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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?
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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

LIS

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].
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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. la. 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.
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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.

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

B nannoii paGote mpexacrapieH aHAIN3 HAyYHOH JIUTEPAaTypbl O POJIU MPEINPUSITHH B
peleHny mpo0dIeM COLMAIbHO-KYABTYPHBIX PUCKOB Ha PETHOHAIBHOM YPOBHE B CO-
BpeMeHHOH Poccun. [lonck Hay4HOH nuTepaTypbl OCYIIECTBISIICSA C MCIOIb30BAaHUEM
JIByX MCTOYHUKOB: 0a3bl maHHbIX MHCTHTYTA cotmonorun PAH u Poccuiickoii HayaHO#
snektporHoi Oubmorexn «eLIBRARY.RU». Cpokn noucka oxBarunu mepuon ¢ 2000
o 2019 1. [louck 1 aHanMu3 TUTEPATyPHI TPOBOIMINCH TI0 IBYM Botipocam: 1) Kaxkwue co-
LMOKYJIBTYPHBIC PUCKH BBISIBJICHBI B tuTeparype? 2) Kakosa pons npeanpustuii B 00psoe
C 3TUMH pPUCKaMu?

Hccnenosanme Ob110 BEIMOTHEHO Mpu moepskke PODU (mpoekt Ne 19-011-00369).

Hutupoanue: [lnoraukosa E. b. Pemenne npoOiaeMsl conMaibHO-KYIBTYPHBIX PUCKOB B
coBpeMeHHoi Poccun: ponb npeanpustuii / E. b. [Inotaukosa, 0. C. Mapkosa, E. B. ITnot-
HuKoBa // BectHrk TtoMEHCKOTO rocynapcTBeHHOro yHUBepcuTeTa. COManbHO-3KOHOMHICCKHE
u npaBoBbie uccnenoBanus. 2020. Tom 6. Ne 3 (23). C. 46-58.
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B nayuHoIl nmuTepatype ObLTH BBISBICHBI JIBE KaTETOPUH COIMOKYJIBTYPHBIX PHCKOB!
BO-TIEPBBIX, PUCKH, BBI3BIBAIOMINE TUCHYHKIIMOHUPOBAHIE COIMAIBHO-DKOHOMHUYECKUX U
MOJIMTUYECKUX CTPYKTYP; BO-BTOPBIX, PUCKHU, KOTOPBIE CBSI3aHbI C yXYIIIEHUEM MOPAIIbHBIX
[IEHHOCTEH, KyIbTYPHBIX TPaJUIMI 1 COIMAIBHON MICHTUYHOCTH HA MHAUBHAYATbHOM,
OOIIMHHOM U HAIIMOHAIBHOM YPOBHSIX.

Pornb npenmpusiTHii B ycTpaHEHNN 3THX PUCKOB MTPOSBIISIETCS B IBYX 00MacTsIX. Bo-niepBbIx,
9TO MPAKTHKa KOPIOPaTHBHOM conmuanmbHOi oTBeTcTBeHHOCTH (KCO): mpemocrapieHue
COLMAJIBHBIX JIBI'OT COTPYAHUKAM, IOAJICPIKKA YA3SBUMBIX I'PYIIIT B MCCTHBIX COO6H.I€CTBaX,
WHBCCTUPOBAHUC B 06p330BaTe.HBHYIO 1 CIIOPTUBHYIO ACATCILHOCTb U MCPOIIPHUATHUA.
Bo-BTOpBIX, HEKOTOPBIE IIPEANPUITUS BHEAPSIFOT HHHOBALMOHHBIE MHCTPYMEHTBI, TAKUE
KaK COLUATbHO-KYJIBTYPHBIE MPOCKTHIL.

Tem He MeHee OONBIIMHCTBO MCCIIEAOBAHUN TAKUX IIPOEKTOB OTHOCUTCS KaK K MajbIM,
TaK W K HEMPOMBIIUICHHBIM NPeanpuATHAM. JlanpHeHIi anamu3 JomKeH ObITh cocpe-
JIOTOYEH HA peaau3allliy NPOMBINUIEHHBIMU HPEANPUATHIMU COLUAIBHO-KYJIBTYPHBIX
IPOEKTOB HA PETMOHAILHOM YpOBHE B Poccuu, T. K. SMIIUPUYECKUX UCCIIEAOBAHUMN B 3TON
001acTH He XBaTaerT.

KnioueBble cjioBa

ConyoKyIbTYpHBIE PUCKH, TIPENPHATHS, KOPIOPATHBHAS COIMANbHAS OTBETCTBEHHOCTD,
KCO, comnoxynsTypHbIe TPOEKTHI.
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