратной 
связи прошлых периодов. С одной стороны, выявлено наличие жестких требований к претендентам со стороны государственных 
органов. С другой – низкая востребованность программ государственной финансовой помощи со стороны СМП. Произведена 
оценка транcакционных издержек получателей субсидий путем перевода затрат времени в финансовые затраты. Сформулиро-
ван вывод о том, что уровень трансакционных издержек субъектов СМП при подаче заявок не является существенным. Основ-
ной причиной низкого стремления СМП к участию в конкурсе по распределению бюджетных средств представляется высокий 
уровень транcакционных издержек другой природы – потери, связанные с выходом из «тени» при предоставлении сведений 
органам власти. Практическое применение полученных результатов направлено на повышение адекватности методик оценки 
эффективности программ поддержки СМП институциональным ограничениям российского малого бизнеса.
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