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Abstract. Nigeria witnessed an economic downturn in 2009 due to the global financial crisis 
and in 2016 as a result of the global oil price crash. The Nigerian economy was resuscitating from 
the economic recession before the emergency of the COVID-19 pandemic and its curtail measures. 
Most private and government firms laid-off their workers, while others had their staff salaries. The 
sustaining business operations in this era may be extremely difficult due to lack of funds for self-
employment, start-up ventures, innovations or new market opportunities. With the help of the Cen-
tral Bank the government rowed out some monetary and fiscal measures referred to in the study as 
Economic Responses Measures (ERM). The aim of the study is to examine the relationship be-
tween COVID-19 ERM and the Entrepreneurial Activity (EA) of micro business. It has been stated 
that COVID-19 ERM provide innovations, self-employment, start-up and new market creation ac-
tivities of micro-enterprises in Nigeria. An exploratory survey was done on 294 randomly selected 
samples from micro-enterprises (retail, ICT, manufacturing and artisans) across the six geopolitical 
zones in Nigeria. The result proves empirically that COVID-19 ERM does not have a significantly 
positive relationship with the EA of micro-businesses in Nigeria. The implication of this finding 
therefore suggests that many micro-businesses may not have accessed these ERM or do not embark 
in EA. There is highlighted the importance of government support to micro-businesses and also 
provided new dimensions for the measures of micro-business EA.  
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Introduction 
Before the emergency of the global pandemic the Nigerian economy was lethargically resuscitat-

ing with the headwind of 2016 economic recession caused by the global oil price crash. Eventually, 
with the outbreak of COVID-19 first index case in Nigeria on 27th February 2020 from the Italian citi-
zen in Lagos state, the global health threat of Coronavirus medically known as COVID-19 caused by 
SARS-CoV-2, a public health crisis triggered the global economic crises. The virus which broke out 
from the Wuhan area of China in late 2019 slowly spread to other countries of the world with thou-
sands of fatalities in each country. As a result, the World Health Organisation (WHO) on  
11th of March, 2020 declared the disease “pandemic” following the death toll, its rapid spread and 
higher infection rates across the globe. COVID-19 pandemic may be threatening, but may create op-
portunities for many micro-enterprises [1, 2]. The IMF (2020) [3] and World Bank (2015) [4] predicted 
world economic recession and a shrink by at least 3.4% of the Nigerian economy. The WHO listed Ni-
geria among other African countries identified as high-risk for the spread of the virus following the 
Nigerian first index case. It is an empirical truth that the Nigerian economy will no longer depend on 
the collapsed oil revenue to grow the economy and, on the other hand, to sustain business operations in 
the COVID-19 pandemic period, which may be extremely difficult for many businesses [3]. As a re-
sult, most families and individuals are expected to at least engage in micro-businesses, as it is quite 
easy to venture into and requires a little finance, little or no registration, etc. [5].  

A micro-enterprise in Nigeria’s context is defined as any enterprise with a working “asset not 
more than five million naira including working capital but exclude the cost of land and with not up to 
10 employees” [6]. Micro-businesses include businesses like saloons, pet-retailers, barbers’, roadside 
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sellers, restaurants, hawkers, artisans, truck pushers, etc.). The scholars and international organizations 
note that about 90% of the world business are micro-, small and medium enterprises and in Nigeria 
they contribute about 50% of GDP and about 53% of the employments sectors [7]. They adapt to any 
change in the business environment locally or globally. Quick responses are expected from micro-
businesses as they have the innovative advantage over the large firms, which is embedded in their less 
bureaucratic decision to introduce a new product or services. They are more flexible and can proactive-
ly respond to changes in the market than larger firms [8]. The dynamic nature of this sector also makes 
it vulnerable to a high mortality rate and lack of performance [7] occasioned by sudden shifts in eco-
nomic policy, global trends, global shocks in international markets and many unforeseen situations. 
70% of the large enterprises started as micro-businesses [9]. Many micro-enterprises are more vulnera-
ble to the market failures, policy inefficiency and inconsistency than large firms. This happens because 
they are managed at the discretions of one person or family business; they lack formal procedures  
of business operations and hardily keep account or record of their transactions. As a result, they are 
easily neglected by the government and policymakers [9]. The analysis shows that about 56% of SMEs 
are expected to quit the business if crises continued in the next six months [10]. Therefore, for continu-
ality and survival the micro-enterprises need to devise means of re-evaluating their current structure in 
light of the current reality to explore opportunities to prepare for the new reality and remain relevant. 
Subsequently, Nigeria needs economic recovery programs and policies which have the aim of creating 
jobs, providing support for the poorest and most vulnerable members through SME. 

Fornaro and Wolf (2020) [11] suggest the drastic policy interventions of both monetary and fis-
cal measures to prevent the negative impact of COVID-19 on the businesses. The Nigerian government 
therefore through the central bank at the “Growth 2.0 meeting held at Abuja and the Bankers” Commit-
tee Meeting” held at Lagos rowed out some monetary and fiscal measures referred in the study as Eco-
nomic Responses Measures (ERM) to tackle the impact of the pandemic and to support the micro-
enterprises. According to the survey conducted in Nigeria in 2020, the majority of business owners did 
not hold a positive opinion on the government ERM; fear was expressed on the sharing formula  
of grants and intervention funds, and the implementations of these ERM in the Nigeria states. The sur-
vey shows that 23.8% considered these interventions grossly inadequate, 43.9% see it as inadequate, 
and 17.5% were indifferent about it, while 14.4% admitted that it met their business need. The eco-
nomic analysist has predicted that there are limitations to the success of that ERM that can be recorded 
when demand shocks are combined with supply shock [12], hence, the speed, quality and sustainability 
of Nigeria’s economic recovery will be determined by the effectiveness of its government’s response. 
The economic consequence of COVID-19 pandemic calls for the urgent policy responses to keep the 
economy afloat. The study, therefore, assumed that businesses, especially the micro-enterprises and 
families, who were supposed to be the main beneficiaries of these ERMs, were able to capitalize in the 
opportunity to create invaluable activities through entrepreneurship. 

Entrepreneurship involves activities termed as entrepreneurial activities (EA) which are associ-
ated with self-employment, start-up venture, novelty and the creation of market, processes and/or new 
products. The EA - no matter how it is conceptualized - is saddled with the responsibilities of new 
products and processes development, provision of employment opportunities to the unemployed and 
development of the skilled and semi-skilled workforce, discovering new market and replacing ineffi-
cient incumbent [8]. EAs, therefore, through the utilization of opportunities, create values that can 
boost the economy and eventually place Nigeria at the same level as other developed countries of the 
world. The analyst has predicted that poorly designed implementations of the ERMs can have the nega-
tive and long-lasting consequences for entrepreneurs [3, 13]. GEM surveys confirmed that the level  
of EA varies among countries at a fairly constant rate, it requires time and consistency of policy inter-
ventions to build factors that contribute to entrepreneurial activities and create opportunities too. Be-
sides the proxies for entrepreneurial activities vary both at the individual, a firm or a contextual loca-
tion, therefore, the analysis of the same proxies will not produce any different results under different 
dimensions, sector, institutions or contextual location being studied [14]. The study, therefore, is built 
on and contributes to the body of knowledge on entrepreneurship in the developing country. Although 
there are different contributions on entrepreneurship in Nigeria, this is the first empirical study to ex-
amine the impact of the COVID-19 ERM on Entrepreneurial Activities (EA). Wennekers, Van Stel, 
Carree and Thurik (2010) [15] argued that the starting point of EA is at a micro level. The study con-
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centrates on the micro-level entrepreneurship activities factors focusing on micro-enterprises where  
a firm transforms the COVID-19 ERM to entrepreneurial actions which can trigger self-employment, 
start-up, innovation and job creation in Nigeria (Al-Ghwell, 2020). 

The main motive of this research is driven by a strong personal interest in entrepreneurial activi-
ties as a means able to bring about economic growth to the poorest/underdeveloped part of the world. It 
is also driven by the burning desire to contribute an empirical study to the toiling micro-enterprises 
struggling to survive in this pandemic period, hence the choice of the problem to unveil the potential  
of entrepreneurship in Nigeria, if these measures will be well implemented. The study provides factors 
shaping the extent of entrepreneurial activity, hence it provides the insights into how policy could be 
used to promote entrepreneurship. To encourage the government and policymakers to develop favoura-
ble conditions that motivate and support micro-enterprises’ growth, it is necessary to form the support-
ive system and methods for potential start-up, invest on micro-enterprises and business owners, to cre-
ate and exploit the opportunities around using local materials for manufacturing the required and valu-
able goods for the bottom of the pyramid at affordable prices while generating employment for the vast 
majority of unemployed youth and competing with the international market. 
 

The objectives of the Study 
1. To examine whether there is a significant positive relationship between EA and innovative 

activity of micro-enterprises in Nigeria. 
2. To find out whether there is a significant positive relationship between COVID-19 ERM and 

job-creation activity of micro-enterprises in Nigeria. 
3. To establish whether there is a significant positive relationship between COVID-19 ERM and 

the venture start-up activity of micro-enterprises in Nigeria. 
4. To survey the significant positive relationship between COVID-19 ERM and market creation 

activity of the micro-enterprises in Nigeria. 
 

Literature Review 
1. Definitions and Meaning of Entrepreneurial Activity (EA) 
Entrepreneurship, therefore, is associated with Entrepreneurial Activity (EA). The study views 

EA as the efforts of the firms in creation or expansion of economic and social value. The economic 
value shows a financial activity, output, economic growth, productivity growth, sales growth, return on 
investment, while social values involve poverty reduction, job creation, etc. The entrepreneurial activi-
ty is prompted by the opportunities alertness and exploitation in a particular environmental setting.  

Entrepreneurship and Entrepreneurial Activities (EA) are used interchangeably; however, entre-
preneurship breeds entrepreneurial activities. Entrepreneurship involves a range of activities and level 
of analysis that no single definition is conclusive [16, 17]. The economists view entrepreneurs based on 
their activities and define them as persons who combine resources, labour, materials and other assets in 
order to create values greater than before at the market. The Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM) 
defines entrepreneurship as following: 

“…any attempt at new business or new venture creation, such as self-employment, a new busi-

ness organization, or the expansion of an existing business, by an individual, a team of individuals, or 

an established business” [18]; 
“…one who creates a new business in the face of risk and uncertainty to achieve profit and 

growth by identifying significant opportunities and assembling the necessary resources to capitalize on 

them” [19]. 
The business of entrepreneurs is doing something different, hence not all businesses are entre-

preneurial and not all entrepreneurs are entrepreneurial [20]. Entrepreneurs can be motivated by either 
the necessity or opportunity [20]. Opportunity entrepreneurship is the bedrock of any free enterprise 
economy that wants to grow its economy and hence reduce the poverty level of its citizenry [21]. En-
trepreneurs differ in the ability to exploit or create business opportunities through micro-enterprises. 
Kirzner (1997) [22] views the entrepreneurial activity as the discovery of opportunities and subse-
quently the creation of new economic activity via the creation of firms and innovative activities.  
The necessity entrepreneurs venture into businesses to avoid being ideal since COVID-19 prompted the 
closure of many businesses, downsizing of many staff, and innovative ways of business operations. 
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However, entrepreneurial activity has also been defined by scholars: 
EA was defined as “the dynamic process of identifying economic opportunities and acting upon 

them by developing, producing and selling goods and services” [23]. 
Fostering Entrepreneurship defined EA as the ability to marshal resources to seize new business 

opportunities. EA is seen as an action guided toward the responding or generating, development, 
transmitting, and amending an idea where necessary. Entrepreneurial activity results in self-
employment, shareholders, society (taxes, and other payments, job creation), customers (through supe-
rior value propositions), and other stock holders in the contextual entrepreneurial ecosystem. The micro 
and macro-economic level impacts on the entrepreneurial value creation and exchange together in  
a particular contextual setting. The success of the entrepreneurial activity is based on the strength  
of perceived opportunity, innovation capabilities and creative resources. Our study, therefore, de-
fines EA based on what they do rather than what they achieve or who they are. EA involves exploit-
ing or creating an opportunity for a firm to engage in innovative activities, venture into new or im-
proved businesses, engage in market creation and create jobs and valuable products/services that cre-
ate wealth for the entrepreneurs and the stakeholders. Bögenhold, Heinonen and Akola (2014) [24] 
argue that entrepreneurship can only be measured by their activities to the societies, while Wiklund 
and Shepherd (2005) [25] view entrepreneurship as behaviour and activities of an individual or a firm. 
EA is not dependent upon the entrepreneurship only as many studies have based entrepreneurship to 
new business owners who are innovative. This is because entrepreneurs may demonstrate entrepreneur-
ship without being the owners of the firm. The OECD [9] argues that entrepreneurship is an activity  
of identifying economic opportunities, developing, producing and selling the products and services.  
EA is an output of the interaction of an individual/firm’s perception of an opportunity and capability in 
a particular context in which the individual/firm is located. 

Entrepreneurs in the quest to engage in self-employment, innovation, job creation, start-up ven-
ture and create new market are objective, unique and are risk-bearers in discovering and exploring op-
portunities in the COVID-19 ERM. The entrepreneurs opine for pre-existence of all possible opportu-
nities. This enables an entrepreneur to engage in perfectly rational and optimal decision making to 
profoundly “search and select” among already existing COVID-19 opportunities. This is because the 
explicit nature of opportunities allows entrepreneurs to engage in “Search and Comparison” between 
different ERM [26]. On the other hand, the entrepreneurs have to combine information about the 
COVID-19 pandemic conditions, different responses measures and their previous knowledge [27] to 
create economic or social values that can boost the economy. Many EA create valuable opportunity out 
of the pandemic crises that boost their income and that of others. COVID-19 crises created the oppor-
tunity for many to make wealth through both government and individual palliatives, learn how to use 
their phones for online businesses, etc. others go beyond these existing opportunities to create their op-
portunity. For instance, while the importation of goods and services become difficulty during the pan-
demic, many EA grabs the opportunity to embark in quality production of goods and services that con-
sumers hardily know that they are local. This can result in continues patronage of such goods. 

Firms with marketing insight have intuition and understand what is occurring in current and fu-
ture markets. Firms with marketing insight proactively think deeper and more accurately on a consistence 
basis instead of retorting to the occurrences in the market. Having a marketing insight requires a firm to 
greatly involve in environmental scanning and marketing experimentation. These help in providing infor-
mation to the firm. There is no market for opportunity unless it is recognized and exploited [20, 28]. Oppor-
tunity recognition and exploitation have been proved to be the basis of entrepreneurial innovativeness and 
nations' wealth creation. A successful entrepreneur must have the capabilities to organize resources and 
exploit the opportunity in such a way as to create value in the market. Also, entrepreneurial skills and 
capability become a waste without opportunities. The formation of a nation’s wealth relies on the 
firms’ competitiveness which is a product of the entrepreneurial skills and capabilities.  

 

Entrepreneurial Activities of Micro-Enterprises 
Self-Employment: Unemployment has remained the most critical challenge faced African coun-

tries including Nigeria [17]. The self-employment reveals the rate with which individuals are motivated 
to engage in businesses. Self-employment rate is defined as a percentage of the labour force (the total 
number of employed persons plus unemployed). It shows the percentage of 18-64-aged population who 
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are currently self-employed for more than 3 and half years. The federal government reports that the 
growth of micro-enterprises in Nigeria could unlock up to 12.6 million jobs if a progressive transfor-
mation strategy is put place. 

Innovation is born out of crises like COVID-19 pandemic. It is defined as bringing new prod-
ucts or changes in the existing ones, using new methods to decrease costs, developing a firm’s system, 
recognizing the role of the market and increasing productivity [8]. It, therefore, involves any form  
of change or newness, imitating foreign or local products, introducing new ways of production, or us-
ing new resources or technology in production which can lead to launching a new product in the mar-
ket place. It shows the percentage of entrepreneurs who indicated that their product or service is new to 
a least to some customers. It opens the lead way to new technology adoption by firms to catch up with 
the prevalent technology frontier for sustainable economic growth. 

Job-Creation: Providing decent work for the citizens has remained one of the pressing issues 
around the developing countries, not just Nigeria alone (see CBN [6]). Small-scale firms contribute to 
the employment of labour. SMEDAN and NBS (2013) [7] observed that Lagos State has the highest 
number of small and medium enterprises (11,663). The total number of persons employed by the 
MSMF sector as in December 2013 stood at 59,741,211, representing 84.02% of the total labour force. 
They create more jobs per unit of enterprises; this ensures the large numbers of unemployed youth to 
be employed by these firms. 

The Start-Up Ventures indicate the rate with which new businesses are been introduced in the-
se zones. This found through the number of business that is below one year. Recognizing and exploit-
ing the appropriate opportunity for new businesses from among others is the most important character-
istic of an EA [22]. Start-up venture requires some activities which include acquiring and integrating 
resources attributes like gathering resources, integrate opportunities with available resources attributes 
that enable firm creation like (new venture development and the creation of a business that adds value). 

Market Creation Activity: The most successful way to create a new market is to create novelty 
with a target to address a need in the marketplace or firms cultivate an underserved clientele with es-
tablished products. Nigeria has the 2nd largest economy in sub-Sharan Africa. Nigeria has the largest 
attractive entrepreneurial and consumer market in Africa with the population of about 170 million. 
Many entrepreneurs, however, identify opportunity as the motivating factor for firm creation. This cre-
ates heterogeneity of beliefs about the value of resources. The large domestic market in Nigeria also 
provides entrepreneurs with opportunities for business growth and expansions across industries. New 
market creation is a result of firms’ activities, it has not just emerged. Firms create goods internally and 
create market externally for potential customers. It appears when firms correctly sense a latent needs 
and communicate their solution to that need. Entrepreneurial opportunity results in creative destruction 
based on market disequilibrium which generally refers to situations that hold potentials for the new 
economic value that impacts a nation’s economy [29]. Marketing creation implies firms’ wiliness in 
detaching from the current processes, method and activities to create and envisage mental pictures  
of what is or what is not presented and has never been experienced. It gives room for innovative ideas. 

 

2. The COVID-19 ERM and Entrepreneurship Activities 
The COVID-19 pandemic negatively impacts on both developed and underdeveloped countries 

of the world. The findings of Sedlacek and Sterk (2020) [30] conclude a significant decline and  
a strong association between decline in business registration and start-up venture and COVID-19 pan-
demic and in New York, business registration declines by 50% between March-June compared to the 
same period in 2019. Gauthier, Penzel, and Morelix (2020) [31] also observed a substantial drop in the 
risk finance for innovation in China by $28 billion. From the survey of 5800 USA firms, only 75% had 
two months of liquidity at hand [32] while Djankov (2020) [33] reports that the median firm runs out 
of liquidity in two to five months within this period. Naudé [10] observed a drastic fall in new business 
registration following the pandemic. A scholar and an international body warned therefore that  

“It will intensify the economic stagnation that has already set in within most advanced econo-

mies, and whose beginnings can be traced back the 1970s” [10]; 
“…a 20 per cent decline in the number of new firms – a drop similar to the one experienced dur-

ing the global financial crisis – leads to an employment loss of 0,7 per cent of aggregate employment  

3 years after the shock, and still of 0,5 per cent 14 years after” [21]. 
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However, the extent of this impact depends on the implementations and successfulness of re-
sponse policies in particular contextual setting and the level and shape of the recovery after the crisis 
like the V-shaped, U-shaped and L-shapes [10]. For instance, the USA has experienced a U-shaped 
recovery after the financial crises (2009-2010) [34]. Fairlie (2020) [5] in USA’s Current Population 
Survey (CPS), comments on the decline in the active business owners’ by 22% between February and 
April, 2020. 

The COVID-19 crises affect the global economy, international trade, macro and micro-economic 
indicators and financial markets [13]. Most governments, especially the developed countries like USA 
and UK, responded by offering fiscal incentives packages which include, among others, welfare pay-
ments to citizens and monetary loan relief to help businesses. There were also spillovers to poor and 
developing countries like Nigeria that had a weak public health infrastructure and non-existing welfare 
programs. Countries like China rolled out monetary support to their citizens to buy businesses abroad. 
Some of the ERM provided by Nigeria government include the monetary policy measures of loans, 
moratorium on debt repayment. A year extension of a moratorium on principal repayment for CBN 
intervention facilities, reduction of the interest rate on interventions, the 50 billion nairas targeted at 
household, micro- and small businesses, offering grants, 100 billion naira intervention fund in 
healthcare, 1 trillion in loans to boost local manufacturing and production across critical sectors, uni-
fied exchange rate system for inter-bank to ease pressure on FOREX earning, the official rate of 360 
nairas to a dollar etc. and the fiscal policy which involves government spending:  reduction on the 
crude oil benchmark price, the commencement of three months repayment moratorium for TradeMoni, 
MarketMoni and FarmerMoni loans.  

With the disastrous impacts on economy and labour market shock affecting supply (production 
of goods and services), demand (consumption and investment) response on the economy: the poor 
businesses, performances and survivals are expected, as life turned to exogenous shock to many eco-
nomic actors, especially the organizations, both formal and informal [35]. Most private and govern-
ment firms laid-off workers while others had their staff salaries slashed. This deteriorating condition 
triggered Nigeria losing billions in revenues and, so, a deteriorated and contracted economic growth. 

The national budget was affected too. The nation in order to retrieve and grow the macro-
economic expects significant revenue of N8.24 trillion from the proposed 2020 national budget. The 
budget was based on the revenue from oil which was estimated to accounts for about 90% of the for-
eign exchange, and 11.8% of GDP and about 31% of the 2020 Nigerian budget, which was a 20% in-
crease of the 2019 budget figure of the fiscal year. The Nigerian 2020 budget indicators have oil vol-
ume of 2.18m barrel per day, oil benchmark of $59, the N305 exchange rate of dollar to naira, GPD 
growth rate of 2.93% and the inflation rate of 10.81% [6]. As a result of the COVID-19 pandemic, wit-
nesses a sever deteriorating economic setback: the exchanged rate rose to about $440 to naira and the 
economic analysis had predicted a fall in the Nigeria GDP from 3.2 to 2% [7] due to the disruption  
of the global supply chain, the decline in the FDI flows, capital flight, and domestic financial market 
tightening, the slowdown in investments, deterioration in commodity prices leading to fiscal pressure 
of economic power, and the depreciation of naira leading to the high cost of imported goods and raw 
materials. These rendered the 2020 budget obsolete, hence a new budget has to be planned to align 
with the crude oil revenue. Analysist has predicted that the economic impact of COVID-19 can be lim-
ited, short-term and long term and manageable too [5]. The economic analysis had predicted a fall in 
the Nigeria GDP from 3.2 to 2% due to the COVID-19 pandemic. The business loans and the financial 
assistance are expected assist micro-businesses while tax payment postponing ensures liquidity, how-
ever, these should not compensate the micro-enterprises losses [31, 36]. COVID-19 affects borrowers’ 
capacity to service loans, result in depressed banks’ earnings and eventually weakened bank soundness 
and stability. Banks find it difficult to borrow to investors since the pandemic situation and policy lim-
its repayment of already loans. This is because, although ERM may help micro-businesses in a short-
term to cover up their expenses, their debt will rise which only increase their problems [37]. Many 
have argued that the assistance is wrongly targeted or due to administrative hurdles such ERM may end 
up largely in the hand of large companies with micro-businesses struggling to get access to support [5]. 
The aftermath of this is a great competition between the larger firms that are self-supportive and micro-
businesses relying on government support [3, 38]. 
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Research Methodology 
Data collection and procedure 
This study adopts the exploratory and quantitative survey design. Its main objective was to ana-

lyse the impact of COVID-19 ERM on EA dimensions: innovation, job creation, start-up ventures and 
market creation. A mail questionnaire was designed to ask for the firms’ owner or their managers’ per-
ception on the selected variables of the study. The study referred to micro-enterprises in the six Geopo-
litical Zones in Nigeria as a case study. The study makes use of micro-enterprises in manufacturing 
sectors (bakeries, pure water, food and beverages), Artisans (welders, barbers, carpenters, hairdressers, 
and tailors), ICT (cyber café, business centres, etc.) and retail and whole sellers (restaurants, retail 
shops and supermarkets). The total number of micro-businesses in Nigeria is 36,994,578 according to 
SMEDAN and the National Bureau of Statistic Collaborative Survey: Selected Findings (2013). Mi-
crobusinesses barely get to their peak as many of them do not survive beyond three years of establish-
ment [39]. This shows that firms go through different stages of growth known as life cycles. Each 
business has to start, then grow while facing various challenges and crises peculiar to it, then mature 
and finally decline [21]. Hence, the total number of newly formed businesses described in the study is 
businesses under (1 month - 3 years). However, those that access the ERM in Nigeria as assumed in the 
study is not known. The population we suppose to rely on is infinite since there is no accurate data for 
these. This, therefore, implies that it can only be determined through investigations. Based on the cir-
cumstances and conveniences, consideration time, cost and precision of selecting and reaching the 
newly formed business owners within the six-geopolitical zones in Nigeria [40]. The researcher, there-
fore, used the Top man’s formula × 2 to determine the appropriate sample population to avoid being 
biased:  

2

2
  2,

Z PQ
N

E

Х
X

 
=  
 

 

where N is the sample population for newly formed business in Nigeria; Z - a constant figure of (1.96); 
P is the probability that the micro-business is new (0.5) while Q is the probability that micro business 
is not new (0.5) and E is the allowed error amount (90.05). Using the inferential judgement and con-
veniences, p will be represented with (0.5) while Q will be represented by (0.05). This implies that the 
researcher assumed a 50-50 per cent chances (equal chance) of each selected business being either new 
and accessing ERM or not new and not accessing ERM. This N was doubled to get a larger sample 
from the population. 

So we have N = (1.962 × 0.5 × 0.5) / 0.052 = 384.16 × 2 = 768 approximately.  
Average distribution was used to select the number of questionnaires that should be distributed 

in each zone to erased unfair representation. Hence,  

X = n / k, 

where X is the sample size to be distributed in each zone; n is the calculated sample size (768) and k is 
the number of scope coverage. 

X = 768 / 12 = 64 micro-businesses in each zone in Nigeria. 
This information was collected using a five-point scale (1 = grossly low, 2 = low, 3 = indifferent, 

4 = high and 5 = grossly high) in response to statements about these variables. The questionnaire was 
tested using five micro-enterprises to ensure that the survey content and measurement scales were 
clear, valid and appropriate. Following some modifications, a second pre-test was carried out with ten 
micro-enterprises managers, to minimize the question ambiguity and difficulty in responding. This also 
confirms the content validity of the survey. Based on their responses, some adjustment was made.  
The data collection was started to enable proper business activities to commence.  

These sectors were conveniently selected to enable the researcher sent and get information from 
the managers of these firms via email. Since the study deals with micro-businesses random sampling 
was employed in administering the questionnaire around the states in each zone. Out of the 768 random 
chosen micro-enterprises, about 302 were able to respond. Only the valid questionnaire of 294 was 
used for the analysis.  
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Variables and Measurement Scales 
The activities of entrepreneurs had been a multidimensional concept which depends on the focus 

of the study. The theoretical perspectives adopt led to broad arrays of different EA definitions. Scholars 
lack agreement on the measure of entrepreneurial activity [29]. Also, the measurement of EA in a par-
ticular county is determinant of the level of the analysis used, hence, the Total Early Stage Entrepre-
neurial Activity (TEA) index is built around direct measures of individual firm activities independent 
start-up, the current job involves start-up, current owner/manager of business. These do not include 
other indirect or environmental indicators of activity that have a real impact on firms in this COVID-19 
era. EA has been defined according to the ventures’ life cycle phase (nascent, new venture, established 
venture and discontinuation), the types of activity (high growth, innovation, internationalization), and 
the sectors of the activity by (TEA) as Social Entrepreneurial Activity (SEA), Employee Entrepreneur-
ial Activity (EEA). The GEM survey also confirms that EA in different forms (nascent, start-up, intra-
preneurship) is positively correlated to economic growth, but that this relationship depends on the 
phase of economic development of the country [41]. The Eurobarometer survey in Europe reports that 
self-employment, the number of enterprises per 1000 peoples and the percentage of economically ac-
tive businesses was a preferred metric, while Kuckertz, Braendle, Gaudig, Hinderer, Reyes, Prochotta, 
Steinbrink and Berger (2020) [42] observed that some studies were based on individual opportunity 
entrepreneurial activities like the International Labour Organization (ILO) that used the proxy of self-
employment. This defines entrepreneurship as a career choice and willingness of an individual to be 
active entrepreneurs, although, this ignores firm activities of intrapreneurs within an established organ-
ization, others focused on the firm-level activity like the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM) used 
start-up venture rate and entrepreneurs who have businesses less than 42 months old which ignore 
business owners' activity. Some used country-level entrepreneurial activity like the World Bank 
measures the registration of new firms which involves the level of firm creation within a country; this 
has been proven to be affected by the contextual issues of favourable and unfavourable macro-
environmental issues. However, many studies adopting these measures alone have established a lack  
of clear empirical evidence of whether OEA drives economic growth, productivity and employment, 
hence, the confirmation of a mix results and also a u-shaped relationship between EA and GDP [10]. 
EA is closely related to activating like job creation, innovation and start-up ventures and knowledge 
spillover. Entrepreneurial firms engage in innovation, create employment opportunities that translate to 
economic growth [19]. Innovation and start-up firms are the most vital source of new jobs and hence, it 
is seen as the valuable measure of EA [43]. These variables are subjectively measured. 

 

Controls 
We include the firm size, age and industry type as control. The age, size and industry of an en-

terprise are very important factors in accessing government responses measures. Firm size was indicat-
ed by the number of employees. Firm age was measured by the number of years the firm has been in 
operation (1 month - 3 years). There was a possibility that REM may not have equal accessibility by 
micro-enterprises in the different industries, so, respondents were asked if their sector involves manu-
facturing, artisans, Information and Communication Technology (ICT) and retail businesses.  

 

Data Analysis 
The table below provides information about the respondents’ demographic characteristic as well 

as the organizational characteristic. Out of the total respondents, 132 were male and 162 were female. 
This indicates that there were more females than the males that started a new micro business in this 
COVID-19 area. The study also shows that most of the businesses used for the analysis are about 2 
year-old ones (16.3%), while those of 1 year make 45.2%, hence, they are still at the formation stage 
while the percentage of newly formed businesses after the lockdown was just 7.7%. However, the re-
sulting proof that most of these formed businesses do not survive for a long period as those within the 
range of 3 years and above is 16.7%. The percentage of reviving businesses (41.9%) shows that most 
of the businesses are still on the formation stage before the COVID-19 while only very few (11.7%) 
started from scratch with ERM benefits. Many businesses formed a partnership to survive (31.6%) 
while the finding indicates that many business owners sold their businesses as (16.5%) (Table 1). 
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Table 1 

Socio-demographic Data of the Respondents (n = 394) (Survey Research, 2021) 

Variables Response Label Frequency Percentage 

Gender 
Male 
Female 

132 
162 

45 
55 

Age of business 

1 months - 11 months 
1 year - 1 year 11 months 
2 years - 2 years 11 months 
3 years and above 

52 
133 
60 
49 

17.7 
45.2 
16.3 
16.7 

Numbers of employees 

0 – 2 
3 – 5 
6 – 8 
9 and above 

122 
70 
54 
48 

42.0 
23.8 
18.1 
16.0 

Origin of business 

Started from scratch with ERM 
Purchased from the founder with ERM 
Reviving Existing business with ERM  
Inherent from a family member 
Partnership   

26 
45 
123 
7 

93 

11.7 
16.5 
41.9 
2.3 

31.6 

 

 
1. Measurement Reliability and Variance 
Information of some constructs was collected from the same respondents; hence a common 

method bias may occur (see [9]). The unrelated factor analysis was adopted for all variables used in the 
study to control the number of factors; hence, if a single factor emerged from the factor analysis, this 
indicates that the data suffered from a common method variance problem [44]. As shown in Table 2, 
the reliability was measured through the coefficient alpha value of all constructs which exceed the 0.70 
level and this indicates a good fit. The coefficient alpha for COVID-19 ERM is 0.851 and that of en-
trepreneurial activity 0.789 respectively. A good fit of the measurement model to the data shows that as 
hypothesized, all items load significantly on one underlying latent variable. The table indicates the 
means, S.D variance and correlations of the variables, initial analysis of the data as well as a test for 
homoscedasticity. Items adopted for COVID-19 were (5) and this was loaded as a single construct dur-
ing the principal component analysis (PCA) test for factor loading. It also has a 0.838 for Kaiser-
Meyer-Olkin (KMO) test for sampling adequacy, with a chi-square value of 2245.734: d.f. = 15 and  
p = 0.000 all of which indicates a sampling size used to derive the factor loadings has a fit and that the 
expected scale for measuring COVID-19 ERM was obtained.  

Table 2 

Reliability Analysis for Multi-Item Scales (Survey research, 2021) 

VARIABLES 

Item statistics Item total Statistics 

Mean S.D 
Scale Mean 

if item  
deleted 

Scale vari-
ance if item 

deleted 

Corrected 
Item Total 
Correlation 

Cronbach’s 
Alpha 

 COVID-19 ERM: The extent to which the assessment of the following ERM relate to your business activities 

X1 Financial  palliatives 3.4321 1.45615 13.7909 23.026 0.711 0.870 

X2 Low interest rate on loan 3.4495 1.21041 13.7735 24.421 0.768 0.861 

X3 Easy loan asses to micro-enterprises 3.4321 1.41721 13.7909 23.586 0.689 0.875 

X4 Grant  3.4251 1.46776 13.7979 22.323 0.764 0.858 

X5 TradeMoni, MarketMoni or FarmerMoni 3.4843 1.53932 13.7387 21.991 0.742 0.864 

Y Entrepreneurial Activities: The extent to which your firm engaged in the following activities relating to ERM 

Y1 Innovation 
Y11 The new or significant product change 3.7213 1.30317 14.5017 18.069 0.629 0.732 

Y12 New process 3.3624 1.44153 14.3345 16.272 0.669 0.819 

Y13 New technology 3.8223 1.36122 14.4007 16.640 0.743 0.722 

Y14 New material 3.3415 1.45388 14.8815 21.098 0.264 0.844 

X2 Job Creation Activity 

X21 Speed of job creation 3.7108 1.21327 13.9861 17.356 0.723 0.805 

X22 Scope of job creation 3.3240 1.47101 14.2718 20.730 0.668 0.934 

X23 The intensity of job creation 3.5610 1.25253 14.2753 20.879 0.396 0.817 

X24 The extent of job creation 3.5749 1.40446 13.7944 20.080 0.690 0.853 
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Table cont’d 

VARIABLES 

Item statistics Item total Statistics 

Mean S.D 
Scale Mean 

if item  
deleted 

Scale  
variance if 

item deleted 

Corrected 
Item Total 
Correlation 

Cronbach’s 
Alpha 

X3 Start-Up Venture Activity 

X31 Start-up intensity 3.5226 1.19674 14.1742 17.648 0.702 0.811 

X32 Rate  of new entry 3.6341 1.32299 13.7352 20.699 0.688 0.853 

X33 Start-up profitability 3.4634 1.32929 14.2334 16.844 0.690 0.812 

X34 Start-up venture survival 3.0941 1.41478 14.2753 20.340 0.658 0.861 

X35 Work in a group 3.4704 1.32155 14.8362 19.872 0.411 0.898 

X4 New Market Creation 

X41 Novel furniture  3.4948 1.39146 14.1010 19.553 0.841 0.894 

X42 Creation of value to the customers 3.6028 1.33369 13.9930 19.378 0.910 0.879 

X43 Discovers and uses new material  3.5261 1.13365 14.0697 21.722 0.835 0.898 

X54 
Firm’s customers ready and willing to buy 
the new brand at any given price 

3.6481 1.10222 13.9477 22.504 0.776 0.909 

Reliability Statistic 

Variables Cronbach’s Alpha Cronbach’s Alpha Based on Standardized Items No. of Items 

COVID-19 ERM 0.851 0.853 17 

EA 0.789 0.811 5 

 

A similar test was analyzed on the dependent variables of EA, a total of five items were used as  
a proxy for EA (innovation, star-up, job creation, and market creation and knowledge spillover) and each 
was loaded as a single construct during the PCA test for factor loadings. These are innovativeness loaded 
as a single construct during PCA test factor. The KMO of 0.779 showed during the test for sampling ade-
quacy with a chi-square value of 4325.375; d.f. = 19, p = 0.000. 4 items were adopted for self-
employment also loaded as a single construct during PCA test for factor loadings. The KMO of 0.888 
showed during the test for sampling adequacy with chi-square value of 4876.302; d.f. = 19 and p = 0.000. 
Also, start-up venture activity has the KMO of 0.746 which reveals sampling adequacy during the test, 
with a chi-square value of 3478.213, d.f. = 19 and p = 0. 000, while 4 items were used to measure market 
creation activity loaded as a single construct during PCA factor test. The KMO of 0.7342 during test re-
veals sampling adequacy with the chi-square value of 4590.431, d.f. = 19 and p = 0.000. 

 

2. Test of the Hypotheses 
An exploratory correlational research design approach was adopted in the study. This enables 

us to examine the extent to which two or more variables co-vary. That means that a change in one 
independent variable is reflected in the change in the dependent variable. It enables data collection at 
one time since it does not base on future or past performance. This is very important in the study 
covering the COVID-19 period. Thus, the participants are grouped as a single group rather than as  
a subcategory during the analysis of the findings of exploratory correlation research. Sarmah and 
Hazarika (2012) [44] argues on the collection of two scores from each participant representing each 
variables being studied (COVID-19 and innovative activity, COVID-19 and self-employment activi-
ty, COVID-19 and start-up venture activity and COVID-19 and new market creation activity).  
The hypotheses were tested using Pearson’s Product Moment Correlation Analysis using the statisti-
cal Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) version 20 (Table 3). 

H01: COVID-19 ERM does not have a significant positive relationship with the innovative activity 
of entrepreneurs in Nigeria.  

Table 3 depicts the correlation between COVID-19 ERM and innovative activity of entrepreneurs 
in Nigeria. The result of the test of hypothesis shows that there is no significant relationship between 
COVID-19 ERM and innovative activity of micro-enterprises in Nigeria (r = 0.52, p = 0.299); hence the 
null hypothesis (H0) cannot be rejected. Therefore, it can be concluded that there is no significant positive 
relationship between COVID-19 ERM and micro-enterprises innovative activity in Nigeria. 

H0: H02: COVID-19 ERM does not have a significant positive relation with job creation activity 
of entrepreneurs in Nigeria. 

Table 3 depicts the correlation between COVID-19 ERM and job-creation. The result of the test 
of hypothesis shows that there is no significant relationship between COVID-19 ERM and job-creation 
(r = –0.024, p = 0.633); hence the null hypothesis (H0) cannot be rejected. Therefore, it can be con-
cluded that there is no positive relationship between COVID-19 ERM and job creation activity. 
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H03: COVID-19 ERM does not have a significant positive association with start-up venture ac-
tivity of entrepreneurs in Nigeria. 

Table 3 

Correlation Analysis of COVID-19 ERM vs. Innovativeness (Survey Research, 2021) 

 COVID-19 IV ARIABLES 

COVID-19 ERM Pearson Correlation 1 0.052 

Sig. (2-tailed) – 0.299 

N 0.294 0.394 

INNOVATION Pearson Correlation 0.052 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.299 – 

N 0.294 0.394 

COVID-19 ERM Pearson Correlation 1 0.024 

Sig. (2-tailed) – 0.633 

N 0.294 0.394 

JOB-CREATION Pearson Correlation 0.024 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.633 – 

N 0.294 0.394 

COVID-19 ERM 
 

Pearson Correlation 1 –0.194 

Sig. (2-tailed) – 0.000 

N 0.294 0.394 

START-UP VENTURE 
 

Pearson Correlation –0.080 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 – 

N 0.294 0.394 

COVID-19 ERM 
 

 1 0.106 

Sig. (2-tailed) – 0.076 

N 0.394 0.394 

NEW MARKET CREATION 
 

Pearson Correlation 0.106 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.076 – 

N 0.294 0.394 

 
Table 3 also depicts the correlation between COVID-19 ERM and start-up venture activity. The re-

sult of the test of hypothesis shows that there is no significant relationship between COVID-19 ERM and 
start-up venture activity (r = –0.194, p = 0.000); hence the null hypothesis (H0) cannot be rejected. There-
fore, it can be concluded that there is no significant relationship between COVID-19 ERM and micro-
enterprises start-up venture activity. 

H0: COVID-19 ERM does not have a significant positive relationship with COVID-19 ERM and 
micro-enterprises market creation in Nigeria. 

Table 3 depicts the correlation between COVID-19 ERM and new market creation. The result  
of the test of hypothesis shows that there is no significant relationship between COVID-19 ERM and 
new market creation activity (r = 0.106, p = 0.076); hence the null hypothesis (H0) cannot be rejected. 
Therefore, it can be concluded that there is no significant relationship between COVID-19 ERM and 
new market creation. 

 

Discussion, Conclusion and Suggestions 
Using the data gathered on COVID-19 ERM and EA, a Pearson Product Moment correlation was 

conducted using the SPSS 20 to evaluate the null hypotheses that there is on a significant positive rela-
tionship between COVID-19 ERM and innovation, self-employment, start-up venture, and market 
creation entrepreneurial activities of micro-enterprises in the six Geopolitical zones in Nigeria with the 
sample of (n = 294). Generally, the analysis showed significant evidence to accept the null hypotheses. 
It was therefore concluded that there COVID-19 ERM does not have a significantly positive relation-
ship with entrepreneurial activity. This study agrees with the finding of [45].  

Very few countries like the UK, India, Portugal and Germany are emphasizing helping the 
MSME. Nigerian ERM has no emphases to micro financing besides, almost all the ERM offered to 
micro-businesses are like a token gesture, rather than a serious effort, and hence it did not significantly 
relate to the micro-business EA. 

One expects that with the ERM, there will be a substantial revival and new start-up ventures. 
However, Dube, 2020 [36] observed that the monetary measures put in place by Nigeria government to 
support some important sectors of the economy failed to lessen the effect of the pandemic from eco-
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nomic crises The short term impact of lockdowns and curtail measure policies have a retrogressive ef-
fect on businesses, breaking supply chains, and prompting a shrinkage in total demands, hence, the 
bankruptcy rate rises and start-up firms’ formation rate declined. This, therefore, suggests that firms’ 
operational activities like innovation, new market creation, job creation are not exempted from decline, 
too. EA is the internal action of firms that translate to wealth externally. Self-employment is important 
for start-up ventures, innovation, new job creation and new market creations. Fairlie (2020) [5] and 
Lerner (2020) [12] argued that the long-run economic consequences of the pandemic can lead to  
a permanent decline in the rate of start-up, growth of businesses and hence job creation and innovation. 

In Nigeria, the entrepreneurs, businesses and other macro and microeconomic indicators are still 
showing a headwind recovery of the 2006 depression talk less of the long term effect of COVID-19 
and oil crack impact. The economic recovery could be sluggish and long-term, L-shaped, reduced EA 
and can shatter the labour market [46]. The result is therefore a piece of clear empirical evidence that 
the COVID-19 recovery shape of Nigeria falls under the L-shape [3, 21]. Munoz et al (2020) [16] and 
Naude (2020) [10] also opined that permanent decline in EA will deepen the effect and cause future 
pandemic hence making a country more vulnerable than the COVID-19. Adequate ERM and honest 
implementation can result in the changing ways micro-businesses view and approach different aspects 
of businesses activities and economic order. It can motivate high opportunistic during the pandemic, 
pivoting their businesses through some kind of entrepreneurial self-employed, start-up ventures, inno-
vation and new market creation and redirecting existing knowledge, skill, people and network to new 
needs that have emerged [42]. This implies that if adequate policies were not put place and implement-
ed, it will take a long period to close this gap. The Nigeria government should put the extra plan in 
place to ensure the total and honest implementation of adequate ERM, especially on the intervention 
funds and grants accrued to micro businesses; this should encourage high EA (self-employment, start-
up venture, job creation and new market creation).  
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МЕРЫ ЭКОНОМИЧЕСКОГО РЕАГИРОВАНИЯ  
И ПРЕДПРИНИМАТЕЛЬСКАЯ ДЕЯТЕЛЬНОСТЬ  

В ПЕРИОД ПАНДЕМИИ COVID-19  
НА ПРИМЕРЕ МИКРОПРЕДПРИЯТИЙ НИГЕРИИ 

Оби Чиназор Франка  

Федеральный университет Ндуфу-Алик, Икво,  

Штат Эбоньи, Нигерия 

В Нигерии с 2009 г. наблюдался экономический упадок как следствие мирового финансо-
вого кризиса, а в 2016 г. произошел обвал мировых цен на нефть. Постепенно экономика Ни-
герии восстанавливалась до наступления чрезвычайной ситуации, связанной с пандемией 
COVID-19 и мерами по ее ограничению. Во многих частных и государственных компаниях 
страны произошли массовые увольнения рабочих, оставшимся была сокращена заработная 
плата. Микропредприятиям и молодым начинающим специалистам в этот период затрудни-
тельно поддерживать деловую активность вследствие недостатка средств для самозанятости, 
создания новых предприятий, внедрения инноваций или новых рыночных возможностей.  
С помощью Центрального банка правительство Нигерии приняло определенные денежно-
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кредитные и фискальные меры, названные мерами экономического реагирования. Проведено 
изучение взаимосвязи между мерами экономического реагирования в условиях пандемии  
и предпринимательской деятельностью микропредприятий. Отмечено, что меры экономиче-
ского реагирования по борьбе с COVID-19 предполагают внедрение инноваций, самозанято-
сти, возникновение новых фирм и создание новых рынков для микропредприятий в Нигерии. 
С помощью программы Pearson Product Moment Correlation проанализированы результаты ис-
следовательского опроса на 294 микропредприятиях (розничная торговля, сфера информаци-
онных технологий, производственная сфера и ремесленники) в шести геополитических зонах 
Нигерии. Результат эмпирически доказывает, что меры экономического реагирования не име-
ют существенной положительной связи с предпринимательской деятельностью микробизнеса 
в Нигерии. Выдвинуто предположение, что многие микропредприятия не получили доступа  
к мерам экономического реагирования или не приступили к предпринимательской деятельно-
сти. Подчеркивается важность государственной поддержки микробизнеса, а также предлага-
ются новые измерения показателей экономической деятельности микропредприятий.  

Ключевые слова: меры экономического реагирования в борьбе с COVID-19, инновации, 
самозанятость, новые предприятия, создание новых рынков. 

Для цитирования: Оби Чиназор Франка. Меры экономического реагирования и пред-
принимательская деятельность в период пандемии COVID-19 на примере микропредприятий 
Нигерии // Вестник Астраханского государственного технического университета. Серия: 
Экономика. 2021. № 2. С. 140–156. DOI: 10.24143/2073-5537-2021-2-140-156. 
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