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COUNTRIES’ ASYMMETRY
OF FORMATION OF
ENTREPRENEURIAL
ENVIRONMENT

A first step to stimulating entrepreneurship is meas-
uring the existing entrepreneurial environment. This
analysis allows diagnosing of potential opportunities and
challenges that can be addressed through specific inter-
ventions. The authors were conducted a comprehensive
review of publicity available reports of International or-
ganizations on entrepreneurial environment and identi-
fied three dimensions of entreprencurial activity. These
dimensions and indicators were assessed and synthesized
to develop Entrepreneurial environment integrated index,
which can be adapted and modified to fit the local context.

Keywords. Global entrepreneurship, performance in-
dicators of entrepreneurial activity, Global Entrepreneur-
ship Monitor (GEM), job creation, poverty reduction,
economic growth.

The process of consolidation of research on entrepre-
neurship as one of the most rapidly changing interdisci-
plinary area that combines organization theory, strategic
management, sociology, demography and psychology, as-
sociated with an economic revival in the mid- to late ‘80s.
Economists are no longer satisfied with the traditional ap-
proach to entrepreneurship, as a process of organizational
design of innovation. At the heart of the vast majority
of research projects in this area are usually large-scale
statistical studies, including unofficial statistics. A trend
is toward integrated studies that combine data collection
and analysis with analysis of macroeconomic indicators
(impact on the dynamics of entrepreneurship on econom-
ic growth). On this basis, modern science has qualita-
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tively new vision of understanding the causes, driving
forces, constraints and challenges of entrepreneurship
development.

During the last decade, trends that determine the
characteristics of entrepreneurship development in-
tensified:

» increase of the number of entrepreneurship struc-
tures, the internationalization of business relations;

* development of information technologies, which
makes it possible to minimize transaction costs and
automate entrepreneurship processes to make transac-
tions in a short time (business virtualization);

* changes in market conditions and increased inter-
national competition;

» change of geopolitical conditions that result from
changes in the international environment;

» development of international institutions that
support entrepreneurship worldwide;

» global spread of diversified entrepreneurship ac-
tivities as a successful strategy to business expansion
and risks insurance.

It is sufficient to mention that entrepreneurs and en-
trepreneurship are not concepts that relate exclusively
to small businesses or the self-employed, as many
studies have often assumed. According to the OECD
view entrepreneurship reflects certain characteristics
that relate to the processes of value creation through
the identification and exploitation of new products,
processes, and markets and this is not uniquely the
preserve of small companies or entrepreneurs, impor-
tant though these are to the entrepreneurial process.
In this matter, large companies can be entrepreneurial
and it is important that these companies are not ig-
nored in the analysis [1].

The process of developing environment for entre-
preneurship has received considerable attention from
academics, government and international organiza-
tions. Organizations like the World Economic Fo-
rum, the World Bank, and Organization for Economic
Cooperation and Development (OECD) have devel-
oped different diagnostic tools for assessing the de-
velopment of entrepreneurship. The approaches vary
widely and can be classified based on their level of
detail focus. Some studies are focused on the macro
level, describing factors influencing the level of entre-
preneurship on a national level, other are dealing with
the micro level, focusing on relationships in organiza-
tions [7].

World Bank Group Entrepreneurship Snapshot
(WBGES) has a comprehensive alternative method of
measuring the entrepreneurship activity according to

the official business registers, providing information
on the number of newly registered companies. COM-
PENDIA Organization provides comparable data for
international business analysis, using indicators of
number of working but not hired business owners as a
part of a whole workforce as an indicator of entrepre-
neurial activity. Eurobarometer counts annual indica-
tors of entrepreneurial activity in the EU.

It should also be noted that the study of entrepre-
neurship applies a large tool set of quantitative and
qualitative analysis. Thus, due to two major interna-
tional projects “Global Entrepreneurship Develop-
ment Institute” (GEDI) and “Global Entrepreneurship
Monitor” (GEM) effective methods of data collection
and analysis are used, which are widely used for fur-
ther implementation for both fundamental and applied
international research. In addition to the so-called
global indices, there are indicators for assessing the
entrepreneurship nationally. For example, the Kauf-
man Index of Business Activity and Panel Study of
Entrepreneurial Dynamics (PSED). The Council on
Competitiveness’ Asset Mapping Roadmap and the
Innovation Rainforest Blueprint are specifically aimed
at local ecosystems.

A summary of the various domains and the extent
to which they are discussed in each framework is pre-
sented in Table 1.

Table 1.
A review of entrepreneurial environment
Regulatory Social norms | Business
Environment and values |Climate
IEF N
GEDI N N
Doing N N
business
WEF V
GEM 3 N N
Rainforest V
OECD N N
CoC V

Source: own depiction.

Figure 1 provides a mapping of these frameworks,
based on their geographic unit of analysis (horizontal
axis), and the level of detail, based on the number of
the indicators (vertical axis).

It is essential firstly to take a look on the entre-
preneurship model provided by OECD. The first stage
of this model (Figure 1) comprises various determi-
nants which policy can affect and which in turn influ-
ence entrepreneurial performance. The final stage is
the impact of entrepreneurship on higher-level goals
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(economic growth, job creation, poverty reduction).
Within each of the three main stages of this model,
several subcategories are identified to flesh out the
overall framework and guide the selection of indica-
tors. It is important to mention that there are complex
relationships among the different main components
and subcomponents.

increasing employment. It is important to develop a
framework that able to encompass these diverse is-
sues, whilst at the same time remaining focused on the
measurement of entrepreneurship.

According to the purpose of the study, we selected
for analysis the following databases: Global Competi-
tiveness Index (GCI), Index of Economic Freedom
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Figure 1. Entrepreneurship ecosystem assessment frameworks
Source: adapted from Aspen Network of Development Entrepreneurs [1]

. Entrepreneurial
Determinants N performance N Impact
= Regulatory =  Firm-based
framework indicators
= R&D and = Employment-based = Job creation
technology indicators = Economic growth
= Entrepreneurial = Other indicators of = Poverty reduction
capabilities entrepreneurial
= Culture performance

Figure 2. The OECD Entrepreneurship model
Source: OECD statistics [8]

Policy makers and analysts should pay special at-
tention to the indicators within the determinant and
entrepreneurial performance sections to determine
whether they correlate with any potential impact indi-
cator they wish to analyze.

Entrepreneurship is a phenomenon that manifests
itself through the economy in many different forms
with many different outcomes, which are not al-
ways related to the creation of financial wealth and

(IEF), the Global Entrepreneurship Development In-
stitute (GEDI), Ease of Doing Business Index from
the World Bank (EDBI) and Global Entrepreneurship
Monitor (GEM).

One way to demonstrate the range of results based
on entrepreneurship indicators is to display relevant
data for countries included in all databases. We chose
13 countries for analysis. As it can be seen from Table
2, their scores and actual figures significantly differ.
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For example, the United States occupies the top po-
sition in the ranking of the Global Entrepreneurship
Monitor, Global Entrepreneurship and Development
Index and Ease of doing business of the World Bank.
However, in terms of self-employment, the United
States rank 13th among the analyzed countries. This
difference of developed countries’ results occurs due
to different methods of entrepreneurship measure-
ment. The pace of entrepreneurship at the country
level considerably varies depending on the indicator.
Adding to the analysis countries with different levels
of economic development will significantly change
the results, and this demonstrates the importance of
country’s development level in the analysis of the ef-
fect of entrepreneurship on economic development.

Entrepreneurial activity can be underestimated if
the analysis uses a narrow range of indicators. Re-
search in this area is largely focused on differences
between countries by the rate of entrepreneurial ac-
tivity, but the way how the regulatory environment,
social norms and values, business climate could af-
fect the quality of entrepreneurship is not taken into
account. Such a one-dimensional vision and analysis
of entrepreneurial activity often lead to ambiguous
results.

1.1. Business freedom (Index of Economic Free-
dom), assessment of procedures, time and cost re-
quired for opening and closing a business; govern-
mental norms established for entrepreneurial activity.

1.2. Property rights (Index of Economic Freedom),
which determines the possibility of the population to
the accumulation of private property and appropriate
regulation. Weak protection of private property may
deter people from business.

1.3. Ease of starting up a business (Ease of Do-
ing Business Index), taking into account the effect of
bureaucratic and legal obstacles to the registration of
the company.

1.4. Ease of closing a business (Ease of Doing
Business Index), considers major procedural and ad-
ministrative gaps in the process of closing a business.

2. Social norms and values (three variables were
selected; they provide display of entrepreneurial in-
tentions of population, the level of capacity and skills
needed to start a business among the adult population
on the national level):

2.1. Opportunity perception (Global Entrepreneur-
ship Monitor), determines the percentage of adults
who feel promising opportunities to start a business in
the region where they live.

Table 2.
Countries ranking by different frameworks of entrepreneurship measurement
Ranking GEM Ease of doing business GEDI OECD:
(TEA) (World Bank) self-employed

1 US 11.9 Norway 6 US 82.5 Greece 36.9

2 Slovakia 9.6 Great Britain 7 Sweden 73.7 Italy 25.1

3 Ireland 9.3 US 8 Finland 69.3 Spain 17.9

4 Netherlands 7.2 Sweden 9 Netherlands 69.0 Ireland 17.1

5 Sweden 7.2 Finland 13 Great Britain 68.6 Netherlands 15.9

6 Great Britain 6.9 Germany 17 Belgium 66.5 Slovakia 15.6

7 Greece 6.7 Ireland 18 Norway 65.1 Belgium 15.1

8 Finland 6.6 Netherlands 28 Germany 64.6 Great Britain 14.5

9 Belgium 6.2 Spain 32 Ireland 61.8 Finland 13.5

10 Norway 5.7 Slovakia 33 Spain 46.9 Germany 11.2

11 Spain 5.7 Belgium 42 Slovakia 46.6 Sweden 10.6

12 Italy 4.9 Italy 50 Italy 40.9 Norway 7.0

13 Germany 4.7 Greece 61 Greece 37.8 US 6.6

Source: completed by author based on GEM, GEDI, OECD, World Bank [3; 4; 5; 6]

In our study, three entrepreneurship frameworks
were identified. From the analytical reports and data-
bases, the indicators that correspond to the following
frameworks were selected:

1. Regulatory environment (four variables that de-
termine institutional mechanisms at the national level
were used):

2.2. Qualification (Global Entrepreneurship Moni-
tor) determines the percentage of adult non-business
people who believe that they have the necessary
knowledge and experience to start a business.

2.3. Cultural and social norms (Global Entrepre-
neurship Monitor), defines the existing socio-cultural
norms that support the actions of individuals and lead
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to new ways of doing business and economic activi-
ties, as well as general attitudes towards entrepreneur-
ship and entrepreneurs.

3. Business climate (shapes the quality of entre-
preneurship in the country):

3.1. University-Industry collaboration (Global
Competitiveness Index), which measures the degree
of cooperation between universities and business in
national scientific researches.

3.2. Availability of venture capital (Global Com-
petitiveness Index), the capability of entrepreneurs to
find venture capital to implement innovative and risky
projects.

3.3. Availability of new technologies (Global Com-
petitiveness Index), determines the availability of new
technologies in a particular country.

of small firms. Macroeconomic and political stability
contributes to the development of strong enterprises.
With the economic growth and increase of revenues,
the existing companies meet growing demand in most
markets. More people find stable jobs in those enter-
prises, and the growing importance of large compa-
nies take place simultaneously with a reduction in the
rate of development of small and medium businesses.
For low-income countries, reduction of business ac-
tivity can be considered as a positive sign, especially
if it is accompanied by economic growth and political
stability.

Indicators of business freedom (regulatory cat-
egory) and property rights (law category) are the parts
of the Index of Economic Freedom, calculated by
the American research center The Heritage Founda-

Table 3.
Regulatory environment
Ranking Country Business freedom | Property rights | Ease of starting Ease of
(by GEM rating) up a business closing a
Score / 100 Score / 100 business
Place / 189 Place/ 189
1 US 11.9 84.7 80 51 5
2 Slovakia 9.6 68.4 50 68 35
3 Ireland 9.3 79.6 90 10 17
4 Netherlands 7.2 80 90 22 11
5 Sweden 7.2 89.7 90 15 19
6 Great Britain 6.9 86 90 16 13
7 Greece 6.7 73.8 40 56 52
8 Finland 6.6 90.7 90 28 1
9 Belgium 6.2 85.4 80 17 10
10 Norway 5.7 89.6 90 21 6
11 Spain 5.7 76 70 85 18
12 Italy 4.9 70.3 50 63 25
13 Germany 4.7 90 90 114 3
14 Russia 72.2 20 26 51
15 Ukraine 56.8 25 20 150

Source: completed by author based on IEF and World Bank [9; 10]

According to the findings of GEM, the relationship
between entrepreneurial activity and economic growth
varies depending on the country’s economic develop-
ment. The following classification of economies is
used: factor-driven, efficiency-driven and innovation-
driven. Type of the economy largely determines not
only the peculiarities of business development, but
also a set of factors that contribute to the creation of
new companies and affect the entrepreneurial climate.
There is a correlation between the level of economic
development and entrepreneurial activity: in coun-
tries with low GDP per capita, economic structure is
characterized by the dominance of the large number

tion in cooperation with The Wall Street Journal. For
each of the indicators, the country is rated on a scale
from 0 to 100 points. Depending on the number of
points, countries are divided into groups: free (100-
80), mostly free (79.9-70), moderately free (69.9-60),
mostly unfree (59.9-50), repressed (less than 49.9). As
seen, most of the analyzed countries in terms of busi-
ness freedom belong to a group of free countries, and
have nearly the maximum score for property rights,
except for Greece, Italy and two post-Soviet countries
included in the further analysis.

Indicators ease of starting up a business and ease
of closing a business are parts of the Ease of Doing
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Business Index of the World Bank. Index is devoted to
the activities of national SMEs and evaluation of laws
that regulate their activities. Meanwhile, Index does

are not assessed. Among comparable countries for the
ease of starting up a business Germany is worse stress-
ing and takes 114" position among 189 countries. The

Table 4.
Social norms and values
Ranking Country Perceived opportunities,| Perceived capabilities, | Cultural and social
(by GEM rating) % norms
% Place /62
1 US 11.9 46.6 55.7 2
2 Slovakia 9.6 26.4 52.4 58
3 Ireland 9.3 394 45 15
4 Netherlands 7.2 48.4 40.6 11
5 Sweden 7.2 70.2 36.7 26
6 Great Britain 6.9 41.6 43.6 16
7 Greece 6.7 14.2 46.8 55
8 Finland 6.6 48.6 37.4 36
9 Belgium 6.2 40.3 31.9 43
10 Norway 5.7 68.9 30.8 32
11 Spain 5.7 26 453 37
12 Italy 4.9 25.7 30.5 56
13 Germany 4.7 38.3 36.2 41
14 Russia - - -
15 Ukraine - - -
Source: completed by author based on GEM [11]
Table 5.
Business climate
Ranking Country University-industry Venture capital Availability of
(by GEM rating) collaboration in R&D availability latest technologies)
Place / 138
Place / 138 Place / 138
1 US11.9 4 4 3
2 Slovakia 9.6 82 49 41
3 Ireland 9.3 13 38 24
4 Netherlands 7.2 5 23 9
5 Sweden 7.2 12 15 2
6 Great Britain 6.9 6 12 7
7 Greece 6.7 124 135 58
8 Finland 6.6 2 5 1
9 Belgium 6.2 9 19 10
10 Norway 5.7 20 10 4
11 Spain 5.7 57 41 40
12 Italy 4.9 45 131 48
13 Germany 4.7 8 21 16
14 Russia 46 87 83
15 Ukraine 57 123 93

Source: completed by author based on WEF [12]

not contain assessment of all aspects of doing business
that are important for companies and investors, for ex-
ample, the quality of tax management, other aspects
of macroeconomic stability, the level of the workforce
qualification and sustainability of financial systems

bureaucratic process of business creation takes about
two weeks and costs two times more than the average
in developed countries where registration takes up to
9 days. Ukraine shows good results in the Index pri-
marily due to adoption of important reforms in the fol-
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Table 6.
Entrepreneurial Environment Integrated Index
(Example of calculations)
US
Indicator evaluation score' Indicator weight Points?
1. Regulatory Environment
1.1 Business freedom 84,7 points from 100 10% 8,47
1.2 Property rights 80 points from 100 10% 8,0
1.3 Ease of starting up a business 51% place from 189 10% 4
1.4 Ease of closing a business 5" place from 189 10% 10
2. Social norms and values
2.1 Opportunity perception 46,6% of adults 10% 4,66
2.2 Qualification 55,7 % of adults 10% 5,57
2.3 Cultural and social norms 2" place from 62 10% 10
3. Business Climate
3.1 University-industry collaboration 4" place from 138 10% 10
3.2 Availability of venture capital 4" place from 138 10% 10
3.3 Availability of new technologies 3" place from 138 10% 10
Integrated index 80,7
Source: own calculations based on the data from Table 3,4,5
Table 7.

Countries ranking by different frameworks of entrepreneurship measures (with Entrepreneurial

Environment Integrated Index)

Ranking GEM Ease of doing GEDI OECD: Entrepreneurial
(TEA) business self-employed Environment
(World Bank) Integrated index

1 US 11.9 Norway 6 US 82.5 Greece 36.9 US 80,7

2 Slovakia 9.6 Great Britain 7 Sweden 73.7 Italy 25.1 Finland 78,7

3 Ireland 9.3 US 8 Finland 69.3 Spain 17.9 Great Britain 78,1

4 Netherlands 7.2 Sweden 9 Netherlands 69.0 Ireland 17.1 Norway 77,9

5 Sweden 7.2 Finland 13 Great Britain 68.6 | Netherlands 15.9 Sweden 76.7

6 Great Britain 6.9 Germany 17 Belgium 66.5 Slovakia 15.6 Belgium 75,8

7 Greece 6.7 Ireland 18 Norway 65.1 Belgium 15.1 Netherlands 73,9

8 Finland 6.6 Netherlands 28 Germany 64.6 Great Britain 14.5 Ireland 71,4

9 Belgium 6.2 Spain 32 Ireland 61.8 Finland 13.5 Germany 67,4

10 Norway 5.7 Slovakia 33 Spain 46.9 Germany 11.2 Spain 55,7

11 Spain 5.7 Belgium 42 Slovakia 46.6 Sweden 10.6 Slovakia 49,7

12 Italy 4.9 Italy 50 Italy 40.9 Norway 7.0 Italy 45,6

13 Germany 4.7 Greece 61 Greece 37.8 US 6.6 Greece 37,5

Source: own calculations based on the data from Table 2 and Table A.1

lowing three areas: business registration, taxation and
ownership registration. Closing a business in Ukraine
remains difficult (150" position).'?

As is well known, the intention to start a new busi-
ness is higher in developing countries, and decreases
with countries’ economic development. Global Entre-
preneurship Monitor data confirms that one third of
the population in innovation-driven countries has the

! Data from Table 3,4,5.
2 1-10th place - 10 points; 11-20th place - 8 points; 21-50th place - 6
points; after 51-100th place - 4 points; after 101st - 2 points.
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skills and knowledge to start a new business, which
mostly positively characterizes the potential of entre-
preneurial activity. In the US, 55.7% of the population
believes in their entrepreneurial abilities. As for de-
veloping countries, the level of business awareness is
lower. In these countries, the population is rather pessi-
mistic about the ability of launching a new business for
its riskiness; moreover, proportion of pessimists tends
to increase with the economic development increase.
The majority of respondents in all countries shows
rather positive attitude of society to entrepreneurship
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and entrepreneurs’ problems. However, in some coun-
tries, the potential of public support and stimulation of
entrepreneurship development has not yet achieved its
full potential (Slovakia, Greece, Italy), which leads to
a low opportunities perception level.

It is necessary to pay particular attention to the
fact that in terms of business climate, analyzed coun-
tries have mostly high scores. During 2016-2017,
by the level of cooperation of business and universi-
ties, leading positions were taken by Finland, USA,
Netherlands, UK and Germany. The availability of
venture capital is mostly highly valued as well, ex-
cept for Greece, Italy and Ukraine. However, cross-
comparison of indicators for cooperation of business
and universities, availability of venture capital and
availability of new technologies shows the different
effectiveness in some countries. Ukraine has quite
high position by the level of cooperation in academ-
ic and industrial spheres, but by the availability of
venture capital and new technologies it has almost
the lowest positions (123 and 93, respectively). In
turn, Greece has 58" position by the availability of
new technologies, but the cooperation of businesses
and universities (124" position) and the availability of
venture capital (135" position out of 138 countries)
are surprising in its incompleteness.

Table 6 illustrates the example of calculation of
Integrated index, combining ten components of entre-
preneurial activity, which permit to build up a com-
prehensive assessment of entrepreneurial environment
for any nation in any year.

The Integrated Index focuses on three dimensions
of country’s entrepreneurial environment (data given)
in Table A.1: regulatory environment, social norms
and values, business climate. All variables are given
the same weight. The maximum total points for a
country are one hundred (100-75 points - very favora-
ble entrepreneurial environment; 74-55points - fa-
vorable enough environment; 54-0 points - unfriendly
environment). Results for all countries for all five in-
dexes are summarized in Table 7.

The results indicate the integrated Entrepreneurial
Environment Index’s values are more representative.
The advantages of the index are as follows: suitable
for evaluation of basic parameters; makes it possible
to quickly combine data from different specialized re-
ports; the results usually presents in much better per-
formance. In addition, the index provides versatility,
targeting, compactness, integration of key indicators
in one matrix.

Conclusions. In recent years, several databases
on entrepreneurship indicators, developed by inter-
national organizations, as well as the amount of data
that already existed before (e.g. the Global Entrepre-
neurship Monitor), managed to differentiate the num-
ber of countries and range of their indicators. At the
same time, after the detailed analysis of the content
and characteristics of international indicators the pres-
ence of various methodological and conceptual prob-
lems was indicated. The main issues are the following:
doubts about the quality of data (sample representa-
tion and reliability of data sources); limitation of the
indicators by specific legal forms of enterprises; lack
of information about the business’s dynamics. Entre-
preneurship is not only fundamental basis of competi-
tive relationships, but also a tool for solving problems
of employment, innovation and economic growth.
However, despite the generally positive perception of
entrepreneurship, the unique approach to its evalua-
tion does not currently exist. Development of entre-
preneurship environment assessment is possible only
with an integrated approach, taking into account qual-
itative and quantitative characteristics and available
statistical data of world ratings. These dimensions and
key elements and indicators were assessed and syn-
thesized to develop entrepreneurial environment inte-
grated index, which can be adapted and modified to fit
the local and sectorial context. The main advantages
of the Index are compactness and integration of key
elements in one matrix.

43



30BHILUHA MONITUKA | AMMNOMATIS: TPAQWLIT, TPEHAM, LOCBIA,

BUMYCK 24

JUQWUOIAUD AJpuaLiyun — spurod (-G JUSTUUOIIAUS YSNOud 9[qeIoAe] — spurodgg-4/, SJUSWUOIIAUS [ernauaidonud ojqerose] A1oa — syurod G/-001

wxk

syutod 7 - 18101 10ye syuiod 4 — ooefd yip01-1¢ 10y ssyurod 9 — doerd yig-17 ssyutod § — dorrd ygz-11 swurod 0 —20ed Q-1 ,,

$pi¢ 91qeL woy veq ,

6°€L an L6V L08 .., X3pUl pAjeI3Au]
(1] w6 9 Wb 9 s o1 w€ SOI30[OUYd3) MAU JO AN[IqR[IBAY €€
9 w€T 9 w8€ 9 wb¥ 01 o [eydes aimuaa Jo AIqe[IeAy 7'¢
(1] wS 8 W€l v w8 01 wb UOIIBIOQR[[09 ANSNPUI-AJSIOAIU() [°¢
djewll[)) ssauisng 7
8 wll 8 wST v w8S 01 il SULIOU [BID0S PUE [BIM[N)) €'C
90y %9°0¥ Sy %St pT's %¥°TS LS‘S % LSS uonesyien)) 7'c
p8‘y %b8Y v6‘c %P 6¢ ¥9°C %¥°9T 99 %9°9% uondeorad AyrumroddQ 1°7
SINJeA pue SULIOU [0S |
8 wll 8 wl1 9 wSE o1 wS SsQUISNq & SUISO[0 JO aseH [
9 T 01 w01 v w89 v IS ssousnq e dn Sunpe)s Jo aseq ¢'[
06 06 06 06 0‘s 0S 08 08 sy Apedord 7'1
0‘8 08 96°L 9°6L ¥8°9 89 LY'8 L'Y8 wopaayy ssaursng ||
JUIWUOIIAUF AI10)R[N3NY |

10938 10938 QI03S . QI03S

uonenjeas uonenjeas uonenjeAaa uonenjeas

sjurod J0jROIpU] syurod Jojeorpuy sjurod Jojedrpuy LSwuarod Jojedrpuy

spuej
-IYIN puep.If ED[BAO[S sn
X9puJ pdje.a3ju] JUdWUOIIAUY [BLIndudadanuy
[V 21911

V Xouuy

44



CEPIA «<EKOHOMIYHI HAYKW»

YACTUHA LI

'syutod 7 - 18701 1oye syutod § — aoe[d oo 1-1¢ 2Ye sjutod 9 — voefd yig-17 syutod g — doe[d yiog-11 syurtod o1 —voed yip1-1,,

"$p°€ S1quL WOy Bied ,

L‘SL S‘LE I‘8L L9L Xapul pajeidanu]
o1 sl v u8S 01 wl o1 ol SAI30[0UYI3) MU JO A[IQR[IBAY €€
o1 nS 4 wSET 8 wCl 8 wST [eydes amjuaa jo AIqe[IeAy g'¢
o1 il 4 Wb Tl 01 w9 8 wCl UOT)EIOQR[[00 ANSNPUI-ANISIOATUN ['¢

d)ewll[) Sssauisng "¢
9 w9 v wSS 8 w9l 9 w9T SWLIOU [BID0S PUE [BINY[N)) €T
pLE %b°LE 89y %8°9% 9¢‘y %9°¢Y L€ %L 9¢ uonedyIend) 7'y
98y %9°8Y Wl %Y1 91y %9°1¥ 20°L %T0L uondaorad AunoddQ 17
SINJeA pue SsuLIoU [eoys '7
o1 N v S 8 wEl 8 w61 ssouIsNq & SUISO[0 JO ase 4|
9 08T v w9S 8 w9l 8 oS T ssauisnq & dn Sune;s jo aseq ¢
06 06 0y ot 06 06 06 06 sy Apedord ']
L0°6 L06 8€‘L 8L 98 98 L6'8 L68 WopadLy ssaursngy ||
JUIWUOIIAUY AI10)B[NSY |

AI0JS QI0JS AI0JdS . AI0JS

uoneneAd uoneneAd uonen[eAd uoneneAd

sjurod J01e01IpU] syurod J01e0IpU] sjurod Jojedrpuy LSuarog Jojedrpuy

ure
puepurj I3.19) -JLIg JBIID) UIPIMS

(panunuos) [y a1qn]

Xapu] pajea3au] JudWUOIIAUY [eLIndudadauy

45



30BHILUHA MONITUKA | AMMNOMATIS: TPAQWLIT, TPEHAM, LOCBIA,

BUMYCK 24

‘syutod 7 -1s701 10ye syutod  — 2oe1d | -1 103e ‘siutod 9 — doerd ys-1¢ syurod g — aoed yoz-11 swurod o1 — doerd Qo1-1

"S'p'E Q1qel woly veq ,

G“p¢ 91qRL, WO BIEP Y} UO PAseq SUOHEB[NI[BD UMO 22410S

¥'L9 9°sh LSS 6°LL 8°SL Xopul pajeasdajuy
8 ) 9 w8Y 9 wOb 01 wb 01 w0l SQI30[OUYd3) MAU JO AN[IQR[IBAY €€
9 s1T 4 sI€T 9 s o1 w0l 8 w61 [e3ides amuoA jo A[Iqe[ieAy '¢
o1 w8 9 WSt v wlS 8 w0T 01 w6 UONEIOQE[[00 ANSNPUI-AJSIDAIU( ['¢
djewll[) ssauisng "¢
v pul v w95 9 wl€ 9 i€ 9 el SULIOU [BID0S PUE [BIM[N)) €T
79°¢ % T9¢ S0°€ %S°0€ €Sy %E‘SH 80°C %8°0€ 61°€ %6°T€ uoneoyien)) 7'c
€8°¢ % €8¢ LST %L"ST 97 %9¢ 689 %6°89 €0y %€ 0 uondaoiad LyunyroddQ -7
SANJeA pue suLIou [enoys ‘¢
o1 w 9 wST 8 w81 01 w9 01 w0l $SQUISN( € FUISO[0 JO ASB ' [
4 P11 v €9 v wS8 9 s1T 8 wl T ssoursnq e dn Sunue)s Jo aseq ¢'[
0‘6 06 0‘s 0S 0L 0L 0‘6 06 08 08 sysu Kpdord 71
0‘6 06 £0°L €0L 9L 9L 96‘8 9°68 bS8 68 WopadLy ssaursng ||
JUSWUOIIAUY A10)e[N3Y °|

QI0JS AI02S QI03S QI0JS *D.HOOm

uornenyeAd UOT)eNBAd uornenyeAd uornenjeAd uornenjeAd

Sjurog Jojedrpuy Sjuro g Jojeodrpuy sjurog JojedIpu Sjuro g Jojedrpuy LSwurod JO1BdIpUT

AugurIdo) ATe1 uredg AemIoN | wnigpPg

(ponuiuos) [y 21qny

XOpUuJ Pdlea3ou] JUIWUOIIAUY [RLIndudadanpuy

46



YACTUHA LI CEPIA <EKOHOMIYHI HAYKW»

REFERENCES:

1. N. Ahmad and A. Hoffmann (2008), “A Framework for Addressing and Measuring Entrepreneurship”, OECD Sta-
tistics Working Paper.

2. Aspen Network of Development Entrepreneurs (2013) Entrepreneurial ecosystem diagnostic toolkit. Aspen Insti-
tute, UK

3. Aspen Network of Development Entrepreneurs (2013) Entrepreneurial ecosystem diagnostic toolkit. Aspen Insti-
tute, UK

4. N. Ahmad and A. Hoffmann (2008), “A Framework for Addressing and Measuring Entrepreneurship”, OECD Sta-
tistics Working Paper.

5. Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM) (2015-2016). Global Entrepreneurship Research Association, London
Business School, www.gemconsortcium.org/report.

6. World Bank. 2017. Doing Business 2017: Equal Opportunity for All. Washington, DC: World Bank.

7. OECD (2016), OECD Factbook 2015-2016: Economic, Environmental and Social Statistics, OECD Publishing,
Paris.

8. Acs, Z.J. L. Szerb and E. Autio (2015) The Global Entrepreneurship and Development Index 2014, Springer Inter-
national Publishing.

9. The Index of Economic Freedom. Washington, D.C: Heritage Foundation, 2016.

10.World Bank. 2017. Doing Business 2017: Equal Opportunity for All. Washington, DC: World Bank.

11.Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM) (2015-2016). Global Entrepreneurship Research Association, London
Business School, www.gemconsortcium.org/report

12.The Global Competitiveness Report. Geneva: World Economic Forum, 2016-2017.

Mopyunux A.M., Crpesabnux C.O. KpainoBa acumerpist popMyBaHHA NiANPUEMHULbKOTO cepenosuina / Kuis-
cbKMii HALIOHAJBLHUI eKOHOMIYHUI YHiBepcuTeT iMeni Baguma erbmana

[TepmuM KpOKOM y CTHMYJIFOBAHHI PO3BUTKY MiANPHEMHHUIITBA € BUMIP 1CHYIOYOTO ITiANPUEMHHIBKOTO CEPEOBHILIA.
Le#t anaimi3 103BOJISE AiaTHOCTYBATH TOTCHIIHHI MOXIIMBOCTI Ta MPOOIEMH, IKi MOXKYTh OyTH BHpIIICHI 32 JOMOMOTOIO
KOHKPETHUX 3aXOJiB. ABTOpaMu OyIi0 TPOBEICHO OIS AOCTYITHUX JOCTIKEHb MDKHAPOMHUX OpraHizalliil BiITHOCHO
PIBHS PO3BUTKY MiANMPUEMHUIITBA i BU3HAUCHO TPH TPYNH OCHOBHHUX MOKa3HWKIB. KiTlouoBi ememeHTH Oynu OIiHEHI Ta
y3arajbHeHi JUIsd po3poOKU [HTEerpoBaHOTo 1HACKCY MiAPUEMHHULIBKOTO CEPEIOBHINA, SKUH MOXKe OyTH aJanTOBaHUN Bil-
TIOBi/THO JI0 HAIIIOHAILHOTO KOHTEKCTY.

Knrouoei cnosa: I'mobdanpHe MiANPHEMHUIITBO, IOKA3HUKH €(PEKTHBHOCTI i IPHEMHHUIIBKOI TisTBHOCTI, [ T00amsHIiA
MOHiTOpHHT TianpueManTBa (GEM), cTBOpeHHS pOoO0OUYNX MicCIlb, 3HIKEHHS PiBHS O1THOCTI, EKOHOMIYHE 3POCTaHHS.

Hopyunux A.M., CrpeabHuk C.A. CtpaHoBasi acumMMeTpusi popMUpOBaHUSs NPeANPUHUMATENbCKOI cpeabl /
KueBckuii HauuoOHAJbLHBIH 3KOHOMHYecKHil yHUBepcuTeT MMeHu Baguma lerbmMana

[lepBBIM 1aroM B CTUMYJIMPOBAHHUHN Pa3BUTHS MPEINPUHUMATEILCTBA SBISCTCS M3MEPEHHE CYIIECTBYIOIICH TTpeIpH-
HUMATEIBCKOH Cpebl. DTOT aHAIN3 MO3BOJISET ANArHOCTHUPOBATh MOTEHIIMAIBHBIE BO3MOKHOCTH M TPOOIEMBI, KOTOPBIE
MOTYT OBITh PEIICHBI C TOMOIIBI0 KOHKPETHBIX Mep. ABTOpaMu ObLT MPOBEAEH 0030p TOCTYITHBIX HCCIICIOBAHUN MEXKITY-
HApOAHBIX OPraHU3alNii OTHOCUTEIFHO YPOBHS PAa3BUTHS MPEANPUHUMATEILCTBA U OMPEIEIICHBI TPH TPYIITBI OCHOBHBIX
nokazaresneil. KimoueBbie aeMeHThI ObUTH OIIEHEHBI M 0000MIIEeHBI ATt pa3padoTki MHTErprpoBaHHOTO HHEKCA TIPEATIPH-
HUMATEJIbCKOH CPeIbl, KOTOPBII MOXKET OBITH a/lalTHPOBAH B COOTBETCTBHHU C HAIMOHAILHBIM KOHTEKCTOM.

Knrwouegoie cnoga: I'mobanpHOE NpeNPUHUMATENBCTBO, TOKa3aTenu 3(QEKTUBHOCTH NPEIIPUHAMATEILCKON J1es-
TeNbHOCTH, [T100ambHbI MOHUTOPUHT npeanpuHuMarenseTsa (GEM), co3nanne pabodnx MecT, CHI)KECHHE YPOBHS OceI-
HOCTH, S)KOHOMHUYECKHUH POCT.

Cmamms naoitiwna 0o peoaxyii: 15.02.2017
Pexomenoosano oo opyxy: 02.03.2017
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