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Abstract. The main goal of this research is to examine the motivation of entrepreneurs from Moscow and the Moscow
region in conducting entrepreneurial activity in present economic conditions, and to identify the obstacles slowing down
this activity. For implementing this goal a survey of 63 small business owners was conducted. To collect the data, authors
selected the ME (micro-enterprise), the SB (small business) and the SME (small and medium-sized enterprise). The actors questioned were entrepreneurs and more particularly the heads of companies running an ME, SB or SME in Moscow
and its regions. Using research methods as factor analysis and Cronbach’s Alpha, a hierarchy of the different motives and
entrepreneurial barriers were constructed. Investigation results show that regarding motivations of entrepreneurs, 4 components were obtained: extrinsic motivations composed of 4 items, intrinsic motivations composed of 6 items, motivations
linked to independence and autonomy with 3 items and motivations related to the safety and well-being of the family with
3 items. In terms of barriers or obstacles encountered by Russian entrepreneurs, in regards with the literature review, we
obtained 5 components: barriers of legitimacy consisting of 3 items, administrative barriers with 3 items, financial barriers
with 2 items, managerial barriers with 3 items and finally competitive barriers with 3 items. The novelty of this study is to
improve knowledge of the motivations and barriers that entrepreneurs in Moscow and its region encounter in the course
of their activity.
Keywords: Russian entrepreneurs, motivations, obstacles, entrepreneurial activity.
JEL Classification: M10.

Introduction
The study of motivations and entrepreneurial barriers is
based on theoretical models of performance studies (Blawatt, 1995; Naffziger et al., 1994), which allows to emerge
the importance of the objectives pursued by entrepreneurs
when creating their businesses. The results obtained by
researchers regarding the variable of motivation show that
a better understanding of motivation and entrepreneurial
barriers contributes to a better understanding of behaviors
chosen by entrepreneurs. They give as well a more precise
explication of the impact these behaviors have on the performance of their business.
This exploratory study aims to determine the motivations and the barriers of entrepreneurs in Moscow and the
surrounding region. It also aims to specify the orientation
of motivation and the entrepreneurial barriers and to analyze its specificities. Finally, the third objective attempts

to understand through factorial analysis how the motivations and entrepreneurial barriers are consolidated. We
have positioned our research in the specific economic context of Russia, linked to sanctions and the economic crisis.
Several key questions illustrate this research: what determines motivation for entrepreneurs: extrinsic or intrinsic
criteria? And how does the socio-economic environment,
family and cultural background influence their entrepreneurial activities? Or, in the opposite case, does it create
obstacles to pursuing their entrepreneurial activities?
Despite the fact that since 2018 Russia has started to
emerge from the economic recession that begun in 2013,
the last seven years were marked by an unfavorable climate for Russian entrepreneurs. International experts have
predicted that this economic crisis caused mainly by the
fall in oil prices, an aggressive foreign policy, international
sanctions and by Russian counter-sanctions will continue.
In fact, the European sanctions, following the Ukrainian
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conflict in 2013, renewed for each 6 months contributed
to the Russian recession. However, the main cause of the
recession is the collapse of oil prices.
The situation worsened dramatically in the second
quarter of 2015 (Vitkine, 2015). Analysts found that high
inflation (5.8% in 2016, 12.9% in 2015 and 15% in 2014)
has diminished the real incomes of the population. After
stagnating in 2014, Russian GDP contracted by 1.2% in
2016 against 3.8% in 2015. The year 2016 produced some
3 million additional poor versus 2 million in 2015. In 2017
more than 20.3 million (Quénelle, 2016) were living below
the poverty line. In 2019 19% of Russians living on an
income below R 10 287 (about 126 EUR) a month. The
depreciation of the ruble as well as the consequences of
the embargo imposed on the purchase of certain products
in Europe and Turkey will increase the price of imported
goods, especially food. Even the wealthiest are affected by
the crisis as evidenced by the 13% decline in new car sales
in 2016 (Quénelle, 2016).
Russia has paid the highest price because the crisis
produced devastating effects: increasing layoffs, closures
or liquidations of companies, delays in payment of wages.
In 2019, approximately 600 000 businesses were officially
liquidated in Russia (Nazarova, 2019). In this particular
context, Russian entrepreneurs are going through a tumultuous period. Some business leaders have decided to sell
their businesses. In this regard, we noticed the increase
in offers on sites specializing in the sale of the existing
businesses. However, there are not many buyers. Others
look for survival solutions for their businesses and adapt
to the situation.
Since, this research examines on the one hand the
motivations of Moscow entrepreneurs who continue to
pursue entrepreneurial activity under these conditions,
and, on the other hand, identifies the types of obstacles
that slow down their activities. Based on a questionnaire
survey administered to 63 entrepreneurs in the Moscow
region and SMB owners, we examined the nature of motivating factors and the obstacles to starting a business.
We will identify them and classify them according to the
importance that these entrepreneurs gave them.
To do that, we have organized our work as follows:
in the first section devoted to reviewing the literature, we
will delve into the particularities of entrepreneurial motivations and obstacles in Russia. In the second section, we
will specify the research methodology adopted in order to
carry out this work and present the empirical results. In
the last section, we will discuss, interpret our results, and
highlight the implications for future research.

1. Literature review
1.1. Motivations of Russian entrepreneurship
Russian entrepreneurship has developed through different stages. Russian specialists in this field agree that the
particular motivations of Russian entrepreneurs have been
greatly influenced by unstable socio-economic conditions
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(Ivanov, 2007; Grachev, 2001; Nikulenko, 2007; Stolyarenko, 2005). It is important to mention that after 1991
there were also “forced or constrained entrepreneurs”.
Most of them were employees dismissed from state businesses because of their closure. Their main motivations
identified were: “being able to control one’s own destiny,
the situation”; “being your own boss”, “want to bind your
professional and personal life”, “live to work” in the sense
of doing the work that really pleases you and not just the
work that comes to meet your family’s needs, and the “desire to create a good material situation” (McCarthy et al.,
1997). Entrepreneurship is perceived by the population as
a way to improve their daily lives and to have a higher
income level compared to an employee, which will help
to better cope with instability (Chepurenko & Iakovlev,
2013).
As far as Russian post-soviet entrepreneurs are concerned, they have different characteristics compared to
the older generation. They grew up in a different sociopolitical environment and benefited from training in
management and marketing. Their main motivations are:
“wanting to seize new opportunities”, “desire to take up a
challenge”, “take the risk”, “opportunity to earn money”,
“go to the end of the commitment”, “perseverance”, “seeking to improve oneself in order to work faster and more
efficiently”, “possibility of creating a network”, “desire to
project oneself in the long term on a professional level”,
and so on (GEM, 2016/17).
The 2019/20 GEM (Global Entrepreneurship Monitor)
data also shows that with a country’s economic growth,
the level of forced entrepreneurship declines as voluntary
entrepreneurship increases. Since the start of GEM studies in Russia in 2005, motivations were considered stable.
70% of entrepreneurs indicated that they were taking advantage of new market opportunities to open their own
businesses. Nevertheless, we can see that as of 2012 the
proportion of voluntary motivation is starting to fall and
in 2013 it reached 61.2%. Some volunteer entrepreneurs,
those motivated by the chance to seize an opportunity,
evoke the gain of money as one of the main motivations
(39.8% of young entrepreneurs) and 9.1% of established
entrepreneurs have not been able to clearly define what
prompted them to start their own business. In 2016, 69%
of established entrepreneurs were ambitious and stated
that they saw the benefits of having a business but mention the gain of money as the main motivation (GEM,
2016/17). In 2019, 83,9% admitted that they are mostly
motivated by the gain of money (GEM, 2019/20).
In scientific literature, several authors define the role
and importance of motivations. Shane et al. (2003) argued
that various motivations influence the entrepreneurial
process and the perception of risk (Shane & Venkataraman, 2000). As internal and/or external forces triggering
and directing action, motivation encourages or discourages those who engage in business creation. During this
process, the entrepreneur often modifies his ways of seeing or his goals, carries out apprenticeships, his project can
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also evolve, and new partners get involved (Naba Boukari,
2019; Bruton et al., 2010).
Gartner (1985), Bornard et al. (2019) highlighted the
need for success, job satisfaction, age, education, and
having entrepreneur parents as a variable motivating the
individual to start a business. The study carried out by
Scheinberg and MacMillan (1988) in eleven countries
shows that there are six motivating factors: the need for
recognition, wealth, the degree of communitarianism, the
need for personal development, the need of independence
and the need for escape.
The tools for measuring entrepreneurs’ motivations
were developed by several researchers (Benzing et al.,
2009; Barba-Sánchez & Atienza-Sahuquillo, 2012; Deci &
Ryan, 2008; Kuratko et al., 1997; Robichaud et al., 2010;
Robichaud et al., 2001). This work demonstrates the existence of four categories of motivations (Robichaud et al.,
2013): “intrinsic motivations” are when the individual entrepreneur carries out his or her activity for the satisfaction it provides in itself, and not for any consequence that
results from it. The commitment is spontaneous, fueled
by the interest, curiosity, or the challenge and the activity
of creating; “extrinsic or instrumental motivations” which
correspond to any commitment in an activity with the
aim of achieving any result associated with it. Motivating activity is only a means, or an instrument, to achieve
something else. Obtaining a reward or avoiding a sanction
are the most common examples. It is not the activity that
motivates the individual but the prospect of a reward or
the fear of a sanction. Third category of motivations is
concerned with the reward which follows the determined
behavior (external to work) “motivations linked to the
need for independence and autonomy”: the individual
creates his or her company in order to be free from all
external constraints, to be independent and to have full
control of his/her life at work. He (the individual) is at the
origin of his own actions. The last category “motivations
related to the safety and well-being of the family” is a significant contribution to the well-being of the entrepreneur,
his family, his community or the territory.
In our study, we will use these measuring instruments
to identify and prioritize the motivations of Russian entrepreneurs.

1.2. Barriers to entrepreneurship for Moscow
entrepreneurs
Concerning barriers to entrepreneurship, Russian researchers identify some of the main causes that hamper
the development of entrepreneurship in Russia (Gritsunova & Lotareva, 2015; Polischuk, 2013; Raizberg et al.,
2003).
First of all, it is the complexity of the political and economic situation which causes the decline of industry. The
legal basis is insufficient for the protection of entrepreneurs (Bruton & Ahlstom, 2010; Puffer et al., 2010; Zotova et al., 2016). We also note the low level of legal and
economic knowledge of entrepreneurs, and the negative

perception of entrepreneurial activity for a part of the
population. Despite the fact that the perception of the image and status of the entrepreneur has improved in recent
years, entrepreneurship is no longer perceived by the Russian population as the best career choice (Krylova, 2018).
In addition, there is insufficient support from the State in
the area of entrepreneurship.
Concerning corporate taxation, state policy creates
major obstacles for entrepreneurs. The tax rate constitutes
a real weight for the development of companies. As a general rule, State policy is not oriented towards the progressive support and sustainability of businesses.
Young entrepreneurs have difficulty with bureaucracy
and licensing for their businesses. Obtaining an operating license and authorizations in a short time is virtually
impossible. In 2019, experts gave the lowest score of 9 out
of 100 possible points to State programs that supported
entrepreneurs (GEM, 2019/20). In reality, few entrepreneurs have access to these support programs and their
inefficiency is explained by the incompetence of the government officials who created them.
Another barrier is the decline in the purchasing power
of the population for the acquisition of consumer products
caused by the economic crisis. Poor business ethics in the
private and state sectors, the harsh competition environment and the very low social protection of entrepreneurs
are also significant obstacles.
In 2007, Kisline had already mentioned three groups
of major obstacles. The first are those posed by the State,
the second by the banking infrastructure and the third by
human resources. If the entrepreneurial spirit is rewarded
by professional success and enrichment, unfortunately, for
the Russians, the uncertainty of the environment, which is
often trying for the employees, causes them to seek protection in the organization that employs them. As a result,
the Russian generally prefers to be an employee, even if he
is not paid well, then to set up his own business. The situation of an entrepreneur is perceived as unstable (Krylov,
2008).
Thus, the question of barriers to creation and other
issues throughout the entrepreneurial process is asked. In
this regard, contributions to literature are numerous. In
particular, we will cite the 150 obstacles that were encountered in a disparate way by Kouriloff (2000).
Similarly, other studies indicate that those who have
created businesses are still faced with institutional constraints such as lack of state support, lack of financial assistance from the government, lack of infrastructure in
specific regions, poorly adapted legislation, and lack or
inadequacy of entrepreneurial education in the education
system (Chu et al., 2007; Kiggundu, 2002). Non-membership in a network, absence or inadequacy is a social
barrier in establishing long-term business relationships,
as is aversion to risk and the permanent fear of failure
because of uncertainty of the future. A network mobilizes
to the same extent the personal resources of the representatives and the resources of the organizations in which
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these representatives work. Woven behind contractual facades, networks structure the Russian business world.
They go through organizations, but do not lock themselves
in them. It is a powerful means of project development,
rapidly mobilizing many actors with the necessary skills
or resources. Access to network business environments
requires influential pre-established relationships (Krylov,
2008).
Some resources are essential and have an impact on
a company’s success from the start. We can cite access to
information, business relationships, capital and markets.
Lack of capital and their gathering are the main difficulty
encountered by young entrepreneurs at the beginning of
their creation (Blanchflower & Oswald, 1998; Henderson
& Robertson, 1999; Lane, 2002; Li, 2007; Robertson et al.,
2003).
Lack of market and partner information, financing,
marketing skills, financial and management expertise are
other barriers described by Roberson et al. (2003). The
perception of lack of skills comes from lack of training and
lack of experience in an appropriate area when the business begins to exist. The perception of the risk of losing
capital comes from economic and political factors (such
as legislation and bureaucracy) that discourage entrepreneurs. Lack of management knowledge, lack of functional
expertise, lack of capacity to recruit, to train, re-train, and
lack of a skilled labor force are very costly in business.
Lack of human capital can also be seen as a barrier
to entrepreneurship as inadequate training and entrepreneurial education hinder the development of human capital and limit the employment opportunities of individuals
(Kovalainen, 2007; Shane, 2008).
Barriers to entrepreneurship are therefore psychological, socio-cultural and political. Similarly, when one observes the overall context of creation, the barriers linked
to the territory are of intermediate importance. Therefore,
once the company is created and developed, can a hierarchy be established between the various entrepreneurial
barriers? Are there links between these barriers?
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2. Methodology
2.1. Sample and questionnaire
The literature review and the measurement instruments
applied to study different populations of entrepreneurs in
many countries led us to create a questionnaire which inputs are oriented towards the motivations and obstacles of
entrepreneurs. This questionnaire was submitted to established entrepreneurs in Moscow and Moscow region. To
obtain the information sought for this study, we selected
the ME (micro-enterprise), the SB (small business) and
the SME (small and medium-sized enterprise) as fields of
interest to understand the motivation and the entrepreneurial barriers. The actors questioned are entrepreneurs
and more particularly the heads of companies running an
ME, SB or SME in Moscow and its regions.
We produced a set of items from the literature review and the field study. It consists of 18 items related to
entrepreneurial objectives and 15 items relating to entrepreneurial barriers. The measurement instruments were
used to establish the objectives of the entrepreneurs and
their obstacles. They are based on the measurement instruments developed and validated by Robichaud et al.
(2001, 2013) and Kuratko et al. (1997). More precisely, the
selected measuring instruments were developed following
a review of the literature which made it possible to identify
the motivations and the barriers most often invoked in the
research on this subject.
To do this we chose the 5-point Likert scale (odd post),
which, according to Evrard et al. (2003), is one of the
best known in opinion studies. Entrepreneurs (business
owners) are asked to mark a number indicating the degree
of importance (1 = no importance, 5 = very important).
A first mailing was sent out in November 2017, generating 21 responses. A second postal revival in March
2018 resulted in 28 responses. The return rate is mainly
due to the length of the questionnaire (5 pages). As the
return rate was too low to be validated, we contacted them
directly by phone and/or email and resent them several
times. And finally we ended up getting 63 responses. In
the Table 1 we present respondents profile.

Table 1. Respondents profile
Entrepreneurs’ characteristics (n = 63)

Business characteristics (N = 63)
Percentage

Gender

Percentage
Full time personnel

Women

38.1%

5 employees or less

Men

61.9%

6 to10 employees

9.6%

11 employees and over

25.6%

Age

64.9%

Business figures

20 years to 29 years

22.2%

30 years to 39 years

20.6%

20 000 and under

25.4%

40 years to 49 years

30.2%

20 000 and under

7.9%

50 years to 59 years

20.6%

50 001 to 100 000

19.0%

60 years and over

6.3%

100 001 to 150 000

7.9%
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End of Table 1
Entrepreneurs’ characteristics (n = 63)

Business characteristics (N = 63)
Percentage

Education
Bachelor or less

12.7%

Bac +2 (DUT, BTS)

14.3%

License to Master

61.9%

Percentage
150 001 to 200 000

6.3%

200 001 to 1 million

20.7%

1 million and more

12.7%

Size of the city (population)

Professional Degree

3.2%

10 000 and under

6.3%

Ph.D.

7.9%

10 001 to 24 999

3.2%

25 000 to 39 999

1.6%

Management experience
No experience

25.4%

40 001 to 64 999

1.6%

1 to 5 years

36.5%

65 000 to 99 999

1.6%

6 to 10 years

22.2%

100 000 to 250 000

11.1%

11 to 15 years

6.4%

250 000 and more

74.6%

16 years or more

9.5%

Experience – sector of activity

Activity area
Retail business

23.8%

No experience

17.5%

Wholesale

15.9%

1 to 5 years

42.7%

Services (transport, personal Services)

36.5%

6 to 10 years

22.3%

Manufacturing

3.2%

11 to 15 years

9.5%

Construction

6.3%

16 years or more

8.0%

New technologies

7.9%

Other

6.3%

Start in the business

Business owner for

Entrepreneur by creation

61.9%

Entrepreneur by acquisition

20.6%

1 to 5 years

53.9%

Entrepreneur by inheritance

12.7%

6 to 10 years

19.1%

Franchise

3.2%

11 to 15 years

14.3%

16 years or more

12.7%

Business background

Number of hours works per week

Already owned a business

49.2%

Never owned a business

50.8%

35 hrs or less

17.5%

Entrepreneur by creation

61.9%

36 to 40 hrs

23.8%

Entrepreneur by acquisition

20.6%

41 to 50 hrs

35.0%

Entrepreneur by inheritance

78.9%

51 to 60 hrs

6.4%

Franchise

49.2%

more than 60 hrs

17.5%

Financial assistance from the State

Need

Yes

1.6%

Yes

42.9%

No

98.4%

No

57.1%

Financial aid from a non-profit organization
Yes

11.1%

No

88.9%

2.2. Principal component analysis
Principal component analysis (PCA) seeks a solution to
the overall variance of the measured variables. In addition, it seeks a solution where the components are orthogonal (i.e. independent of each other)1. Regardless of the
1

Although it is possible to make orthogonal or oblique rotations in
PCA, this use does not respect the bases of the PCA, namely a unique
solution and independent components which explain a decreasing
proportion of the variance.

correlation matrix, there is always a PCA solution. The
PCA maximizes the explained variance.
On the geometric level, all these methods involve projecting an n dimensional hyperplane onto a hyperplane
of much smaller dimension, where the main concepts extracted from this analysis can be expressed much more
clearly (Usunier et al., 2000).
In order to do this, we have therefore studied the
interrelations between the different variables for each
question, then regrouped these variables in limited components or groups and then established a hierarchy based
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on the explanatory value of each of the variables factors.
The principle resolution is to find successively a first factor best summarizing the information contained in the
initial matrix, then a second factor, independent of the
first, best summarizing the residual information and so
on. A number of factorial axes are thus obtained. The
sum of the values associated with these axes is equal to
the total variance. Some variables are correlated to two or
even multiple axes with different correlation coefficients.
To solve this problem and better interpret the factors, we
have performed a Varimax rotation in the factor space in
order to increase the value of the correlation coefficients
of certain variables by bringing them closer to one of the
axes. To validate the reliability of the internal coherence,
we calculated the Cronbach alpha, allowing us to check
if all the elements converge towards the same intensity of
response.

2.3. Cronbach’s alpha
Cronbach’s alpha coefficient is a good measure of the internal consistency of a latent variable; the acceptable values are normally above 0.70 (Nunnally, 1978). However,
values close to 0.60 can be accepted (Hair et al., 2006),
especially if the variable is measured with few items.

George and Mallery (2003), propose the following “rules of thumb” for interpreting Cronbach’s alpha coefficient: unacceptable <0.60; poor 0.60 to 0.69; acceptable
from 0.70 to 0.79; good 0.80 to 0.89; excellent > 0.89. It is
possible that 2 observed variables measure a single latent
variable, but this may lead to problems in identifying the
conceptual model later (Brown, 2006; Kline, 2005). It is
advisable to have a minimum of 3 items or better still, 4
items (Hair et al., 2006).
The interpretation of the alpha coefficient is a function of the number of items: the more items, the higher
the alpha coefficients, although inter-item correlations are
rather average (Cortina, 1993; Worthington & Whittaker,
2006).

3. Results of the research
3.1. Obtained results
With the help of measurement instruments developped
by Kuratko at al. (1997) and Robichaud et al. (2010), we
were able to identify the four categories of motivations of
entrepreneurs and to prioritize them for the better understanding of the entrepreneurial landscape. We obtained 4
components: extrinsic motivations composed of 4 items,

Table 2. Factor analysis into main components of motivation criteria
Motivations

Extrinsic
motivations

– Create a business that allows me to live
comfortably

0.745

– Create my own job

0.740

– Increase my company’s sales and profits

0.825

– Increase the amount of money I get from my
business

0.753

CRONBACH’S ALPHA

Intrinsic
motivations

Independence
and autonomy

Safety and well-being
of the family

0.804

– Rise to a challenge guaranteeing employment

0.680

– Proving that I can succeed in what I do

0.767

– Save (savings account, pension funds) for my
retirement

0.617

– Make myself known

0.564

– Helping my personal development

0.668

– Do a job I like to do

0.731

CRONBACH’S ALPHA

0.700

– Be able to decide what I want to do

0.584

– Be my own boss

0.708

– Maintain a sense of freedom and independence

0.746

CRONBACH’S ALPHA

0.656

– Providing jobs for my children

0.779

– Building something that benefits my children

0.725

– Be closer to my children

0.624

CRONBACH’S ALPHA
EXPLAINED VARIANCE

0.633
27.167

14.129

13.397

10.493
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intrinsic motivations composed of 6 items, motivations
linked to independence and autonomy with 3 items and
motivations related to the safety and well-being of the
family with 3 items.
The total variance explained is 65.08%. This means
that after purification, 34.92% of the motivating factors
remain unexplained by the chosen variables. In this case,
new variables would have to be added, making it more difficult to collect data on the ground. The internal coherence
(Cronbach’s alpha) between the four components varies
from 0.626 to 0.804, which means an acceptable internal
consistency (Table 2).
Table 3. Cumulative average of motivational factors
Axes

Average

Standard deviation

3.96

1.09

Independence and
autonomy
Extrinsic motivations

3.85

1.01

Intrinsic motivations

3.44

1.21

Safety and well-being of
the family

3.10

1.33

However, when we calculate the average of the four
components obtained (Table 3), the highest is the “independence and autonomy” component (3.96), followed by
the “extrinsic motivations” component (3.85), the “intrinsic motivations” component (3.44) and finally the “safety
and well-being of the family” component with an average
of 3.10. The cumulative average shows the ratio of one
component to the other. This is statistically interesting;
however, we will base our analysis on the results of the
PCA because this analysis seems to be more representative
to us, reflecting the answers of the interviews.
The results of the PCA show that extrinsic motivations with the proper value (27.167% of the variance) occupy the first place for Russian entrepreneurs. This first
factor includes the variables “creating a business that allows me to live comfortably” (0.745), “creating my own
job” (0.740), “increasing sales and profits in my business”
(0.825), and “increasing money I get from my business”
(0.753). In fact, most people surveyed have created their
business to earn a living. This shows that entrepreneurial
motivation can be explained more for financial reasons
than for reasons of safety and the well-being of the family.
The intrinsic motivations are in second place, with a

proper value of 14.129% of the variance. Within this factor, we find the following variables: “meeting a job-guaranteeing challenge” (0.680), “proving that I can do what
I do” (0.767), “saving for my retirement” (0.617), “make
myself known” (0.564), and “do a job that I love” (0.731).
This demonstrates that entrepreneurs attach great importance to doing a job they like and contributing to their
personal development.
The independence and autonomy component takes
third place (13.397% of the variance). This factor includes
the variables: “maintain a sense of freedom and independence” (0.746); “being my own boss” (0.708) and “being
able to decide what I want to do” (0.584). The notion of
independence is one of the main motivations mentioned
by entrepreneurs. This factor indicates a high level of experience and competence that gives the opportunity to
have free choices about their lifestyle, the desire to control their life and having a sense of important personal
responsibility in decision making. It must be understood
as a desire for emancipation and respect for the work done
by oneself.
The “safety and family welfare” factor comes in last,
with a value equal to 10.49% of the variance. “Contributing to the well-being of the family” implies a need for institutional and family power or a desire to influence others
by serving them and a personal power to exercise altruism
and feel important to one’s family. In this case, influence
is about the desire to gain respect and family and social
admiration. The entrepreneur hopes to create a successful
business that will grow and will have an influence on his
immediate environment.
In terms of barriers or obstacles encountered by Russian entrepreneurs, in regards with different authors mentioned in the literature review we obtained 5 components:
barriers of legitimacy consisting of 3 items, administrative barriers with 3 items, financial barriers with 2 items,
managerial barriers with 3 items and finally competitive
barriers with 3 items.
The total variance explained is 72.64%. This means
that after purification, 27.36% of the obstacle factors remains unexplained by the selected variables. In this case,
new variables would have to be added, making it more
difficult to collect data on the ground. The internal consistency (Cronbach’s alpha) between the five components
varies from 0.633 to 0.834, which means an acceptable
internal consistency (Table 4).

Table 4. Principal Component Analysis of barriers and obstacles of generations of entrepreneurs
Objectives

Legitimacy
barriers

– Difficulties in exporting our products

0.661

– Inadequate transport/road system

0.801

– Credibility problem (recognition)

0.787

CRONBACH’S ALPHA

0.774

– Administrative burden

Administrative
barriers

0.716

Financial
barriers

Managerial
barriers

Competitive
barriers
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End of Table 4

Legitimacy
barriers

Objectives

Administrative
barriers

– Complex business registration process

0.773

– High social costs

0.810

CRONBACH’S ALPHA

Financial
barriers

Managerial
barriers

Competitive
barriers

0.726

– Obtaining short-term financing

0.809

– Obtaining long-term financing

0.848

ALPHA DE CRONBACH

0.834

– Employees who cannot be trusted

0.785

– Lack of management training

0.592

– Lack of marketing training

0.742

ALPHA DE CRONBACH

0.741

– Too much competition (tough competition)

0.771

– Low economic growth

0.791

– Unsecured location

0.501

ALPHA DE CRONBACH
EXPLAINED VARIANCE

0.663
36.153

Table 5. Cumulative average of factors of barriers/obstacles
Axes

Averages

Standard deviation

Managerial barriers

3.16

1.23

Administrative barriers

3.11

1.26

Competitive barriers

3.04

1.07

Financial barriers

2.89

1.14

Legitimacy barriers

2.76

1.30

The Table 5 above presents the cumulative averages
for each of the four components. The component with
the highest average is the “managerial barriers” component (3.16), followed by “administrative barriers” (3.11),
“competitive barriers” (3.04), “financial barriers” (2.89)
and finally “barriers of legitimacy” (2.76). As explained
earlier in interpreting the motivation results, our analysis
will be based on the results of the PCA.
The most important barriers encountered by Russian
entrepreneurs are those of legitimacy (36.153% of the
variance). “Difficulties in exporting our products” (0.774),
“inadequate transport system” (0.801), and “recognition
problem” (0.787). The poor perception of the entrepreneurial activity and the difficulty to export the products
are very pronounced.
Administrative barriers with an own value equal to
13.236% of the variance comes in second place and are
determined by the heavy and sometimes contradictory administrative and financial system. This factor is composed
of the variables: administrative burden (0.761), complex
business registration process (0.773), and high social costs
(0.810).
The financial barriers follow the administrative with
an own value of 8.846% of the variance. The variables

13.236

8.846

7.732

6.669

“obtaining short-term financing” (0.809) and “obtaining
long-term financing” (0.848) demonstrate that, in the current situation, access to financing is very complex with
very high interest rates. These variables also show that
entrepreneurs do not trust banks and try to work on their
own funds or address friends, family, etc.
The managerial barriers (7.723% of the variance) occupy the fourth place. We find the following variables:
“employees who cannot be trusted” (0.785), “lack of
management training” (0.592), and “lack of marketing
training” (0.742). This is certainly due to the high turnover
in Russian companies and the difficulty of retaining employees. Besides this, Russian employees, based on their
generational affiliation, do not systematically have training in management or marketing because these disciplines
have only been taught for twenty years.
Competitive barriers (6.669% of the variance) ranked
last with the variables “too much competition” (0.771),
“low economic growth” (0.791), and “unsecured location”
(0.501). In fact, with economic growth being weak, competition is not the first occupation of Russian entrepreneurs.

3.2. Discussion
As a first step, we set out to paint a general descriptive
picture of the entrepreneurial motivations and barriers
as perceived by our entire sample and highlighted in the
survey we conducted to carry out this study. Through
Principal Component Analysis and Cronbach’s Alpha,
we have highlighted four components for motivations:
extrinsic motivation, intrinsic motivation, independence
and autonomy, and family safety and well-being. We can
also distinguish five components for obstacles: legitimacy,
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administrative, financial, managerial and competitive barriers.
As far as motivations are concerned, we find that
extrinsic motivations come in first place and that most
of those surveyed have created their business to earn a
living, so financial reasons prevail over reasons of safety
and family well-being. This fact is probably explained by
the particular socio-economic context, the conditions and
the atypical path of the development of Russian entrepreneurship. Since the birth of the new Russia, the status of
the entrepreneur became prestigious because it ensured a
certain lifestyle and allowed one to participate in the formation of the functional market in Russia. The choice to
undertake the creation of a business is often motivated by
the prospects of financial gain and the lack of opportunity
to find a job that would provide a comfortable standard
of living.
Intrinsic motivations come second. These motivations
are more pronounced among young entrepreneurs who
wish to take up a challenge and carry out their creative
ideas. These young entrepreneurs were trained in other
socio-economic conditions. They have more management
skills, and fluency in foreign languages. In fact, they were
able to start their businesses during a period of the liberal
market and were not influenced by the transition period.
Some of them grew up in entrepreneurs’ families which
gave them a taste for entrepreneurship.
The independence and autonomy component ranks
third and reflects the fact that entrepreneurs consider
themselves to have sufficient knowledge and skills to carry
out their entrepreneurial activity and do not have to depend on a structure as an employee. The relatively high
level of qualifications characterizes Russian entrepreneurs
and contributes to this dynamic, especially for entrepreneurs aged 26–34.
The safety and family well-being factor comes last. In
fact, unstable socio-economic conditions and lack of confidence in the banking system led entrepreneurs to have
a more pragmatic logic that indicates that financial gain
will provide family welfare and ensure family safety. The
importance of work, financial gain and family well-being
are linked for Russian entrepreneurs. The GEM study
(2019/2020) confirmed this trend. According to it, 93% of
entrepreneurs surveyed highlighted the high level of the
importance of their work. According to the same study,
entrepreneurs are happier and more satisfied with family
well-being than those not engaged in entrepreneurial activity.
As far as barriers are concerned, we find that the most
important barriers facing Russian entrepreneurs are the
barriers of legitimacy. Despite the privileged status that
entrepreneurship provides, the lack of strong values associated with entrepreneurship in Russian culture negatively influences the development of entrepreneurship.
We cannot ignore the particular historical context of the
development of entrepreneurship (Puffer et al., 2010; Volchek et al., 2013). The new class of entrepreneurs was born
in Russia at a dizzying speed. Nevertheless, the sudden

change of elites and the lack of information on the part
of the State led to a double-faceted representation of this
class among the Russians. Public opinion perceived entrepreneurs as a class of manipulators and mobsters. In the
press of the time, there were many articles on the “ghost
class” and the odnodnevki enterprises (shell companies, or
businesses that exist for short period of time). These representations have improved since then, but today we see
that people engaged in entrepreneurial activity are much
more favorable to entrepreneurship compared to those
who are not (GEM, 2019/2020).
Administrative barriers come next and are determined
by the heavy and sometimes contradictory administrative
and financial system. Changing government policy is a
major constraint on the development of entrepreneurship. Critical factors are the duration of licensing, tax and
taxation policy as well as very unstable structural market
conditions. As an example, we can mention the fact that in
2019 experts observed that 11.5% of corporate closure in
Russia was caused by the change in legislation regulation
and taxation (GEM, 2019/2020).
Financial barriers follow the administrative and are
determined by the current financial crisis and fluctuations
in the exchange rate between the ruble and the euro, partly due to the Western economic sanctions. The ineffectiveness of State programs for business support is explained
by the inefficiency of the State officials who manage and
implement them. Access to finance remains very limited.
This concerns bank loans and government financing. The
results of our study show that family and friends are more
frequent sources of finance than banks and state institutions.
Finally, the managerial barriers ranks fourth. They are
explained by new ways of doing business that require new
skills to manage a business well. Individual characteristics
and personal background such as skills and entrepreneurial education and training significantly affect the entrepreneurial spirit. Thus, a low level of entrepreneurial education, a low level of management qualification, a lack of
qualified mangers, and the difficulty of finding a friendly
and motivated staff, in short, a weak management culture,
are obstacles to entrepreneurship. Russians without entrepreneurial education are exposed, as is the case in Western Europe, to Western business ideas and concepts. These
ideas and concepts must be included in the curricula of
Russian universities.
As far as competition is concerned, it is a fairly recent
phenomenon and constitutes in itself an important problem. In the USSR it did not exist because it was regarded
as an unnecessary dispensation of productive forces: the
whole industry was conceived and created as a single factory without competitors. Even today the laws on competition are not in good order. We find that the past and
current economic conditions influence the structure and
hierarchy of motivations and obstacles of Moscow entrepreneurs. But their aspirations are not radically different
from those of other countries. They aspire to economic freedom, innovation, creativity and the reduction of
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administrative barriers. In this country of risk and great
opportunities, the strong human potential represents a
major asset.

Conclusions
In conclusion, this research confirms that motivations and
barriers to entrepreneurial activity include economic, organization and behavioral components. Based on a survey
of 63 business creators in Moscow and the Moscow region, we have tried to identify the main motivations and
barriers that these entrepreneurs encounter throughout
their activity. From this perspective, we focused on the
question: “what are the main motivations and barriers of
Russian entrepreneurs?”
Through Principal Component Analysis and Cronbach’s Alpha, we found four components for motivations:
extrinsic motivation, intrinsic motivation, independence
and autonomy, and family safety and well-being. We also
distinguished five components for obstacles: legitimacy,
administrative, financial, managerial and competitive
barriers.
Due to the conditions caused by the crisis and sanctions, entrepreneurs are motivated by material gain and
aspire to have stability because the conditions created by
this economic environment and by the state pushes them
to take care of themselves through business rather than
through just the desire for business. This shows that to
start an entrepreneurial activity in Russia at the current
moment simply for the desire of it is not worth the effort,
even though these motivations are just as important for
people to have.
Concerning the barriers, we find that on the one hand
public opinion and the perception of entrepreneurs by the
public constitutes the largest barrier and that society has
not yet totally changed its attitude towards entrepreneurship. On the other hand, the state policy in the field of
business development in Russia is inefficient.
The results obtained are interesting and undoubtedly
require further study. The data collected, which improves
knowledge of the motivations and barriers that entrepreneurs in Moscow and its region encounter in the course
of their activity, can serve as a basis for university education and training and support schemes for entrepreneurs
in areas of communication, project management, change
management, stress resistance, business strategy and business and accounting management.
This study can open a new field of observation of
the new generations of entrepreneurs. Lüthje and Fanke
(2004) show that entrepreneurial intentions are directly
affected by perceptions of barriers to entry. In connection
with this, we believe that our questionnaire can be modified and adapted to study the barriers of creative project
promoters in order to better accompany them.
The stakes of these results for public decision-makers
are multiple in the perspective of economic development
based in particular on the creation and promotion of
entrepreneurship.
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