
© University of Tyumen

46
Tyumen State University Herald.  

Social, Economic, and Law Research, 2020, vol. 6, no. 3 (23), pp. 46-58

Elena B. PLOTNIKOVA1 

Yulia S. MARKOVA2 
Evgeniya V. PLOTNIKOVA3

UDC 316.354

ADDRESSING SOCIOCULTURAL RISKS  
IN CONTEMPORARY RUSSIA: THE ROLE OF ENTERPRISES*

1	 Cand. Sci. (Hist.), Associate Professor,  
Head of the Department of Sociology,  
Perm State National Research University 
plotnikova1958@yandex.ru; ORCID: 0000-0003-3599-5215

2	 Cand. Sci. (Soc.), Associate Professor,  
Department of Sociology,  
Perm State National Research University 
julyamarkova@gmail.com; ORCID: 0000-0002-6271-9403

3	 Doctor of Philosophy, PhD in Social Policy,  
Sociologist, Sociological Center,  
Perm State National Research University 
evgplotnikova@yandex.ru; ORCID: 0000-0001-6492-8092

Abstract
This paper analyses the academic literature on the role of enterprises in addressing sociocul-
tural risks at the regional level in contemporary Russia. The studied literature was collected 
using two sources: the database of the Institute of Sociology of the Russian Academy of 
Science and the Russian Scientific Electronic Library “eLIBRARY.RU”. The search time
scale covered the period between 2000 and 2019. Two questions informed the literature 
search and analysis: 1) What sociocultural risks are identified in the literature? 2) What is 
the role of enterprises in addressing these risks?

*	 The research was supported by the Russian Foundation for Basic Research (grant  
No. 19-011-00369).

Сitation: Plotnikova E. B., Markova Yu. S., Plotnikova E. V. 2020. “Addressing sociocultural 
risks in contemporary Russia: the role of enterprises”. Tyumen State University Herald. Social, 
Economic, and Law Research, vol. 6, no. 3 (23), pp. 46-58. 
DOI: 10.21684/2411-7897-2020-6-3-46-58



47Addressing sociocultural risks ...

Social, Economic, and Law Research, vol. 6, no. 3 (23)

The results show that the academic literature distinguishes between two categories of so-
ciocultural risks. Firstly, the risks causing the dysfunction of socio-economic and political 
structures. Secondly, the risks related to the deterioration of moral values, cultural traditions 
and social identities at individual, community, and national levels.
The role of enterprises in addressing these risks is revealed in two areas. Firstly, these are 
the corporate social responsibility (CSR) practices: provision of social benefits to employ-
ees, supporting vulnerable groups in local communities, investing in educational and sport 
activities and events. Secondly, some enterprises introduce innovative instruments, such 
as sociocultural projects. 
However, most studies of such projects refer to either small or non-industrial enterprises. 
Further analysis should focus on the implementation of sociocultural projects by the in-
dustrial enterprises at the regional level in Russia, since there is a lack of empirical studies 
in this area.
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Introduction
This paper is a narrative review of the academic literature examining the role of en-
terprises in addressing sociocultural risks emerging at the regional level in contem-
porary Russia.

The disproportionate territorial development is one of the historically inherent 
characteristics of the social system in Russia. Today, this trend has been exacerbated 
by archaization and deindustrialization of some territories, leading to unequal oppor-
tunities for the regional participation in global economic and cultural processes [1, 
18]. In recent years, the socio-economic development of municipalities has become 
a policy priority. As a result, municipalities have experienced significant transforma-
tion in socio-economic and legal systems and relations [2, 11]. Understanding the role 
of various actors in these processes has emerged as an important area for research.

The substantial socio-economic and political role of enterprises in some regions 
and local areas in Russia explains the decision to focus on this specific category of 
corporate actors [15]. Therefore, this paper aims to examine how the role of enter-
prises (as corporate actors) has been portrayed in relation to sociocultural risks 
emerging in contemporary Russia.

Methods
The academic literature was searched among the two sources: the database of the 
Institute of Sociology of the Russian Academy of Science and the Russian Scientific 
Electronic Library “eLIBRARY.RU”. The  following keywords (in Russian) were 
employed: “sociocultural risks or threats”, “region”, and “enterprise”. As the purpose 
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was to identify the contemporary issues, the search timescale has been restricted to 
the period of 2000-2019. Two questions informed the literature analysis and the 
structure of the subsequent presentation of results:

1)	 What sociocultural risks are identified in the literature?
2)	 What is the role of enterprises in addressing these risks? 
The regional level (municipal districts, in particular) represents an important unit 

of analysis. Municipal areas are the key units of the settlement structure in Russia. 
The latter were recognized as a complex sociocultural community reflecting contem-
porary societal challenges and existing socioeconomic inequalities [10]. 

The decision to focus on the role of enterprises is informed by a number of crit-
icisms, articulated in the international literature on corporate responsibility, as a cause 
of many of the current challenges at local, national and global levels, including en-
vironmental risks, social inequalities, and public health issues [12].

Results 
The types of sociocultural challenges 
At the conceptual level, the literature examines the phenomenon of sociocultural 
risks from two theoretical perspectives: positivist and sociocultural. The positivist 
approach perceives risks as part of an objective reality and defines it as a potential 
or real threat to society, community, or environment [22]. The sociocultural approach 
focuses on the study of social and cultural conditions of construction and the per-
ception of risks [9, 14, 23, 24]. 

In this paper, the authors have developed an integrative approach to understand-
ing sociocultural risks as both cultural and social aspects of risks that emerge as a 
result of contemporary societal processes, i.  e. globalization, modernization, and 
digitalization. The cultural dimension in understanding sociocultural risks is associ-
ated with a deterioration of moral values, norms, cultural traditions and social iden-
tities at the individual, community, and national levels. The social dimension that 
appears in the definition of sociocultural risks, relates to the threats causing the 
dysfunction or instability of socio-economic and political structures resulting in social 
insecurity and social tensions [17, 24]. 

At the empirical level, the literature distinguishes between several types of soci-
ocultural risks. The distinction is based on two criteria; the level of association (i. e. 
individual, national, and global) and the sphere of origin including economic, polit-
ical or environmental risks, and the risks related to health, family or working life. 
For instance, an empirical study conducted at the regional level in 2010 found that 
respondents primarily referred to the following risks as the main national challenges: 
financial and economic crisis in 2007-2008, terrorism, unemployment, diseases (both 
communicable and non-communicable), and poverty. Interestingly, some of these 
national issues (namely unemployment, diseases, and poverty) were also mentioned 
as the main personal challenges. In relation to global risks, research participants named 
terrorism, financial and economic crisis in 2007-2008, and environmental problems 
among their main concerns [16].

Plotnikova E. B., Markova Yu. S., Plotnikova E. V.
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Some of these challenges appeared in a subsequent empirical study of sociocul-
tural risks conducted in 85 Russian regions in 2014-2015 by I. V. Dolgorukova et al. 
[6]. This study revealed that respondents referred to the following issues as their main 
concerns: family wellbeing, diseases, increasing housing prices, poverty, decreasing 
quality of medical services, low salaries and pensions.

A certain degree of variation in results reported in these two studies could be 
attributed to the methodological differences. For instance, in the study conducted by 
T. A. Rassadina in 2010 [16], respondents were asked to distinguish between global, 
national, and individual risks. Whereas, in the subsequent study in 2014-2015 [6], 
this differentiation was not emphasized and research participants were asked to artic-
ulate their overall concerns about current socio-economic and cultural issues in their 
respective regions. 

Another possible explanation for this discrepancy in data could be the research 
timescale. For instance, the first study was conducted in 2010 [16] — just three years 
after the financial and economic crisis in 2007. Anxiety associated with this crisis 
dominated in participants’ responses. The subsequent survey was conducted in 2014-
2015 [6], when the socio-economic situation became more stable, and the respondents’ 
concerns were primarily associated with their day-to-day life rather than developments 
at the global and national levels. 

Apart from the primarily socio-economic challenges mentioned above, the lite
rature identifies the cultural aspects of emerging risks in terms of deteriorating natio
nal self-identity and moral principles, ethnic and religious discrimination, and viola-
tion of human rights [26]. Some scholars explore sociocultural risks specific to par-
ticular groups and communities. That includes the studies examining risks associated 
with the cross-border migration and adaptation of migrants in the Russian regions [5], 
and the issues associated with deviant behaviour in young people [8]. 

Another typology includes two categories of sociocultural risks: tangible and 
intangible. Tangible sociocultural risks are associated with deterioration of the com-
munity infrastructure, monuments and other cultural objects; whereas the intangible 
ones are related to deterioration of national identity, i. e. the loss of historical mem-
ory, destruction of cultural identity and moral norms, violation of human rights and 
freedoms, ethnic and religious discrimination, and the emergence of deviant subcul-
tures [26]. This study by V. I. Zubok, V. I. Chuprov, and I. S. Shapovalova also reveals 
that technogenic and environmental risks can lead to new sociocultural risks, includ-
ing decreasing quality of life, growing social tension within communities. social 
uncertainty and forced mobility in the region.

Thus, the literature distinguishes between two categories of sociocultural risks: 
	— firstly, the risks causing the dysfunction of socio-economic and political 
structures; 

	— secondly, the risks related to the deterioration of moral values, norms, cultur-
al traditions and social identities at individual, community and national levels.

In the next section we will consider how, and to what extent, these risks are ad-
dressed by enterprises at the regional level in Russia. 
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The role of enterprises 
The corporate role in addressing sociocultural risks in contemporary Russia has been 
primarily discussed in the context of Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) practic-
es [4, 25] and innovative (for the Russian context) ideas of “social entrepreneurship” 
and “social enterprise” [3, 4, 7, 13, 21, 25]. 

The role of large industrial enterprises has been mainly considered in relation to 
their CSR programs. These programs are distinguished between occasional charity 
projects, strategic philanthropy, and social investments [25]. In contrast to the first 
two types, the latter suggests a long-term corporate policy aiming to address social 
problems. In addition to presenting this classification, Utting [20] examined priorities 
and gaps in current corporate social responsibility programmes offered by industrial 
enterprises in Russia. The  key priorities included: supporting vulnerable groups, 
providing social benefits and professional development opportunities for employees, 
and investing in sport, educational and leisure programmes for children and young 
people in local communities. One of the gaps recognized in this analysis was the lack 
of attention currently being paid to environmental protection programmes and envi-
ronmental effects on health. 

Some authors (e. g., E. Ia. Vittenberg [21]) discuss the proposition that business 
actors bear a shared responsibility (together with the government institutions and 
civil society actors) for regional development and its socio-economic sustainability. 
Meanwhile, other scholars (M. F. Chernysh and A. E. Chirikova et al.) argue that CSR 
projects focus either on “internal” (enterprise-oriented) social policy, i .e. personnel 
development, or are of a one-off charity-type nature [3, 4]. Although some of the CSR 
practices aim to address broader social problems, these attempts are not always trans-
lated into long-term commitments due to either economic or political reasons. 

The  ideas of “social entrepreneurship” and “social enterprise”, when business 
actors develop long-term commitments to socially-oriented programmes, are explored 
in a number of articles [7, 13].

For instance, A. A. Moskovskaya analyzes the case-studies of “social enterprises” 
in four regions of the Russian Federation, looking at their different business models, 
professional profiles, marketing strategies, and the social impacts of these institutions 
[13]. Although the latter is not the main focus of analysis in this book, a number of 
positive developments have been observed in relation to their social outcomes. This 
includes support to vulnerable groups (i. e. orphans, disabled adults and children), 
the provision of personal development and educational programmes for children. 

A subsequent work by I. A. Klimov and S. G. Klimova refines the definition of a 
social enterprise [7]. These authors have developed a set of characteristics of such 
enterprises including: the  introduction of social innovations; the development of 
social networks; and the realization of sociocultural projects. The latter became the 
specific focus of an empirical study conducted by these authors in 15 enterprises 
implementing such projects [7]. Although most of the enterprises in this sample are 
not industrial, the conceptual and methodological findings of this research could be 
employed in other areas.

Plotnikova E. B., Markova Yu. S., Plotnikova E. V.
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For example, the classification of sociocultural projects could be helpful in ex-
amining similar programmes provided by industrial enterprises. Another valuable 
contribution of the work [7] is developing the definition to a sociocultural project as 
the one which aims to address existing social problems by creating sociocultural 
practices, behavioural norms and patterns within social communities not only em-
ployees, but a broader range of stakeholders, including the primary beneficiaries of 
these projects from various social groups, in order to insure long-term benefits from 
the support provided. 

For instance, some of the goals of the projects identified in this study [7] included: 
provision of employment to disabled people and young people without work experience, 
organization of social spaces for people from low-income groups and homeless people 
and provision of sporting facilities and educational programmes for teenagers from 
less privileged backgrounds. One of the common features of these projects is a focus 
on the proactive engagement of community members in social networks, i. e. employ-
ment, educational and recreational activities, as opposed to “passive” provision of 
social benefits. Although, as mentioned above, most of the identified projects are ini-
tiated by non-industrial enterprises, this research could direct future studies aiming to 
identify the contribution of industrial enterprises in this area [7]. 

Finally, it is important to note that, apart from the arguably positive role of indus-
trial enterprises in addressing some of the emerging sociocultural risks, some studies 
(e. g., by T. A. Rassadina [16] and E. V. Shlykova [19]) recognize that these actors 
contribute to emerging sociocultural risks primarily as a result of their poor environ-
mental policies and lack of consideration of how industrial practices may affect the 
established and traditional lifestyles of indigenous people.

Discussion 
The examined literature distinguishes various types of sociocultural risks emerging 
in contemporary Russia at the regional level. These types of risks are based on the 
level and sphere of their origin as well as their relation to specific groups and com-
munities. The conceptual distinction between these two related dimensions in the 
definition of sociocultural risks is based on whether these risks cause the dysfunction 
of socio-economic and political structures, or whether they result in a deterioration 
of moral values, norms and cultural traditions. As mentioned above, this differentia-
tion has primarily been conceptual as in practice, these aspects of sociocultural risks 
are closely interwoven and often hard to separate. 

Furthermore, this literature review identified a variation regarding the sociocul-
tural risks reported in 2010 [16] and 2014-2015 [6]. Two factors should be considered 
in understanding these results. Firstly, the methodological differences in research 
designs may have led to some discrepancy in the results. Secondly, there was a time 
gap between the data collection in 2010 and 2014-2015. After the financial and eco-
nomic crisis in 2007-2008, the socio-economic transformation and stabilization af-
fected people’s perceptions of risks, and thus, the issues associated with individual 
well-being grew in priority. 
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The role of enterprises in addressing sociocultural risks is ambiguous as some 
authors refer to enterprises as actors contributing to emerging risks, for instance, not 
paying sufficient attention to environmental issues [12], while other scholars examine 
how enterprises attempt to resolve some of these risks [3, 4, 7, 13]. Overall, the lite
rature identifies a transformation in corporate practices of enterprises in Russia. There 
is a shift from occasional corporate social projects towards developing long-term 
corporate strategic plans addressing social problems at the regional level. This trans-
formation may have important implications for strengthening the social partnership 
model at the regional level and the regional development.

Conclusion
This paper has analyzed the literature examining the role of enterprises in addressing 
sociocultural risks emerging at the regional level in contemporary Russia. The aca-
demic literature distinguishes various types of sociocultural risks based on the level 
and sphere of their origin as well as their relation to specific groups and communities. 
These risks include socio-economic and environmental challenges as well as intan-
gible aspects related to deterioration of national identity and moral principles, ethnic 
and religious discrimination, and violation of human rights.

The role of enterprises in addressing these risks is two-fold. Firstly, corporate 
actors introduce CSR practices: provision of social benefits to employees, supporting 
vulnerable groups in local communities, investing in educational and sport activities 
and events. Secondly, some enterprises develop innovative instruments, such as so-
ciocultural projects. 

However, most studies of such projects refer to either small or non-industrial 
enterprises. Further analysis should focus on the implementation of sociocultural 
projects by the industrial enterprises at the regional level in Russia since there is a 
lack of empirical studies in this area.
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Аннотация
В данной работе представлен анализ научной литературы о роли предприятий в 
решении проблем социально-культурных рисков на региональном уровне в со-
временной России. Поиск научной литературы осуществлялся с использованием 
двух источников: базы данных Института социологии РАН и Российской научной 
электронной библиотеки «eLIBRARY.RU». Сроки поиска охватили период с 2000 
по 2019 г. Поиск и анализ литературы проводились по двум вопросам: 1) Какие со-
циокультурные риски выявлены в литературе? 2) Какова роль предприятий в борьбе 
с этими рисками? 
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В научной литературе были выявлены две категории социокультурных рисков: 
во-первых, риски, вызывающие дисфункционирование социально-экономических и 
политических структур; во-вторых, риски, которые связаны с ухудшением моральных 
ценностей, культурных традиций и социальной идентичности на индивидуальном, 
общинном и национальном уровнях. 
Роль предприятий в устранении этих рисков проявляется в двух областях. Во-первых, 
это практика корпоративной социальной ответственности (КСО): предоставление 
социальных льгот сотрудникам, поддержка уязвимых групп в местных сообществах, 
инвестирование в образовательную и спортивную деятельность и мероприятия. 
Во-вторых, некоторые предприятия внедряют инновационные инструменты, такие 
как социально-культурные проекты. 
Тем не менее большинство исследований таких проектов относится как к малым, 
так и к непромышленным предприятиям. Дальнейший анализ должен быть сосре-
доточен на реализации промышленными предприятиями социально-культурных 
проектов на региональном уровне в России, т. к. эмпирических исследований в этой 
области не хватает.
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