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Abstract. This article discusses the concept of a “social landscape” and studies the structure 
of the social landscape and its elements’ functions. The author analyzes the relationship 
between the concepts of “geographical landscape”, “socio-cultural landscape”, and “social 
landscape”. The defining feature of the social landscape is the value-normative structure that 
regulates the social relations of actors who act in the social space of a particular location. 
Changing this structure leads to the movement of the social landscape and its transition from 
one state to another. In the social landscape, the author identifies such structural elements 
as the center and the periphery, where the center is associated with the value-normative 
institutions of the state, and the periphery is expressed in the form of multiple alternative 
value-normative structures and identities that are formed in local communities. From the 
position of state-centered discourse, the center of the social landscape is associated with 
civilization and civilizational development, while the periphery is associated with barbarism 
in its modern interpretation. Barbarism in social space is a set of practices of social behavior 
caused by alternative value-normative structures that go beyond state institutions. Areas of 
barbarism in the social landscape are associated with an increased level of deviation, weak-
ened social control, and weak penetration of state norms and values. Such areas carry risks 
of destruction of value-normative structures of the center of the social landscape. The re-
sistance of the social landscape is a barrier of communication that prevents the penetration 
of value-normative structures of the center in the peripheral areas. Barriers are associated 
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with the existence of alternative state value-normative structures and identities. The areas of 
barbarism and civilization in the social landscape are in a relationship of complementarity 
and perform a number of necessary functions in relation to each other. Such functions are 
the formation and maintenance of socio-cultural identity, strengthening and development of 
forms of social control, and the function of social exchange.
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INTRODUCTION
Landscape resistance is the term used by James C. Scott to show the presence 
of natural boundaries between lowland and mountainous social communities 
in Southeast Asia [16, 17]. In this case, we are talking about a geographical 
land scape which is defined as an area of the earth’s surface containing a com-
plex of natural conditions of a homogeneous origin (relief, soil, climate, etc.) 
and separated from other areas by natural boundaries. Its resistance lies in the 
existence of geographic obstacles to communication between communities 
living in different landscapes. For example, mountains are such an obstacle. 
Thus, in the pre-digital era, the social order that was established in sedentary 
lowland societies did not apply to local mountain communities due to the in-
accessibility of the area in which they lived. “Civilization cannot climb the 
mountains” (F. Braudel), since the natural geographic obstacles encountered 
along the way make the export of the social order of lowland societies to moun-
tainous regions difficult and therefore impractical. As a result, the way of life 
and sociocultural features of mountain communities significantly differed from 
the plain ones and were mainly determined by the peculiarities of the natural 
con ditions of their residence.

However, J. Scott makes a different conclusion, according to which mountain 
communities and their way of life are not the product of natural conditions. 
They can be regarded as groups that consciously chose a stateless way of life 
and used natural conditions as a means of protecting themselves from the ex-
pansion of the state. In our opinion, this means that the main factor that dis-
tances mountain communities from the plain communities is the resistance of 
the social (not geographical) landscape, which is expressed in the form of al-
ternative values, behavior models, and the social organization of communities 
and groups. Similar to the resistance of the geographical landscape, there is 
resistance of the social landscape, with the difference that in the first case, nat-
ural restrictions (relief, climate, territory) act as an obstacle to communication; 
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whereas in the second case artificial restrictions (alternative value-normative 
systems, behavioral models, ways of organizing social life) fulfill this function. 
Such artificial restrictions create a kind of “relief” in the social space that in-
fluences the quantity and quality of social ties. These restrictions set the struc-
ture of social space, having a center and a periphery, which fulfill a number of 
functions. This fact opens up additional opportunities for the analysis of mod-
ern social processes. Such a consideration, on the one hand, can contribute to 
a deeper understanding of the structural and functional characteristics of the 
social space of modern societies; on the other hand, it offers a point of view 
for the analysis of modern social processes occurring during the transition of 
societies to a postmodern state.

THEORETICAL APPROACH
The theoretical toolkit for the discussion of the stated topic includes definitions 
of the concepts of “social space” and “social landscape”, “center-peripheral 
theoretical model” and “the resistance of the social landscape”, based on J. Scott’s 
theory.

1. In this study, the concept of social space is considered in most general terms. 
Social space has been analyzed by a number of scholars. P. Bourdieu character-
izes social space as a set of social fields [3, pp. 15-17], G. E. Zborov sky — as 
interaction of social communities [30, pp. 16-20], P. A. Sorokin — as a set of 
social groups, their internal and external relations [22, pp. 297-302]. The analy-
sis of these approaches shows that the social space is regarded as social ties that 
are carried out within the boundaries of various localizations, such as regional, 
state, municipal, etc. The totality of such ties acts as an environment, a context, 
in which social processes are realized. The understanding of the social space as 
a set of social ties between actors in a particular location has been previously 
applied in order to study the migration space of the region, which has brought 
quite satisfactory results.

2. Social landscape acts as a means of designing social space. The concept of 
social landscape is not well-established in social sciences; its content is being 
discussed by various authors in various academic publications [1, 5, 11, 20, 
21, 24, 26, 28]. The most successful definition was proposed by G. N. Shumkin 
and T. G. Shumkina, who describe the social landscape as a social structure 
localized in a certain territory; this structure is specific in origin and organiza-
tion. Social landscape of a particular territory is distinguished by the presence 
of social groups inherent only to it, as well as by specific laws regulating the 
rights and obligations of these groups [18]. In addition to this definition, we 
may point out that the function that constitutes the social landscape is fulfilled 
not only by the established laws, i. e. formal rules of behavior of social ac-
tors, but also by informal ones including norms, values, models of behavior, 
which do not have a legal form and arise in the course of real social interac-
tions and remain stable over time. Thus, the social landscape is a set of social 
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actors (social communities of various types) acting in a specific territory in 
the value-normative conditions prevailing in this territory. In other words, the 
social landscape of a particular social space is made up of social actors, and 
their interaction, as well as their values and norms that regulate and direct 
these interactions. Unlike the social space, which is a set of social ties between 
actors in a particular location, the social landscape is determined by the nature 
of the values and norms that are relevant in a given location at a given time 
and that define the forms, methods, and features of social ties. Changes in the 
value-normative conditions entail a partial or complete transformation of the 
social landscape. In this understanding, the social landscape differs from a cul-
tural or sociocultural landscape: if the concept of the sociocultural (cultural) 
landscape refers to both natural and anthropogenic elements and denotes the 
relationship of a social community to the natural living conditions, the concept 
of social landscape expresses the totality of the social conditions that develop 
and function in a certain area.

At the global level, the concept of international landscape is used to charac-
terize international relations. It denotes a set of international actors and the 
relationship between them in specific normative-value conditions, and the trans-
formation of the international landscape is associated with the emergence of 
new actors and their influence on the system of international norms and rela-
tions [25, pp. 389].

3. A relevant tool for analyzing the social landscape is the “center — periph-
ery” theoretical model, which was used by a number scholars to analyze various 
political, economic, and sociocultural processes [6, 15, 29]. The main postulate 
of this model is the statement concerning the center-peripheral polarity, from 
the point of view of which areas of greater and lesser concentration of actors, 
social connections, power, resources, and communication are distinguished in 
the social space.

The distinction between the center and periphery in social space becomes 
possible from the position of state-centered discourse that has formed historical-
ly and is prevalent in social sciences. This is an important circumstance, since 
it shapes the images of the center and periphery in the public consciousness. 
Social sciences are a product of the reflective practices of mainly sedentary 
lowland societies. Historically, such societies were formed in cities, where the 
conditions necessary for the development of philosophical and scientific social 
thought were formed. Naturally, in these circumstances, cities were defined as 
centers of social order, governance, civilizational development. Communities 
living outside cities, in mountainous areas or in adverse climate conditions, 
were marked as going beyond the social order and, thus, beyond the bound-
aries of civilization which was identified with the urban society. As a result, 
the opposition “civilization vs. barbarism” was formed in the narratives of so-
cial sciences, where civilization was associated with the social order of more 
numerous and widespread lowland societies, whilst barbarism was associated 
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with small local mountain communities with an unstable identity, flexible hi-
erarchical structures, and a plurality of sociocultural models of social life or-
ganization [17, pp. 152-169].

4. The thesis allowing us to consider the social landscape as a separate cate-
gory was described by J. Scott. He states that communities living in hard-to-
reach mountainous areas are not evolutionarily backward societies whose state-
hood is an upcoming and necessary stage of development, but they are societies 
that consciously chose a stateless way of life, free from the regulations and 
constraints associated with the functioning of the state. They preferred a differ-
ent way of life based on different values, norms and models of behavior, and 
purposefully went beyond the boundaries of “civilization”. Despite its contro-
versy, this thesis claims that it was not the geographical landscape as such that 
acted as an obstacle, which prevented the export of the social order of lowland 
societies to mountainous ones. Such an obstacle was the alternative models of 
behavior of communities that have chosen other ways of organizing their social 
life. These obstacles create a kind of “relief” in the social space, i. e. alternative 
value-normative structures, behavioral models that act as barriers to communi-
cation, reducing the number and quality of social ties. Thus, the inaccessible 
geographic relief for the mountainous communities acted not as a reason for 
their distance from the state, but as a means of creating opportunities for the 
implementation of a stateless way of life.

To what extent J. Scott is right in his statement is a debatable question. We 
do not aim to verify his conclusions on any empirical material. But the very idea 
of the existence of a social landscape with a characteristic “relief”, following 
from his conclusions, seems to be quite productive. I will try to outline in gen-
eral terms the theoretical perspective that opens up when using this idea to un-
derstand modern social processes.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Society as a social system exists in specific geographic conditions: a geo-
graphic space with its inherent natural landscape. In geographical space, so-
cial space is located, where various social landscapes replace each other. 
Different social spaces form social landscapes which can differ significantly 
from each other. As an example, let us compare the social landscapes of a 
large city and a small rural settlement. A detailed illustration of the features 
of the social landscape of a large city was given by G. Simmel [19]. Or let us 
compare the social landscapes of such countries as Monaco, Somalia, and the 
Democratic People’s Republic of Korea in their current state. Differences in 
social landscapes in different locations can be associated with many factors, 
including the characteristics of the ethnic composition of the population, the 
type of political organization of society, the characteristics of culture, men-
tality, ideology, the nature of the professional structure, the intensity of mi-
gration processes, etc.
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The social landscape is much less stable and more dynamic than the geograph-

ical one: the geographical landscape changes relatively slowly and over a long 
period of time without human intervention. On the contrary, the social landscape 
is determined by human activity and is in constant motion. Therefore, under the 
conditions of the same geographical landscape, different social landscapes can 
replace each other. The transformation of social landscapes occurs as a result of 
changes in the value-normative foundations of social ties in a particular society. 
Examples are the processes of changing sociopolitical systems on the territory 
of a state. In the modern history of Russia, such transformations are associated 
with the transitions from the Russian Empire to Soviet Russia, from the USSR 
to the Russian Federation. As a result of these transitions, changes in the social 
landscape of society, i. e. changes in social norms and values   that set the basic 
models of social behavior, social structure and ways of organizing social life 
have taken place.

Along with the concepts of geographic and social landscape, the concept of 
sociocultural (cultural) landscape is widely used. With its help, researchers in-
dicate the result of changes in the geographical landscape in the course of pur-
poseful human activity. A social community influences natural conditions in 
which it finds itself, adapting them to its needs and values. Examples include 
urban planning or horticulture.

The relationship between the concepts of geographic landscape, sociocultur-
al landscape and social landscape is shown in the diagram in Fig. 1.

Fig. 1. The relationship between the notions “geographical space”,  
“social space”, “geographical landscape”, “sociocultural (cultural) landscape”,  

and “social landscape”

7 

Geographic space

Social landscape

Sociocultural (cultural) 
landscape

Geographic landscape

Social space

Geographic and social space are two key factors that determine the con-
ditions for the existence and development of social systems. The directional 
arrows between them indicate mutual influence. These factors determine the 
existence of three types of landscapes, in which a social community exists: 
geographic, social, and sociocultural (cultural). This distinction makes it 
possible to point out their characteristic properties and specific approaches 
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to their study. The geographic landscape is a feature of geographic space, a 
complex of natural conditions prevailing in a particular territory. Its research 
requires the use of scientific methods and approaches. Social landscape is 
an attribute of social space reflecting social interactions that have developed 
in specific value-normative conditions. Exploring social landscape requires 
a sociological approach. The sociocultural (cultural) landscape is formed 
at the junction of two spaces — social and geographical — and expresses 
the attitude of a particular society to natural living conditions. Its study 
is carried out from the standpoint of the paradigms that integrate natural 
sciences and sociological approaches (anthropogenic landscape and cultural 
geography [4, 9]).

Thus, the process of the existence and development of society is associated 
with the formation and change of social landscapes that express the actual 
value-normative conditions of relations between actors in the social space.

Social landscape contains at least two clearly distinguishable structural ele-
ments: the center and the periphery. The center is distinguished by the densest 
concentration of social actors, their connections, and a more stable and tough 
regulatory environment. The center of the social landscape in a society consid-
ered within state boundaries is associated with the effective functioning of legal 
norms, as well as with methods of formal social control, which are the basis of 
social order. As a rule, such centers are located in cities where government bod-
ies and law enforcement agencies function effectively. In the center of the social 
landscape, laws and regulations are more coercive in the sense that social actors 
are more likely to give priority to government regulations in the implementation 
of social behavior. Actors acting in the center of the social landscape have a 
higher level of civic identity, which is reflected in their actions from the stand-
point of the status of a citizen of the state.

The periphery of the social landscape is expressed through the existence of 
social actors: individuals, groups, organizations, whose activities and behavior 
are determined by alternative state norms and values. Here, actors have differ-
ent identities: ethnic, religious, territorial, criminal, etc. — which set the cor-
responding models of social behavior. Thus, if some conventional observer 
arrives from a regional center to a remote rural settlement, he is likely to see 
that the behavior of its residents is mainly conditioned by the norms, rules, and 
practices which have developed in the local community and which do not nec-
essarily correspond to government regulations. Formal social control in such 
a local society is, as a rule, weaker in comparison with the center of the social 
landscape; and territorial identity (the feeling of being a resident of one’s own 
community), on the contrary, is more pronounced. These features of a remote 
local society show that the social order characteristic of the center of the social 
landscape (especially for capitals) does not penetrate or only partially penetrates 
into remote communities, where local value-normative conditions of social life 
are formed.
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At the same time, the territorial remoteness of the community with alterna-

tive values, norms and models of behavior is not a defining feature of the pe-
riphery of the social landscape. A community can be located in a large metro-
politan city and at the same time be on the periphery of the social landscape. 
Its peripheral status is evidenced by alternative norms, values and models of 
social behavior. This thesis can be illustrated by the communities of foreign 
labor migrants from Muslim countries. Such communities exist in large cities 
of Russia in the form of diasporas and national-cultural autonomies. A number 
of studies that we have conducted show that representatives of these commu-
nities tend to separate areas of their lives in which religious norms have pri-
ority, and areas in which the norms established by the state are in the first place. 
Thus, the norms of Sharia law are considered by many Muslims to be more 
important than the norms of the state in the spheres of family relations, raising 
children, and communicating with representatives of their nationality. State 
institutions are recognized as basic in communication with colleagues, in re-
lations with representatives of other religions and in everyday contacts in 
public places: shops, public transport, on the street. In areas where the norms 
of the Muslim religion are more relevant, the influence of the state weakens. 
These spheres represent a kind of periphery of state influence in the social 
space of the region and can produce models of social behavior that do not 
correspond to state norms. The most significant predominance of religious 
norms, according to many Muslims, should take place in family relationships. 
This means that relations in a Muslim family today remain a relatively difficult 
area for government regulation.

A sufficient number of other examples of social communities and groups il-
lustrate the periphery of the social landscape: youth subcultures with a counter-
cultural orientation, criminal groups and organizations, religious communities, 
shadow economic structures, etc.

The periphery can exist at any point in the social landscape in the form of 
normative-value structures and practices alternative to state norms. We have 
designated this social fact by the phrase “resistance of the social landscape”, 
which is included in the title of this article. The resistance consists in the fact 
that the norms and values which are developed and transmitted by the center 
of the social landscape and which are the basis of the social order of society 
meet barriers in the form of alternative value-normative structures of various 
communities that prevent their spread. The center broadcasts general norma-
tive regulations, such as laws, values, rules addressed to all social actors — 
members of a given society. These norms are clearly formulated, reflected in 
regulatory documents and are intended to be applied in the social space of 
society as a whole. The periphery of the social landscape resists the penetra-
tion of these institutions and expresses a variety of unique value-normative 
structures and practices characteristic of certain communities and groups. 
It can be said that the “center — periphery” opposition is synonymous with 
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the “unification — diversity” opposition. In the center of the social landscape, 
a single identity associated with the state, a single communication system (a 
common language), common socialization practices, common cultural stand-
ards are formed. The periphery, on the contrary, is characterized by polyiden-
tity, the coexistence of various communication systems and the absence of a 
single cultural standard.

Thus, the center and the periphery are the main structural components of the 
social landscape. Let us again imagine a conventional observer who moves in 
social space like a traveler changing his position in geographic space. The con-
ventional observer finds himself in different parts of the social landscape, expe-
riencing the influence of different value-normative conditions, which, in turn, 
leads to a change in his social status and social behavior model. Thus, having 
moved from a metropolis to a village, an observer is faced with the fact that his 
social statuses and behavioral models that he has implemented in the city turn 
out to be irrelevant in the village due to a different value-normative organization 
of social relations. He is forced to change his behavior in accordance with the 
requirements of the so-called “relief” of the social landscape in which he finds 
himself.

From the standpoint of J. Scott’s thesis, the center and periphery of the social 
landscape are associated with civilization and barbarism, where the center is 
the embodiment of statehood and civilizational, and the periphery is the em-
bodiment of barbarism, alternative value-normative structures, and practices 
that go beyond the limits of state regulations. In this case, barbarism as a social 
phenomenon arises as a result of a social community’s conscious choice of al-
ternative values, identities, lifestyles, and social structures [17, pp. 32, 183]. 
In relation to the general state norms, barbarism is a deviation. The behavior 
of a barbarian does not correspond to the generally accepted norms and values, 
it contradicts the views prevailing in society [12, p. 9]. In general, modern bar-
barism is characterized by such features as weak observance state laws, the 
predominant role of local norms and rules, an increased level of deviation, a 
mobile and changeable social order determined by spontaneously emerging 
practices of social life.

Let us emphasize that despite all the differences, the areas of civilization and 
barbarism in social landscape are complementary and perform certain functions 
in relation to each other. Civilization needs barbarians as much as barbarians 
need civilization. In other words, in the absence of a periphery (purely spec-
ulative, since the periphery exists in any social landscape), the center of the 
social landscape loses its own identity, since it is not opposed to any other val-
ue-normative structures. Maintaining sociocultural identity is one of the basic 
functions of the center and the periphery. This is where the classic “friends 
and foes” opposition is realized. The identity of actors acting in the areas of 
civilization in the social landscape is contrasted with the identity of barbari-
ans as communities guided by alternative norms and values, marked by other 
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narratives and symbols. Similarly, the identity of the actors on the periphery 
of the social landscape is maintained in opposition to the identity of the center. 
Thus, the effect of migration processes is the formation of ethnosocial commu-
nities of migrants in the host society, in which migrants cultivate and preserve 
their ethnocultural values, norms, reproduce their traditional way of life or its 
significant elements. In such communities, behaviors that differ significantly 
from the norms and values of the host society are often maintained. Such com-
munities act as a periphery in relation to general laws and rules, cultural norms 
and values of society. Studies show that the more significant the differences 
between the cultures of the host society and foreign ethnosocial communities 
are, the greater the social distance between the indigenous people and foreign 
migrants, the wider the gap between the center and the periphery in a given 
social landscape, and the stronger the resistance of the periphery to the norms 
and values of the center.

At the same time, such resistance of the social landscape motivates the state 
to form an identity in social actors associated with belonging to the civilizing 
center of the social landscape represented by civil norms and values. Strength-
ening civil identity is another significant function due to the center-peripheral 
polarity of the social landscape, and due to the presence in it of areas of civili-
zation and barbarism. For the existence and development of the center of the 
social landscape, it is necessary that in the structure of the identity of social 
actors the general civil identity has a higher level of significance in comparison 
with other identities, such as ethnic, religious, territorial, etc. The Russian Fed-
eral target program “Strengthening the unity of the Russian nation and the eth-
nocultural development of the peoples of Russia” serves as a perfect illustration 
of this function. It is aimed at strengthening the civil and spiritual unity of the 
Russian nation, strengthening the unity of the multinational people of the Rus-
sian Federation [1].

The next function associated with the existence of areas of barbarism in the 
social landscape is the strengthening and development of forms of social control 
in the areas of civilizational development (the center of the social landscape). 
The state has a means of formal social control, the need for which is justified 
by the risk of spreading deviations from the peripheral areas of the social land-
scape. In other words, social control in this case is a means of protecting the 
center of the social landscape from the invasion of modern barbarians, who are 
capable of destroying the value-normative structures on which the social order 
of the center is based. This risk (real or speculative) leads to a constant improve-
ment of forms of control in the center of the social landscape, which introduce 
additional methods based on modern technological solutions to regulate social 
behavior. An example of this is the so-called system of social trust (social cred-
its) used in China [7, 10]. The higher the risks emanating from the periphery of 
the social landscape, the more rigid (all other things being equal) social control 
at its center becomes.
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Along with this, the function of social exchange is realized in the relationship 

between the center and the periphery. It consists in the fact that the periphery 
provides additional opportunities for actors acting in the center of the social 
landscape to meet their needs and achieve their goals which do not correspond 
to state regulations. Since the periphery is associated with the phenomenon of 
social barbarism, additional opportunities that it provides are usually expressed 
in various forms of deviant behavior. Thus, the phenomenon of corruption, from 
which no society is free, is an example of an exchange between the center and 
the periphery in the social landscape. At the moment when an official accepts a 
bribe and promises assistance in solving any issue, he acts as a social barbarian, 
acquires the status of a deviant and moves from the center of the social landscape 
to the periphery. The fusion of criminal and state structures in different states 
illustrates the cooperation between the actors of the center and the periphery, 
the essence of which is the exchange of desired benefits to meet their corre-
sponding needs.

Let us look at modern social processes from the theoretical perspective. Many 
authors define the current stage of the development of human societies as a tran-
sition to a postmodern state, which is characterized by a crisis of the vertical 
system of social management, and also by a combination of organization and 
disorder, reality and virtuality, rationality and irrationality [27, p. 59]. Z. Bauman 
characterizes the modern stage of society development as fluid modernity, which 
is associated with the spread of non-systemic social interactions, normatively not 
conditioned, and formed in local communities [2]. J. Urry describes the present 
stage as a “post-social phase” of social development, which consists in the tran-
sition from stable social structures to various types of movement of social mat-
ter [27]. These features testify to the characteristic changes in the social landscape 
of modern society, which are associated with the expansion of the periphery and 
the narrowing of the influence of the center. This process is accompanied by the 
erosion of metanarratives — large value-normative structures that are cultivated 
in social institutions and determine the general civil identity of social actors, their 
adherence to the norms and values common for a given society.

Metanarratives are being replaced by local value-normative structures and 
identities that are formed in local communities. There is a weakening of the 
general standards of social life organization, which are replaced by the pluralism 
of cultures and value systems. L. G. Ionin described this process as a “minority 
uprising”, which is a movement towards new forms of social organization [8]. 
G. Standing paid attention to the emergence of “a new dangerous class” in the 
social space of modern societies — the precariat [23]. In the political sphere, 
especially in the sphere of international relations, in recent years there has been 
a tendency for the weakening of the influence of general organizational structures, 
international organizations and the transition to unilateral behavior of individu-
al states, as indicated by many experts during international conferences.
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In these features of the modern stage of development of societies, one may 

trace a tendency towards barbarization and curtailment of civilization space in 
the social landscape of societies. The resistance of the social landscape increas-
es significantly, changing the characteristics of the social space. This trend brings 
with it an increase in the level of deviations of various types, mosaicism and 
fragmentation of social identities and patterns of behavior, a decrease in the 
ability to manage societies, and the erosion of general value-normative struc-
tures. What are the prospects for such a movement? Should we expect the vic-
tory of barbarians and the end of civilization? Or will social reality perception 
change, and there will be a rejection of the outdated state-centric discourse, in 
which the opposition between the center and the periphery is discussed, and a 
new theorizing about the emerging reality will be formed? If we are talking 
about a new understanding, what kind of understanding is it? How has the 
center-peripheral structure of the social landscape changed in the course of the 
erosion of the centricity of civilization? Or is the consciousness of the reflecting 
individual being transformed? These questions become relevant when consid-
ering modern social processes.

CONCLUSION
Do we multiply entities when we discuss the concept of the social landscape? 
Maybe. At the same time, the active use of this concept in academic publications 
is a fact, and, therefore, its content requires theoretical reflection. Along with 
this, the concept of a social landscape has a potential associated with the possi-
bility of analyzing the value-normative conditions for the existence of societies 
and their transformation.

Let us formulate the final statements. The defining feature of the social land-
scape is the value-normative structure that regulates the social relations of actors 
acting in the social space of a particular location.

The social landscape has a center-peripheral polarity where the center is linked 
by the value-normative establishments of the state, and the periphery is expressed 
in the form of multiple alternative value-normative structures that are formed 
in local communities. The center of the social landscape presupposes a unified 
nature of norms and values which are formally fixed; the periphery demonstrates 
a variety of value-normative structures.

The center of the social landscape is associated with civilization and civili-
zational development, the periphery is associated with barbarism which is viewed 
as a set of alternative value-normative structures and practices that go beyond 
the limits of government regulations. Areas of barbarism in the social landscape 
are associated with an increased level of deviation and carry the risk of destroy-
ing the value-normative structures of the center.

The resistance of the social landscape consists in the existence of barriers to 
the spread of the value-normative establishments from the center to peripheral 
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areas. Barriers are associated with the presence of alternative values   and models 
of social life in the peripheral areas of a social landscape, as well as with weak-
ened social control over the implementation of government regulations.

The areas of barbarism and civilization in the social landscape are comple-
mentary and perform a number of useful functions in relation to each other, such 
as the formation and maintenance of sociocultural identity, the strengthening 
and development of social control and the function of social exchange.
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