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Public policies on entrepreneurship: An analysis of the Brazilian 
legislative agenda between 2011 and 2024

Abstract
Objective: To characterize the public policy proposals for entrepreneurship that were 
processed in the National Congress between 2011 and 2024. Methodology: The proposals 
were collected using the Selenium package in Python, then organized and classified by the 
authors according to types of public policy. Descriptive analyses were then performed based 
on the date of the proposal, its type, and the political party of the proposing representative. 
These elements were important for understanding how the themes evolved in different types, 
as well as among representatives across the political spectrum. Results: The results indicate 
that the period from 2019 to 2023 exhibits more proposals and that the themes most addressed 
by the authors of the policies were "target group measures" and "entry/exit barriers". The 
right wing has more legislators dealing with issues related to entrepreneurship, especially 
those related to "entry/exit barriers" and "financing". Theoretical/methodological 
contributions: The study highlights the use of data collection through web scraping and the 
classification of ongoing projects according to a typology of public entrepreneurship policies. 
Relevance/originality: Provide evidence on the early stages of public policy formulation, 
filling a gap in the literature. Social/management contributions: Point out that most policies 
focus on reactive measures to meet the demands of specific groups, rather than on actions 
that can generate long-term competitive conditions, such as innovation and infrastructure.

Palavras-chave: 	 Políticas públicas de empreendedorismo. Legislativo. Tipologias.

Resumo
Objetivo: Caracterizar as propostas de políticas públicas de empreendedorismo que 
tramitaram no Congresso Nacional entre os anos de 2011 e 2024. Metodologia: As 
proposições foram coletadas por meio do pacote Selenium da linguagem Python, 
organizadas e classificadas pelos autores com base em uma tipologia de políticas públicas de 
empreendedorismo. Em sequência, análises descritivas foram realizadas com base na data 
da proposta, tipo e partido do deputado proponente. Este último elemento foi importante 
para compreender como ocorre a evolução do tema em diferentes tipos, bem como são 
representados dentro de espectros políticos. Resultados: O período de 2019 a 2023 
apresentou mais proposições e as temáticas mais frequentes pelos autores das políticas 
foram “medidas para grupos específicos” e “barreiras de entrada e saída”. O espectro de 
direita possui mais legisladores tratando dos temas que abordam o empreendedorismo, 
sobretudo aqueles ligados aos temas de “barreiras de entrada e saída” e “financiamento”. 
Contribuições teóricas/metodológicas: Destaca-se o uso da coleta de dados por meio 
de web scraping e da classificação dos projetos em andamento de acordo uma tipologia de 
políticas públicas de empreendedorismo. Relevância/originalidade: Fornecer evidências 
sobre as fases iniciais da formulação de políticas públicas, suprindo uma lacuna presente na 
literatura. Contribuições sociais / para a gestão: Apontar que a maior parte das políticas se 
concentra em medidas reativas para suprir demandas de grupos específicos, e não em ações 
que podem gerar condições competitivas de longo prazo, como inovação e infraestrutura.

Políticas públicas de empreendedorismo: Uma análise da agenda 
legislativa brasileira entre 2011 e 2024
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INTRODUCTION

The mortality rate of Brazilian nascent ventures after five years 
varies from 17% to 29%, depending on their legal nature, according 
to Sebrae (2023). The reasons that could minimize these rates 
involve elements such as access to credit, access to customers, and 
reduction of charges and taxes (SEBRAE, 2020). Some of these 
issues are associated with the managerial capacity of the business. 
However, other factors are linked to the conditions under which 
the enterprises operate. Thus, given the positive role of the state in 
shaping these conditions, one of the most effective ways to foster 
entrepreneurship and small businesses is through supported by 
public policies (Bernasconi & Espinosa-Cristia, 2020). 

A public policy is the conduct carried out to address a collectively 
relevant problem (Secchi et al., 2019). Entrepreneurship public 
policies, in turn, aim to assist entrepreneurs by creating conditions 
that facilitate access to resources, mitigate barriers, and promote 
a culture of valuing entrepreneurship in a given location (OECD, 
2020).

To understand the role of public policies, researchers 
oftenemploy typologies, since they contribute to the interpretation 
of the phenomenon based on analytical criteria (Secchi et al., 
2019). Public policy typologies can be understood as “(...) ways of 
classifying the content, actors, styles, and institutions in a public 
policy process” (Secchi et al., 2019, p. 30). Similarly, researchers 
in the field of entrepreneurship have created typologies to 
understand how implemented public policies are configured in 
this area. Lundström and Stevenson (2005) suggested six types of 
entrepreneurship public policy. Based on an analysis of the policies 
in operation by the Brazilian federal executive branch, Borges et al. 
(2018) expanded Lundström and Stevenson’s (2005) typology to 
eight types.

This study expands and transfers the analysis of 
entrepreneurship public policy typologies to actions guided by 
the federal legislature in order to understand, in the public policy 
formulation phase, how this agenda is structured in the context of 
the Brazilian National Congress. The government agenda can be 
considered the list of formal or informal priorities for public issues 
that deserve attention (Secchi, 2012).

This research aims to characterize the public policy proposals 
on entrepreneurship that were debated in the National Congress 
between 2011 and 2024. The focus is to fill a gap in studies on the 
early stages of the public policy cycle. Arshed (2017), Smallbone 
(2016), and Arenal et al. (2021) emphasize that entrepreneurship 
public policies research is focused mainly on the implementation 
and evaluation stages. Capella (2020) also mentions that, for a long 
time, agenda studies were not among the central concerns of the 
Brazilian community of public policy researchers. Furthermore, 
according to Silva et al. (2019), policymakers and academics 
oftenfocus on large companies, neglecting measures that benefit 
small businesses. Therefore, we shed light on the public policies 
applied to the context of small and new businesses.

Based on this analysis, it is possible to identify how the theme 
is presented in the legislative environment, highlighting which 
types of policies, according to the categories of Borges et al. (2018), 
emerge most frequently, as well as which themes, legislators, and 
ideological orientations are most present. It is also important to 
note that, within the formulation phase, the specific focus of this 
work is on agenda setting, represented here by the bills that have 
been processed by the Legislative Branch since 2011, which are 
considered in two groups: those approved and those not approved 
yet. Thus, it can be considered that agenda setting emerges as 
a preceding process that provides the input for action. It is an 
intrinsically political process that involves the social construction 
of problems, the persuasion of decision-makers and the general 
public, the clash between different problems, and also between 
different representations of these problems (Lima & Papi, 2020; 
Capella, 2018). 

THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

This section has been divided into two parts. The first, entitled Public 
Entrepreneurship Policies, discusses part of the literature that 
argues for public policies aimed at entrepreneurship. The second, 
entitled Typologies for Understanding Public Entrepreneurship 
Policies, explains the concept of typologies for public policies and 
the motivation for their use in this study. 

Public Policies for Entrepreneurship

According to Höfling (2001), public policies consist of a government 
project implemented by the state. In other words, they mean the 
"state in action". Souza (2006), in turn, emphasizes that public policy 
is a multidisciplinary field designed for government actions, both to 
put them into practice and to analyze and propose changes in their 
implementation. Entrepreneurship public policies correspond to 
a section of the state's action through which public institutions 
support entrepreneurs, creating a more favorable environment 
(Audretsch & Beckmann, 2007). Public policies manifest themselves 
in various ways, and researchers constantly seek to include them in 
the analysis of the phenomenon of entrepreneurship. 

Teixeira et al. (2023)identified the effects of gender policies 
alongside entrepreneurship policies for women entrepreneurs. 
According to the authors, such policies help mitigate barriers 
that prevent women’s participation in entrepreneurship, such as 
reducing gender discrimination and promoting social welfare for 
female business owners. The change in the social perception of 
women in entrepreneurial roles, according to Kobeissi (2010), also 
arises as a consequence of gender policies and works in conjunction 
with women's empowerment to leverage female entrepreneurship.

Another example of an entrepreneurship policy is the Individual 
Microentrepreneur (MEI) program, established in 2008. According 
to Tondolo et al. (2024), the MEI improves the access to social 
security and inserts groups into the production system, promoting 
inclusion and providing stability for entrepreneurs. In addition, 
the policy has a significant social impact, especially for low-income 
people, providing an opportunity to increase income and access 
new markets (Tondolo et al., 2024).

The National School Feeding Program (Programa Nacional de 
Alimentação Escolar - PNAE) is also an example of entrepreneurship 
policy, as it establishes that at least 30% of resources must be 
invested in the purchase of products from rural family entrepreneurs 
to supply school meals. According to Teixeira et al. (2020), the 
program promotes greater income generation, improves quality 
of life, and encourages diversity among rural entrepreneurs. 
The PNAE can also strengthen regional trade by providing more 
sustainable production. It also creates healthier food habits in the 
local school community (Teixeira et al., 2020).  

Further examples of entrepreneurship public policies in the 
Brazilian context can be found in the literature. Table 1 summarizes 
a set of studies published in recent years about the topic. The 
most frequent theme was "Individual Microentrepreneurs", with 
16 papers published in recent years. Next was "Public policies on 
entrepreneurship and innovation", with four papers, all of which 
were more recent studies. 

For a better understanding of public policies and how they work, 
different typologies were developed according to various analysis 
criteria (Secchi et al., 2019). This provides a deeper understanding 
of the actions of these public policies. According to Secchi et al. 
(2019), classification serves to identify institutions, their themes, 
and those who promote these policies, enabling greater knowledge 
about how they work. The next subsection focuses on typologies of 
entrepreneurship public policies. 
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Table 1

Literature review

Topics Authors

Individual Microentrepreneur Behling et al. (2015); Benatti et al. (2021); 
Campanha et al. (2017); Corseuil et al. (2014); 
Costanzi et al. (2014); Feltran et al. (2022); 
Julião et al. (2014); Lemos et al. (2020); Melo 
et al. (2020); Morais et al. (2022); Rodrigues 
(2020); Silva et al. (2011); Teixeira da Silva et al. 
(2017); Silveira et al. (2017); Souza et al. (2016); 
Vasconcelos et al. (2017)

Mapping of entrepreneurship 
public policies in Brazil

Borges et al. (2018)

Business environment policies Otto and Vieira (2020); Machado et al.  (2015)

Culture public policies Vitória et. al. (2015); Emmendoerfer et al. (2021)

Comparative entrepreneurship 
public policies

Sarfati (2013)

Entrepreneurship public 
policies and state capabilities 

La Rovere et al. (2019)

Entrepreneurship public 
policies for sustainable 
development

Barbosa and Emmendoerfer (2022)

Women and entrepreneurship 
public policies 

Natividade (2009); Teixeira et al. (2023)

Work and entrepreneurship 
public policies 

Valentim and Peruzzo (2018)

Innovation and 
entrepreneurship public 
policies 

Barboza et al. (2017); Freire et al. (2017); Silva et 
al. (2019); Silveira et al. (2022)

Tourism and entrepreneurship 
public policies

Fonseca et al. (2008)

Note:	 Elaborated by the authors.

Typologies for Understanding Public Entrepreneurship 
Policies

Audretsch et al. (2007) propose a framework that organizes 
entrepreneurship public policies based on determinants that can 
influence entrepreneurial activity. Each of the rectangles in Figure 
1 refers to the determinants of entrepreneurship, and the circles 
connected to each rectangle represent the channels of public policy 
intervention that influence these determinants.

The first circle (G1) represents policies that impact the number, 
type, and accessibility of opportunities, influencing the market 
size. Such policies are mainly attributed to factors that stimulate 
technological development. The second (G2) refers to policies 
that affect the number of potential and future entrepreneurs, for 
example, immigration and regional development policies. The 
third circle (G3) represents policies that have an impact on the 
capabilities and resources of potential entrepreneurs, attributed 
to materials, financial capital, and intangible factors. The fourth 
(G4) is organized around policies aimed at individuals' preferences 
for becoming entrepreneurs influenced by the educational and 
cultural system. The fifth circle (G5) deals with policies aimed at 
the decision-making processes of potential entrepreneurs, the 
most relevant in this case being taxation policies, social security 
regimes, and labor market legislation. The sixth circle (G6) involves 
intervention policies aimed at promoting entrepreneurship 
by intervening in market accessibility, for example, through 
bankruptcy laws. Finally, the seventh circle (G7) touches upon 
some of the sources of a possible divergence between the actual 
level of entrepreneurship and the “equilibrium” level, in which, 
depending on the nature of this discrepancy, the government can 
intervene through policies that leverage or limit entrepreneurship 
(Audretsch et al., 2007).

Lundström e Stevenson (2005) developed another typology 
based on policy content. This typology was expanded by Borges 
et al. (2018) after an analysis of Brazilian Executive Branch 
entrepreneurship public policies. Based on the typology of the 
former, Borges et al. (2018) included types “infrastructure” and 
“technology and innovation”, as described in Table 2.

Figure 1

Framework for public policies entrepreneurship

Note:	 Adapted from Audretsch and Beckmann (2007, p. 5)
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Table 2

Types of public policies for entrepreneurship

Types Description

Promotion of 
entrepreneurship 

Measures associated with the development of cultural 
traits that value entrepreneurship. 

Entrepreneurial education Measures to include actions in the educational system 
that can lead to the development of entrepreneurial 
skills in students at different levels. 

Reduction of entry/exit 
barriers

Measures to create tax and legal incentives that can 
lower barriers to business creation, as well as reduce 
the chances of a business closing down.

Nascent ventures financing Measures related to financing business creation, such 
as providing lines of credit.  

Nascent ventures support Measures aimed at training and promoting assistance 
for entrepreneurs to conduct their activities.

Target group measures Measures to support entrepreneurship in specific 
groups, such as women, people with disabilities, 
among others.

Infrastructure Measures to support the creation of a more effective 
infrastructure for the business environment.

Innovation technology Measures that provide means to support technology 
transfer to enterprises. 

Note:	 Elaborated by the authors based on the typology of Borges et al. (2018).

METHODOLOGICAL PROCEDURES

This study is qualitative-quantitative in nature. It is qualitative in 
terms of data since its primary source comes from unstructured 
data (texts). It is quantitative in terms of analysis, as the information 
was synthesized using descriptive statistics. Documentary research 
was conducted between February and August 2024, based on the 
extraction of textual data from draft bills or bills already approved 
by the Chamber of Deputies between 2011 and 2024. This 
website also includes the Senate, due to the need for proposals 
to also be processed by that institution. Content analysis was 
performed, with categories previously determined based on the 
type of entrepreneurship public policy proposed by Lundström 
e Stevenson (2005) and adapted by Borges et al. (2018). New 
categories emerged and were included in this study, as presented 
in the next section.

The search was conducted in two steps. First, the terms 
“entrepreneur”, “entrepreneurship”, and “entrepreneurial” were 
used in the search engine of the Chamber of Deputies website. 
Based on the results, 29 new words were added for the second 
search, namely: “entrepreneurship”, “to undertake”, “entrepreneur”, 
“female entrepreneur”, “individual microentrepreneur”, 
“microentrepreneurship”, “startup”, “microenterprise,” "small 
business", "MPE", "My First Business Program", "Simples Nacional", 
"microcredit", "female entrepreneur", "female entrepreneurship", 
"business registration", "CGSIM", "Redesim", "CNPJ", "Sebrae","PAB", 
"CRED+", "entrepreneurial education", "entrepreneurial training", 
"self-employed", "SIMEI", "self-employed worker", "self-
employment", and "employer". For draft bills, filters were added to 
access only those that were part of the following categories: bills 
(PL), complementary bills (PLP), and conversion bills (PLV). For 
approved bills (laws), only proposals that originated in the federal 
legislature were used as filters. 

After collecting the links associated with the different search 
terms, an individual loop was performed using the Selenium 
package, which is used for data scraping. This tool assists in 
interacting with web pages through a programming interface and 
allows one to automatically extract data, fill in text fields, and 
click buttons (Chauhan et al., 2023). Selenium works in different 

programming languages, and we used the Python programming 
language version. Selenium performs interactions and extracts the 
specified data. This tool reduces manual efforts, ensuring greater 
accuracy in data collection, and allows reproducibility in data 
collection. 

Regarding the data, the following attributes were extracted: the 
hyperlink to the proposal page, the hyperlink to the PDF with the 
text of the proposal, the summary, the date of submission of the 
proposal, the authors of the proposal, the political parties of the 
authors, and their federal unit. For those approved, in addition to 
this information, the following were added: the hyperlink to the 
legislation page, the law number, the date of the law, and the origin. 
Each of the terms for the draft bills returned a certain number of 
proposals. In total, after the end of the loop for each term, a tabular 
structure with 4,531 results was consolidated. After processing 
and removing duplicates, the database had 3,213 results. The same 
data processing was applied to the database of approved proposals, 
which initially returned 3,082 bills. After processing and removing 
duplicates, 1,697 results remained. After excluding records prior 
to 2011, a total of 2,749 proposals were obtained for initial 
classification in relation to draft bills and 357 for those approved. 

The next step consisted of classification by two of the researchers 
on the type of entrepreneurship public policy associated with the 
bill. In cases of disagreement, a third researcher acted to define 
the classification. Many cases were classified as “not applicable” 
because the term searched was used generically. An example of 
this is Bill 10.3028/2018, which proposes to change the name of 
an INSS (Brazil’s Social Security Institute) agency in honor of an 
important local entrepreneur. Another example is Bill 5236/2016 
on the establishment of the Brazilian mining code, the creation of 
the National Mining Agency, and the National Council for Mineral 
Policy. Although the terms "entrepreneur" or "enterprise" were 
used, there is no specific provision for smaller enterprises. After 
this data processing, 688 proposals were retained, of which 619 
were draft bills and 69 were approved. 

In addition to classification by type, an analysis was carried 
out based on their political spectrums, according to Zucco and 
Power (2024), who constructed a scale ranging from -1 to 1, 
where negative values correspond to the right-wing political-
ideological right and positive values to the left-wing. Adaptations 
were necessary in the classification of Zucco and Power (2024) due 
to changes since the study was conducted. Some political parties 
merged during this process (e.g., DEM and PSL became UNIÃO), 
and others changed their names (e.g., PPS became CIDADANIA). In 
this case, the political spectra of the former parties mentioned in 
the article were extended to the new names. Three parties did not 
appear in the study by Zucco and Power (2024): PMB; PMN, which 
is currently called MOBILIZA; and PTdoB, which became AVANTE, 
which justified the exclusion of these cases in the analysis of the 
political spectrum. Finally, as some approved proposals referred 
to Provisional Measures (MPV), and their origin comes from 
the Executive Branch, the political spectrum of the party of the 
President of the Republic in office at the time was assigned. 

The descriptive analyses and visualizations were created using 
the R language with the RStudio development environment. The 
graphs were generated using the ggplot2 package, and the tabular 
analyses were calculated using the dplyr package and Excel.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Figure 2 describes the number of draft and approved proposals 
over the years. The period with the highest incidence of both types 
was between 2019 and 2023. It is worth noting that the COVID-19 
pandemic occurred during this period, and many measures were 
urgently added to the agenda to support entrepreneurs at that 
time. In 2022, there was still a large volume of draft proposals (49), 
despite a drop compared to previous years. In 2023, the number 
rose again to 84 proposals. For those approved, the number varied 
between 2 and 7 projects in the years out of the pandemic period.
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Figure 2

Number of proposals by year and status

Note:	 Elaborated by the authors.

Figure 3 shows the number of draft and approved bills by 
category. Two new categories emerged in the analysis: "flexibility 
for entrepreneurs in times of calamity" and "entrepreneurship 
as an instrument of social welfare". Among all categories, the one 
with the highest frequency, both for draft and approved projects, 
was "target group measures", with 292 and 32, respectively. 
Exceptionally for this category, we chose to delve into the content 
to assess how the proposals are classified within the same type.  
The category "entry/exit barriers" comes in second place, with 176 
draft projects and 16 approved. In third place for draft projects is 
"flexibility for entrepreneurs in times of calamity" with 88 projects, 
and in fourth place is "financing" with 37 projects. Among the 
approved projects, some categories emerged only a few times, 
ranging from 1 to 13 projects, and other categories did not obtain 
any results (e.g., "entrepreneurship as an instrument of social 
welfare", "infrastructure", and "entrepreneurial education").

Figure 3

Number of proposals by type and status

Note:	 Elaborated by the authors.

There are few projects, both draft and approved, related to 
encouraging entrepreneurial culture, measures to support start-
ups, and the transfer of technology and innovation to businesses. 
This shows that such issues have not been a priority on the Brazilian 
legislative agenda, despite their importance for promoting long-
term development. According to Borges et al. (2018), the promotion 
of new companies should be one of the central focuses of policies. 
Regarding technology and innovation policies, Bittar and Di Serio 

(2024) state that investment in innovation for entrepreneurship 
would be essential, as it improves and stimulates the conditions for 
entrepreneurship. Furthermore, the authors suggest that micro and 
small businesses have not been prioritized in innovation policies in 
Brazil. Another finding consistent with Borges et al. (2018)was the 
low number of proposals focused on infrasctructure. 

Delving into the content of the types, Table 3 illustrates each 
one, as well as the description and examples of bills. 

Regarding the types most addressed in each legislature 
(Figure 4), most of the proposals can be classified as "target 
group measures", both among those drafted and approved. The 
topic "entry/exit barriers" corresponds to the second highest 
percentage in most terms. In addition, the categories "flexibility for 
entrepreneurs in times of calamity" and "financing" peaked during 
the pandemic. The other categories, all with values below 20%, 
were classified as "others".

Figure 4

Percentage of proposals by type and status in each legislature of the 
Chamber

Note:	 Elaborated by the authors.

These results, with a broad concentration in the category 
“target group measures” reinforce the presence of a government 
agenda more focused on short-term resolutions targeted to specific 
groups than on promoting a long-term entrepreneurial culture. 
This phenomenon was also observed by Lundström and Stevenson 
(2005), who identified that many countries saw the need to 
create an entrepreneurial culture, but few created strong and 
comprehensive policies to foster it. They also noted that countries 
with a stronger entrepreneurial culture were those that invested 
more in measures to promote entrepreneurship.

As indicated in the methodology, the type "target group 
measures" was classified into subcategories. The type "entry/exit 
barriers" was the most prevalent (260 bills or laws passed). This 
was followed by the types "financing", "flexibility for entrepreneurs 
in times of calamity", and "promotion of entrepreneurship", with 
24, 16, and 10 bills or laws passed, respectively. Other types 
emerged, such as “infrastructure”, “nascent ventures support”, and 
“entrepreneurial education”, but with less representation. 

Based on Audretsch's et al. (2007) framework, it was possible to 
classify some of these categories into the government intervention 
channels proposed by the authors. Channel G2, which influences 
demographic, structural, and cultural factors, was the most 
prevalent and can be associated with "target group measures". 
Meanwhile, channel G5, which deals with taxation, entrepreneurial 
options, and market accessibility, can be associated with "entry/
exit barriers". We can also cite some examples of policies. For G1, 
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there are policies that support innovative entrepreneurship (PLP 
462/2017, PLP 272/2022, PL 5162/2020). In relation to G2, there 
are policies aimed at minority groups and regional development 
(PL 894/2023, PL 4971/2023, PL 1964/2015). For G4, we 
note policies that include entrepreneurship in the educational 
curriculum (PL 3426/2021, PL 1378/2023), and for G5, policies 
aimed at individual microentrepreneurs with a view to reducing 
tax bureaucracy (PLP 46/2021, PLP 171/2015). 

Based on the results and previous studies, it can be observed 
that most of the proposals tend to be reactive, with measures aimed 
at specific groups or particular moments, such as the pandemic. 
However, more strategic and long-term actions, such as innovation 
and infrastructure, become secondary on the agenda. Arsed et 
al. (2016), in a study in the United Kingdom, also identified that 
policies were more focused on the short term and that the interests 
of public policy makers tend to stand out. 

The results were also analyzed in relation to the political 
spectrum of the authors of the bill, based on the classification of 
Zucco and Power (2024). Thus, it was identified that, in total, 280 
proposals have representatives of right-wing parties as their first 
author; 206 are from representatives of the center and 185 from 
left-wing politicians. To understand the representation of these 

spectrums in the Legislature, we calculated the proportion of 
parties from each spectrum in the House of Representatives and 
the Senate in the last four legislatures. We observed an increase 
in the representation of the right in the House of Representatives 
since the 2018 elections and a gradual increase in the Senate until 
it obtained a majority after the 2022 election. 

The number of types for each political spectrum is presented in 
Figure 5. Some categories show a predominance of certain spectra, 
and others have a greater balance between political forces. On the 
one hand, the right wing has greater representation in the categories 
"entrepreneurial education" (91%), "financing" (53%), "entry/exit 
barriers" (44%), and " target group measures " (39%). The right 
shares power with the center, with 40% for each spectrum, in the 
category "technology and innovation." On the other hand, the left 
is the only one that presents proposals in "entrepreneurship as 
an instrument of social welfare " and "infrastructure," but shares 
strength with the center in "nascent ventures support", with 50% 
for each spectrum, and in "flexibility for entrepreneurs in times of 
calamity", with 38% representation for the left and 37% for the 
center. The only category that registered balance among all political 
forces was "promotion of entrepreneurship", with 33% for each.

Table 3

Description and examples of types

Types Description Example of Proposal

Target group measures Targeted projects 
to priority or underrepresented groups 
of entrepreneurs

Subcategories

Financing - create or facilitate access to credit lines for specific groups, such as women 
entrepreneurs (PL 4360/2021), entrepreneurs with disabilities (PL 4971/2023), and other 
segments of entrepreneurs. 

Barriers to entry and exit - offer tax exemptions such as IPI (Tax on Industrialized Products) seeking 
to benefit groups such as self-employed drivers (PL 1067/2015), commercial representatives (PL 
981/2019), and other categories.

Promotion of entrepreneurship - creation of a national policy for female entrepreneurship (PL 
894/2023 and PL 573/2023), creation of a crafts week (PL 2995/2021), and incentives for people 
with disabilities to become entrepreneurs (PL 1784/2011).

Entry/exit barriers Projects aimed at reducing barriers 
that may impede entrepreneurship, 
such as fiscal factors

Initiatives that expand the revenue limit and number of employees for classification under the MEI 
(PL 41/2021, PL 32/2020, PLP 143/2023, PLP 2010/2023) and proposals for renegotiating tax and 
non-tax debts (PLP 4/2024, PL 4857/2023).

Flexibility for entrepreneurs in 
times of calamity

Projects that help entrepreneurs in 
times of crisis, such as the Covid-19 
pandemic, natural disasters, etc.

Most of these were due to the health crisis caused by the Covid-19 pandemic, with a considerable 
number seeking to facilitate credit conditions for companies (PL 2866/2020, PL 657/2022, PL 
512/2022) during this period of calamity.  

Financing Projects that provide financial 
resources for entrepreneurs

Measures that emphasize the importance of the BNDES in prioritizing credit lines for small 
businesses (PL 1578/2019, PL 2164/2019, PL 433/2020), creation of guarantee funds for granting 
credit and guarantee funds (PL 3328/2015, PL 3377/2015, PL 163/2021).

Entrepreneurial education Projects aimed at including 
entrepreneurship in the education 
system

Inclusion of entrepreneurship-related subjects in the curriculum at different levels of education (PL 
3851/2021, PL 1237/2022, PL 3426/2021), expansion of the scope of junior companies to include 
technical and vocational education at the secondary level (PL 6290/2019, PL 3701/2020).

Promotion of entrepreneurship Projects that seek to foster 
entrepreneurship and an 
entrepreneurial culture in general

Inclusion of the right to entrepreneurship in the Youth Statute (PL 7082/2014), One Idea, One Life 
Program to stimulate entrepreneurship (PL 2485/2015). 

Technology and innovation Projects that encourage and use 
technology and innovation to develop 
and strengthen entrepreneurship

Programs to encourage innovation, such as Inova Simples, the National Policy to Encourage the 
Implementation of Technology Parks Aggregating Technology Scaling Centers (CET), and the 
National Program to Support Innovative Entrepreneurship (PLP 462/2017, PLP 272/2022, PL 
5162/2020).

Nascent ventures support Projects that provide measures to 
assist and encourage new ventures 

Incentives for starting a first business, creation of the My First Business Program, and incentives for 
the development of startups (PL 3674/2012, PL 635/2023, 9362/2017).

Entrepreneurship as an 
instrument of social welfare

Projects that use entrepreneurship as a 
means to achieve social welfare

Projects that seek greater participation by family farms in supplying food to schools for food-
insecure children (PL 3366/2012, 3957/2023).

Infrastructure Projects that provide public structures 
to broadly promote new businesses 

Provides for the acquisition by distributors of electricity credits from micro and mini distributed 
generation units classified as family farming and individual microentrepreneurs (PL 1228/2023).

Note:	 Elaborated by the authors.
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Legislators on the left present proposals related to topics 
where the social benefit is more explicit, such as "entrepreneurship 
as an instrument of social welfare", "entrepreneurial flexibility 
in times of calamity", and "infrastructure". The lower prevalence 
of projects by the left may be due to its lower representation in 
recent years. According to a survey conducted by the authors of 
this study, from the legislature that began in 2011 to that of 2024, 
the representation of this spectrum in the Chamber of Deputies 
fell by 10%. In contrast, the right wing is prevalent in topics such 
as "entrepreneurial education", "financing", "technology and 
innovation", and "entry/exit barriers" and has been gaining ground 
in proposals since its representation in the legislature increased. 
The center often follows the right, standing out on issues such as 
"nascent ventures support", "promotion of entrepreneurship", and 
"technology and innovation".

Based on these findings, it is clear that entrepreneurship is not 
an issue exclusive to one political side (Debus et al., 2017). Both 
sides identify with the central theme, but in different ways for 
different sub-themes. This evidence is in line with Bennett et al. 
(2023), who identified that right-wing parties tend to have a market-
oriented view, while left-wing parties seek to favor redistribution 
and greater state intervention. Something similar is presented by 
Debus et al. (2017) and Vinod (2005), who affirm the predilection 
of right-wing parties for themes focused on market interests more 
than left-wing parties. The results of this study are in line with the 
literature, showing that right-wing parties are more consistent 
with policies focused on the free market, competitiveness, and 
reducing bureaucracy, while left-wing parties have a more inclusive 
perspective, standing out in policies related to minority groups. 

CONCLUSIONS

When analyzing the types of proposals, it is clear that there is 
a higher frequency of proposals dealing with entry/exit barriers 
and aimed at specific groups — either draft or approved — such as 
rural entrepreneurs, women, and people with disabilities, among 
others. Themes aimed at assisting nascent ventures and promoting 
entrepreneurship did not emerge in the scope analyzed, which was 
also noted in a previous study on the Brazilian Executive Branch. 
Types associated with innovation and infrastructure were also not 
very prevalent, even though these are measures that can boost the 
competitiveness of new businesses. Thus, it can be concluded that 
the Brazilian legislative agenda gives low priority to more strategic 
and long-term issues.

When analyzing the number of types per legislature, it is clear 
that types such as "target group measures"were more concentrated 
during the 2015 terms. The category "entry/exit barrier”, on the 
other hand, saw a decline in the 2015 and 2019 terms but was 
the type that received the most attention after " target group 
measures". It should also be noted that the subcategory within 
"target group measures" with the highest number was "entry/
exit barriers". However, there was a greater emergence of the 
type "entrepreneurial flexibility in times of calamity" during the 
pandemic period (2019-2022) to the detriment of others. These and 
other typologies served to understand the role of public policies, 
contributing to the interpretation of the phenomenon analyzed. 

Regarding the themes with the highest representation by 
political spectrum, it was found that the right wing has a large 
majority in the proposals, especially those that bring proposals for 
"entry/exit barriers", "financing", "technology and innovation", and 
"target group measures", compared to the other spectrums. The 
high proportion of proposals coming from the right wing may be 
influenced by its large representation in government, which, since 
the 2018 elections, has increased its seats in the Chamber of Deputies 
and Senate. The left wing represents a lower percentage in different 
themes, emerging with a higher percentage in more social agendas, 
such as "entrepreneurship as an instrument of social welfare" and 
"entrepreneurial flexibility in times of calamity", converging with 
the debates present in the literature on the thematic predilection of 
different political spectrums in relation to entrepreneurship. 

One point stands out: most types seem to be related to a 
reaction to short-term measures (e.g., entry/exit barriers) or 
reactions to specific groups (e.g., measures for women, the 
homeless population, family farmers, etc.). Despite the relevance of 
these types, there are still considerable gaps in proposals related 
to the consolidation of an infrastructure that is in line with the 
reality of small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs). Another 
gap stems from the lack of proposals aimed at innovation for SMEs. 
Given these findings, it can be observed that there is a prevalence 
of reactive and short-term measures, which are generally linked to 
serving specific groups with greater appeal to legislators. These 
proposals end up overshadowing measures that could have a 
structural and long-term effect, such as the consolidation of a more 
favorable business environment through improved infrastructure 
and innovation for SMEs. For practical change, these issues should 
be addressed in future entrepreneurship public policies.

Changes in the House of Representatives may have led some 
authors to leave office, which resulted in a loss of momentum and 
inhibited the progress of their draft proposals in older legislative 
terms. As a result, there is a possibility that older proposals were left 
behind. This would also explain the greater number of proposals in 
more recent terms, as they would have greater pressure and force 
from their representatives. It is suggested that future studies seek 
to understand the reasons that lead a bill to be processed more 
quickly, as well as to be approved. In addition, the use of the web 
scraping and classification method used in this work stands out as a 
reference for the development of studies focused on the description 
of public policies in different spheres (state and municipal), which 
can also be applied in other contexts, such as social or news 
networks, which would allow the extraction of statements from 
people and media outlets on various topics. Despite the limitation 
presented, it is understood that the objective of this study was 
achieved with the identification of the themes most present in the 
Legislative Branch's public policy proposals.. 
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Figure 5

Percentage of proposals by type and political spectrum

Note:	 Elaborated by the authors.
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