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ABSTRACT
The relevance of the study is due to the fact that small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) play a key role in the economy 
of any country. Therefore, it is important to investigate the factors that significantly influence their scaling. The aim of 
this article is to identify the presence or absence of a relationship between macro-level factors, government support, and 
the performance of SMEs across seventeen sectors of the national economy. In this regard, the authors proposed three 
hypotheses about the impact of government support measures on SME scaling results. Methods: the study was conducted 
using up-to-date data selected from reliable sources. The influence of various factors on the performance of SMEs in 
different sectors of the economy was assessed by building correlation models. Scientific novelty of the research lies in 
the development of methodological approaches to identifying scaling factors of SMEs and the creation of an assessment 
matrix for managing SME scaling in sectors of the national economy, taking government support into account. Research 
results revealed the resilience of certain sectors to the government support measures implemented under the national 
project of the Russian Federation. Practical significance of the article is that the findings can help improve the evaluation 
of how government support measures affect the dynamics of development and scaling indicators of SMEs in strategically 
important sectors of the national economy.
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INTRODUCTION
Small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) rep-
resent one of the important and challenging sec-
tors of the Russian economy. Acting as a driving 
force for the modernization of economic processes 
[1], shaping the “industrial and social diversifi-
cation of society” [2], and positively influencing 
the sustainable development of certain regions 
[3], SMEs, at the same time, constitute a vulner-
able sector of the economy that develops very 
unevenly [4] due to limited access to resources 
and the presence of a number of regulatory and 
legal barriers. This complicates the process of 
their scaling in the form of positive transfor-
mation of performance indicators, including a 
qualitative transition from one SME category 
to another, which accordingly creates the need 
to build special relations between the state and 
business aimed at developing priority sectors of 
the national economy [5].

The high level of debate on this topic is evi-
denced by numerous studies that devote signifi-
cant attention to the development of the SME 
sector, as well as the effectiveness of implemented 
government support measures [6]. Scholars em-
phasize the undeniable positive impact of such 
support on the dynamics of SME development [7], 
noting the need for a deeper study of their inter-
relationship [8]. Empirical research confirms the 
intensity of environmental practices adoption in 
production as a result of mastering government 
support funds [9], reveals insufficient transparen-
cy in the conditions of their distribution [10], and 
highlights the lack of aspiration toward achieving 
market maturity and independence among small 
and medium-sized enterprises [4].

So, can the Russian small and medium busi-
ness develop evenly across industries without 
government support, or is it an indispensable 
condition for scaling and growth of this economic 
sector? To address this scientific and theoretical 
gap, which does not allow a definitive answer to 
this question, this article structures the complex 
of factors and assesses their influence on the 
scaling of SME entities.

By scaling of SME entities, the authors under-
stand a positive response to institutional incen-
tives for the development of micro, small, and 
medium enterprises in the form of improvements 
in their key financial and economic performance 
indicators, including those that form the basis 
for assessing the transition from one category of 
business entities to another (a higher one).

The goal set by the authors dictates the need to:
• identify macro-level factors that influence 

positive changes in SME performance indica-
tors, both with and without government support 
measures;

• based on the specified criteria, create an 
information base for conducting an analysis to 
identify the relationship between the macro-lev-
el factors selected by the authors and qualitative 
changes in SME indicators;

• develop methodological tools to carry out 
research on the grouped factors based on formu-
lated hypotheses aimed at confirming or refuting 
the scientific idea of the existence of a relation-
ship between various factors of scaling SME en-
tities in the Russian economy and their perfor-
mance indicators (Fig. 1).

INFLUENCE OF FACTORS  
ON SME DEVELOPMENT

The stimulation of small and medium-sized en-
terprises (SMEs) development within the national 
economy depends on a variety of external (ex-
ternal) and internal factors that either facilitate 
or hinder this process. This determines the ap-
propriateness of designing and justifying their 
selection, as well as establishing the relationships 
and interdependencies between them.

Some researchers highlight internal factors as 
the main drivers of SME development: the necessity 
of strategic planning [1, 11], changes in the stages 
of their life cycle [12, 13], the specific psychological 
type of the entrepreneur’s personality [14], and 
emphasize the active participatory role of SMEs 
in various types of support for their activities [15].

At the same time, researchers lack consensus 
on the positive impact of government support 
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measures: their generally favorable influence is 
noted [7], as well as their focus on “improving 
the efficiency of the entrepreneurial sphere” [16]. 
However, there is a body of work criticizing the 

“aid and subsidization” of existing support meas-
ures [4], the lack of a clear focus of state policy 
on the SME sector [17], the mismatch between 
objectives and resources in the implementation of 
national projects [5], and debates on why support 
goes to enterprises that do not actually need it [8].

Without diminishing the importance of the ac-
cumulated experience, it is necessary to note the 
fragmentation among researchers in addressing 
the selection of macro-level factors influencing 
the scaling of SMEs, as well as the lack of stud-
ies dedicated to substantiating the extent of the 
impact of government support measures on their 
growth indicators across different sectors of the 
national economy. These circumstances have 
enabled the authors of this article to contribute 
to the existing scientific discussion on this issue.

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
The stated goal predetermines the development 
and application of a methodology to identify 
macro-level factors with potential influence on 
the scaling of SMEs, taking into account both the 
presence and absence of federal-level govern-

ment support measures for entrepreneurship. 
This methodology enables consideration of the 
overall dynamics of macroeconomic indicators 
of the national economy, as well as specific sup-
port measures outlined in the national project 
passport of the Russian Federation “Small and 
Medium Enterprises and Support of Individual 
Entrepreneurial Initiative,1” and includes the fol-
lowing stages:

1. Defining the target vector for scaling SMEs 
at the national economy level, the justification 
parameters of which are dynamic and may be 
adjusted in accordance with changes in the regu-
latory framework for entrepreneurship support 
in the Russian Federation, as well as updates to 
the national development goals of the country in 
accordance with presidential decrees.

2. Selecting a list of sources containing the 
most complete and reliable information for as-
sessing macro-level factors affecting the scaling 
potential of SMEs.

3. Forming an information base for calculations 
based on data from official websites of the Federal 
State Statistics Service, the Ministry of Economic 
Development of the Russian Federation, and the 

1 URL: https://www.economy.gov.ru/material/directions/
nacionalnyy_proekt_maloe_i_srednee_predprinimatelstvo_i_
podderzhka_individualnoy_predprinimatelskoy_iniciativy/

A.E. Plakhin, E.G. Sheina

Fig. 1. Research hypotheses
Source: compiled by the authors.

 

H0: The scaling of small and medium-sized 
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Federation depends on the dynamics 
of changes in macro-level factors, taking 

into account the implementation 
of government support measures 

for entrepreneurship

H1: The potential for scaling 
SMEs depends on macroeconomic 

indicators. The influence 
of government support measures 
is not taken into account when 

testing this hypothesis

H2: The potential for scaling 
SMEs at the macro level depends 

on the availability and 
accessibility of federal 

government support measures 
for business entities

Н3: The potential for scaling 
SMEs has an uneven 

dependence on macro-level 
factors and support measures 

across different sectors 
of the national economy
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Bank of Russia, in accordance with the research 
goal and segmented by micro, small, and medium 
enterprises.

4. Conducting the study according to the al-
gorithm for determining factors influencing the 
scaling of SMEs (see Fig. 2).

Determining the presence and significance 
(or absence) of relationships among the selected 
key indicators from the three analyzed groups: x1, 
x2, and x3, through correlation coefficients, with 
the level of association assessed according to the 
Chedoke.2 scale.

5. Bringing the data into a methodologically 
comparable format by applying normalization 
methods.

6. Testing hypotheses formulated by the au-
thors to confirm or refute the scientific idea of 
the existence of relationships between various 
factors affecting the scaling of SMEs.

Hypothesis 1: H1 —  The scaling potential of SMEs 
depends on macroeconomic indicators. The impact 
of government support measures is not considered 
when testing this hypothesis.

The authors have identified the following key 
macro-level factor indicators as having the most 
significant influence on the scaling of SMEs (see 
Table 1).

In connection with the stated objective —  to 
assess the influence of factors with and without 
the implementation of state support measures 
for entrepreneurship within the framework of the 
national project of the Russian Federation —  the 
analysis covers the research period for all groups 
of factors and indicators from 2019 to 2023. Se-
lected are specific performance indicators of SMEs 
as outcome variables.

Hypothesis 2: H2 —  The scaling potential of SMEs 
at the macro level depends on the availability and 
accessibility of federal state support measures for 
entrepreneurial entities.

As factors of federal-level state support for 
entrepreneurship that have the most significant 
impact on the scaling of SMEs and largely deter-

2 URL: https://stepik.org/lesson/424892/step/7?unit=414724

mine their potential, the authors have identified 
the following (Table 2).

Hypothesis 3: H3 —  The potential for scaling 
SMEs has an uneven dependence on macro-level 
factors and support measures across different sec-
tors of the national economy.

To reflect the development trends of SMEs in 
Russia, ten indicators were selected that sum-
marize their performance results across various 
sectors of the national economy (Table 3).

DETERMINING THE DEGREE  
OF INFLUENCE OF FACTOR GROUPS 
ON THE SCALING OF SME ENTITIES

The list of factors from the three groups (Tables 
1–3) represents the most comprehensive range 
of indicators, thoroughly revealing the develop-
ment trajectory of the SME sector. Therefore, it 
is reasonable to apply correlation analysis using 
Excel, which will allow, based on the formed re-
search information base, to determine the pres-
ence and significance of the relationships be-
tween the indicators of groups x1, x2, and x3—or 
their absence (Table 4).

According to the algorithm (Fig. 3), a factor 
influences the scaling of SME entities if the value 
of its correlation with the resulting indicators 
is greater than 0.7. Thus, normalization of the 
indicators was carried out in order to bring them 
to a comparable format.

The authors selected the list of macro-level 
factors for analysis based on their significance 
for SME development: the key rate of the Central 
Bank of the Russian Federation affects credit avail-
ability, which is one of the main sources of SME 
financing; the inflation rate, GDP growth rate, 
average annual ruble exchange rate, and monetary 
incomes reflect consumption opportunities and 
influence demand, which in turn is reflected in 
the revenue and other indicators of SMEs.

However, Hypothesis 1 was not confirmed: 
the scaling potential of SME entities depends 
only on two out of five macroeconomic indi-
cators —  x12 and x14—while not all resulting 
SME indicators prove equally sensitive to them. 
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 Fig. 2. Algorithm for Identifying Scaling Factors of SMEs
Source: compiled by the authors.
 Note: R 2 —  correlation coefficient characterising the degree of determinism of dependence.
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Table 1
Indicators of Macro-Level Factors Group (x1)

Symbol Indicator Source of Information

x11 Key rate of the Bank of Russia, % Central Bank of Russia
URL: https://cbr.ru/

x12 Inflation rate in the country, % Federal State Statistics Service
URL: https://rosstat.gov.ru/

x13 GDP growth rate, % compared to previous year

x14
Average annual RUB/USD exchange rate, 
rubles

Dollar to ruble exchange rate by year
URL: https://infotables.ru/statistika/95-tseny-
tarify/1327-kurs-dollara-tablitsa

x15 Real monetary income (average per capita), 
rubles

Federal State Statistics Service
URL: https://rosstat.gov.ru/

Source: compiled by the authors.

Table 2
Indicators of Government Support Factors Group (x2)

Symbol Indicator Source of Information

x21 Total budget of the RF national project, billion RUB Ministry of Economic Development of Russia |
URL: https://www.economy.gov.ru/

x22 Volume of guarantees to SME entities, billion RUB

x23 Growth rate of guarantees to SME entities, %

x24 Volume of microloans to SME entities, billion RUB

x25 Growth rate of microloans to SME entities, %

Source: compiled by the authors.

Table 3
Indicators of SME Activity Factors Group by Economic Sectors (x3)

Symbol Indicator Source of Information

x31 Revenue (turnover) from sales of goods, works, services, bln RUB Federal State Statistics 
Service (statistical yearbooks)
URL: https://rosstat.gov.ru/x32 Average number of employees, thousand people

x33 Profitability of sold goods, works, services, %

x34 Total assets, bln RUB

x35 Return on assets, %

x36 Capital and reserves, bln RUB

x37 Current liquidity ratio, %

x38 Autonomy ratio, %

x39 Average monthly accrued wages of SME employees, RUB

x390 Growth rate of average monthly accrued wages of SME employees, %

Source: compiled by the authors.

ECONOMIC POLICY



79

The World of New Economy • Vol. 19, No. 2’2025 WNE.FA.RU

A.E. Plakhin, E.G. Sheina
Ta

bl
e 

4
Co

rr
el

at
io

n 
Be

tw
ee

n 
M

ac
ro

–
Le

ve
l F

ac
to

rs
 a

nd
 R

es
ul

tin
g 

SM
E 

Pe
rf

or
m

an
ce

 In
di

ca
to

rs

M
ac

ro
le

ve
l f

ac
to

r g
ro

up
 

in
di

ca
to

r
Re

su
lt

in
g 

in
di

ca
to

rs
  

of
 S

M
Es

Ba
nk

 o
f R

us
si

a’s
 

ke
y 

ra
te

 %
 

(x
11

)

In
fla

tio
n 

ra
te

 in
 

th
e 

co
un

tr
y 

%
 

(x
12

)

GD
P 

gr
ow

th
 

ra
te

. 
%

 c
om

pa
re

d 
to

 
th

e 
pr

ev
io

us
 

ye
ar

 (x
13

)

Av
er

ag
e 

an
nu

al
 

ru
bl

e–
to

–
do

lla
r e

xc
ha

ng
e 

ra
te

 (x
14

)

Re
al

 d
is

po
sa

l 
in

co
m

e.
 R

UB
. 

(x
15

)

M
ic

ro
en

te
rp

ris
es

Re
ve

nu
e 

(tu
rn

ov
er

) f
ro

m
 th

e 
sa

le
 o

f g
oo

ds
, w

or
ks

, a
nd

 s
er

vi
ce

s, 
 

bi
lli

on
 R

U
B.

 (x
31

)
– 

0.
49

37
0.

22
78

– 
0.

63
95

0.
78

75
– 

0.
92

83

Av
er

ag
e 

nu
m

be
r o

f e
m

pl
oy

ee
s, 

th
ou

sa
nd

 p
eo

pl
e 

(x
32

)
– 

0.
92

73
– 

0.
40

89
– 

0.
72

98
0.

33
94

– 
0.

48
81

Pr
ofi

ta
bi

lit
y 

of
 g

oo
ds

, w
or

ks
, a

nd
 s

er
vi

ce
s 

so
ld

, %
 (x

33
)

0.
24

95
0.

81
16

– 
0.

20
54

0.
84

29
– 

0.
90

51

To
ta

l a
ss

et
s, 

bi
lli

on
 R

U
B.

 (x
34

)
0.

30
17

0.
80

34
– 

0.
12

05
0.

86
61

– 
0.

89
50

Re
tu

rn
 o

n 
as

se
ts

, %
 (x

35
)

0.
73

31
0.

32
87

0.
46

02
– 

0.
62

81
0.

65
53

Ca
pi

ta
l a

nd
 re

se
rv

es
, b

ill
io

n 
RU

B.
 (x

36
)

0.
12

36
0.

68
34

– 
0.

22
19

0.
92

48
– 

0.
96

43

Sm
al

l e
nt

er
pr

is
es

Re
ve

nu
e 

(tu
rn

ov
er

) f
ro

m
 th

e 
sa

le
 o

f g
oo

ds
, w

or
ks

, a
nd

 s
er

vi
ce

s, 
 

bi
lli

on
 R

U
B.

 (x
31

)
0.

40
19

0.
88

62
– 

0.
09

47
0.

78
08

– 
0.

82
36

Av
er

ag
e 

nu
m

be
r o

f e
m

pl
oy

ee
s, 

th
ou

sa
nd

 p
eo

pl
e 

(x
32

)
– 

0.
67

28
– 

0.
80

33
– 

0.
33

78
– 

0.
74

62
0.

63
46

Pr
ofi

ta
bi

lit
y 

of
 g

oo
ds

, w
or

ks
, a

nd
 s

er
vi

ce
s 

so
ld

, %
 (x

33
)

0.
30

89
0.

84
02

– 
0.

15
97

0.
82

55
– 

0.
87

83

To
ta

l a
ss

et
s, 

bi
lli

on
 R

U
B.

 (x
34

)
0.

35
22

0.
86

56
– 

0.
13

43
0.

80
17

– 
0.

85
24

Re
tu

rn
 o

n 
as

se
ts

, %
 (x

35
)

0.
84

59
0.

86
87

0.
26

74
– 

0.
01

90
– 

0.
00

76

Ca
pi

ta
l a

nd
 re

se
rv

es
, b

ill
io

n 
RU

B.
 (x

36
)

0.
16

53
0.

70
95

– 
0.

19
40

0.
91

76
– 

0.
95

21

M
ed

iu
m

–
si

ze
d 

en
te

rp
ris

es
Re

ve
nu

e 
(tu

rn
ov

er
) f

ro
m

 s
al

es
 o

f g
oo

ds
, w

or
ks

, s
er

vi
ce

s, 
 

bi
lli

on
 R

U
B.

 (x
31

)
0.

59
80

0.
98

80
– 

0.
00

79
0.

53
98

– 
0.

59
96

Av
er

ag
e 

nu
m

be
r o

f e
m

pl
oy

ee
s, 

th
ou

sa
nd

 p
eo

pl
e 

(x
32

)
– 

0.
03

75
0.

65
59

– 
0.

43
07

0.
85

75
– 

0.
97

42

Pr
ofi

ta
bi

lit
y 

of
 g

oo
ds

, w
or

ks
, a

nd
 s

er
vi

ce
s 

so
ld

, %
 (x

33
)

0.
31

52
0.

65
58

0.
06

84
0.

94
83

– 
0.

88
16

To
ta

l a
ss

et
s, 

bi
lli

on
 R

U
B.

 (x
34

)
0.

59
46

0.
98

51
– 

0.
00

50
0.

55
44

– 
0.

61
09

Re
tu

rn
 o

n 
as

se
ts

, %
 (x

35
)

0.
51

25
0.

96
55

– 
0.

07
25

0.
62

82
– 

0.
69

50

Ca
pi

ta
l a

nd
 re

se
rv

es
, b

ill
io

n 
RU

B.
 (x

36
)

0.
57

93
0.

97
00

0.
00

71
0.

61
20

– 
0.

65
44

So
ur

ce
: c

om
pi

le
d 

by
 th

e 
au

th
or

s.



80

The World of New Economy • Vol. 19, No. 2’2025 WNE.FA.RU

Consequently, the obtained result does not 
reflect qualitative scaling but merely indicates 
growth in certain SME indicators associated 
with rising inflation.

The macro-level factor x11 shows a weak 
correlation with almost all resulting SME indi-
cators, since an increase in the key interest rate 
makes lending less accessible, which restrains 
SME growth. The macro-level factors x13 and 
x15 also have moderate or no correlation with 
most SME outcome indicators; while factor 
x15 is logically connected to SME indicators, 
real incomes declined during the study period 
(due to the COVID-19 pandemic), resulting in 
no observable effect.

To confirm Hypotheses 2 and 3 (see Fig. 1), 
the authors conducted a correlation analysis 
to identify the presence and significance of 
relationships by overlaying factors from groups 
x2 and x3. This made it possible to obtain re-
sults from a large-scale study on the activities 
of all active SMEs in Russia across seventeen 
sectors of the national economy, broken down 
by enterprise categories into micro, small, and 
medium-sized, taking into account five govern-
ment support factors and ten factors reflecting 
their performance indicators.

The scope of the present study allows the 
authors to present only a fragment of the con-
ducted analysis, reflected in Tables 5 and 6.

From the group of five government support 
factors (x2), three are illustrated: the total 
budget of the Russian Federation’s national 
project (x21), the volume of guarantees (x22), 
and the volume of microloans provided to SMEs 
(x24) within the framework of the national pro-
ject’s implementation at the federal level.

For combination with the government sup-
port factors, from the ten indicators of SME ac-
tivity factors by sectors of the national economy 
(x3), the authors selected the most traditional 
ones reflecting their transition from one cate-
gory of entrepreneurial entities to another: rev-
enue (turnover) from the sale of goods, works, 
and services (x31) (Tables 5, 6) and the average 

number of enterprise employees (x32) (Table 6).
Government support factors have a strong 

or noticeable positive impact on the revenue 
of small and medium-sized enterprises across 
most sectors of their activity, except for con-
struction and education (Table 5).

There is no impact on the revenue of medi-
um-sized enterprises providing other types of 
services. For micro-enterprises in many sec-
tors (except for hotel and catering activities; 
professional, scientific and technical activities; 
agriculture and forestry; and the provision of 
other types of services), the influence is weak 
or moderate, or absent altogether.

Paradoxically, micro-enterprises in whole-
sale and retail trade are the least sensitive to 
government support measures, showing a weak 
or no correlation between revenue (turnover) 
from sales and government support factors. 
Accordingly, the state, through development 
institutions, needs to redirect support resources 
to those sectors of the national economy where 
the effect will be more pronounced, both for 
the country as a whole and for unlocking the 
scaling potential of SMEs.

The correlation analysis conducted by the 
authors allows the conclusion that government 
support factors have a positive impact on the 
average number of employees in SMEs to a less-
er extent than on revenue. Moreover, in many 
cases, the influence on most sectors of micro 
and small enterprises is absent, which leads to 
an unmanaged and support-independent pro-
cess of payroll tax formation from SMEs to the 
budget. This also results in employment regula-
tion within sectors of the national economy that 
does not contribute to reducing social tension 
in society or increasing incomes in the small 
and medium business sector, thereby slowing 
down its scaling (Table 6).

RESEARCH RESULTS
The results of the study expand scientific un-
derstanding of the variety of factors that have 
the potential to influence the scaling of SMEs. 
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Table 6
Assessment Matrix for Managing SME Scaling in National Economic Sectors  

Under the Influence of Government Support Factors

Industry

Revenue (Turnover) Average Workforce 

small micro medium

small
micro

medium

small
micro

medium

small
micro

medium

Wholesale and retail trade 7 1 12 1 1 5

Manufacturing 13 6 16 1 1 8

Construction 1 1 4 1 1 1

Transportation and storage 12 10 13 17 17 13

Administrative and support service activities 4 4 6 1 1 1

Real estate activities 1 8 7 1 1 6

Accommodation and food service activities 17 16 15 1 1 17

Information and communication 5 1 10 14 1 10

Health care and social services 11 13 11 15 15 12

Professional, scientific and technical activities 6 15 5 13 14 4

Water supply; sewerage, waste management 
and remediation 9 7 17 1 13 15

Agriculture, forestry 15 14 9 1 1 3

Electricity, gas, steam and air conditioning 
supply 8 5 8 1 1 7

Arts, entertainment and recreation 16 12 3 16 12 14

Other service activities 14 17 1 1 11 16

Mining and quarrying 10 9 14 12 16 9

Education 1 11 1 1 1 11

Source: compiled by the authors.
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Based on the correlation coefficients obtained 
through the conducted analysis, the authors 
assessed the impact of implementing the na-
tional project on revenue and average workforce 
size indicators of all active micro, small, and 
medium enterprises in Russia, segmented by 
category and across seventeen economic sec-
tors for the period 2019–2023. This provides 
a basis for developing a matrix to evaluate the 
management of SME scaling within national 
economy sectors under the influence of gov-
ernment support factors (Table 6).

The impact was assessed as positive with 
a correlation coefficient > 0.7, assigning an 
indicator weight of 1.0.

Moderate impact was assessed for correla-
tion coefficients between 0.5 and 0.7, with a 
weight of 0.6.

Weak impact corresponded to coefficients 
from 0.1 to 0.5, with a weight of 0.3.

An absence of impact was identified at corre-
lation coefficients below 0.1, with a weight of 0.

The obtained results were ranked using Ex-
cel, with sorting applied in ascending order 
(Table 6).

SMEs operating in sectors marked by red and 
orange zones demonstrated resistance to the 
government support measures implemented 
within the framework of the Russian national 
project, indicating a need to reconsider mana-
gerial decisions to reshape state policy direc-
tions in this area.

The obtained conclusions allow us to state 
that Hypothesis 2 was not confirmed: the scal-
ing potential of SMEs at the macro level does 
not depend on the presence and availability 
of federal government support measures for 
entrepreneurial entities.

Hypothesis 3 should be considered confirmed, 
as the results presented in Tables 5 and 6 in-
dicate that the scaling potential of SMEs in 
various sectors of the national economy dem-
onstrates an uneven dependence on macro-level 
factors and government support factors.

CONCLUSIONS
The results obtained:

• confirm the third hypothesis (H3) put for-
ward by the authors, thereby underscoring the 
need for further research and the development 
of approaches to study the impact of government 
support measures on the actual development and 
scaling potential of SMEs;

• allow us to conclude that the development of 
key sectors significant to the national economy, as 
well as one of the most important indicators (aver-
age workforce size), exhibit low sensitivity to the 
current government support measures for SMEs, 
indicating insufficient focus on the problematic 
areas of SME development and, consequently, a 
potential slowdown in achieving the strategic ob-
jectives of state policy;

• contribute to the assessment of the influence 
of government support measures on the dynamics 
of SME scaling indicators across various sectors of 
the national economy and reinforce the necessity 
for research aimed at revising the overall strategic 
approaches to structuring government support 
for SMEs.

• develop the conceptual foundations for se-
lecting factors influencing the scaling of SMEs 
during the implementation of government support 
measures and for constructing correlation models 
that reflect the impact of the interrelation between 
macro-level factors and government support fac-
tors on SME performance indicators across sectors 
of the national economy;

• substantiate the developed algorithm for iden-
tifying scaling factors and the matrix for managing 
SME scaling in sectors of the national economy 
under the influence of government support factors.

The scientific, practical, and methodological 
provisions presented by the authors, alongside 
other widely used research methods, can be ap-
plied in the development of strategies and the 
formulation of state policy objectives in the field 
of entrepreneurship support, thereby contributing 
to breakthrough development in sectors of the 
national economy.

A.E. Plakhin, E.G. Sheina
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