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Abstract. This article discusses the problems of functioning and developing rural territories in Russia.  
The authors show the devastating consequences of urbanization throughout the previous century, 
and emphasise the need to find alternative options for the revival of rural locality. This article 
aims to study successful practices of social entrepreneurship in the Russian villages. Given the 
diversity of the regions within the Russian Federation, the focus of the analysis is on the remote 
regions—the Urals and Siberia, which have a low population density, and which consist of large 
administrative and territorial units. The methodology of the study includes analysis of statistical 
data, state programs for support, and development of the village, as well as the cases of successful 
social entrepreneurship practices in the Ural and Siberian villages. Regions of Russia specialise in 
social entrepreneurship due to the peculiarities of resettlement and socio-economic development. 
In the Urals, it is a small ecological agribusiness, while in Siberia—rural tourism. The authors 
conclude that the development of rural territories in Russia possesses a great innovative potential 
of social entrepreneurship. By initiating their “bottom-up” ideas, social entrepreneurs offer bright, 
non-standard mechanisms for solving the problems of remote rural territories in Russia, which can 
be successfully replicated. This article shows how the private practice of rural tourism in Siberian 
villages has developed into a separate direction of the social policy of sustainable development 
of rural territories. Based on the case analyses of small social agribusiness in the countryside, the 
authors propose its most promising directions.
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INTRODUCTION
The growing economic, political and cultural importance of the cities as opposed 
to the rural areas is an inevitable process at the present stage of society’s develop-
ment. Being an agrarian country at the end of the 19th century, the Russian Empire 
(and later the USSR) was experiencing a rapid outflow of the rural population to 
the cities at the beginning of the last century.
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In 1958, an urban transition was recorded in the European part of the USSR, 

when the share of the urban population crossed the threshold of 50%. In terms of 
the whole Soviet Union it occurred three years later [8: 155]. However, later the 
process slowed down. For the last 20-30 years, the ratio of the urban to rural pop-
ulation remains almost unchanged. Nevertheless, to say that the problem of the 
decay and destruction of Russian villages has been completely solved will not be 
entirely correct. At the moment, the issue of the declining rural population is not 
that relevant in comparison with the lowering of its standard of living, living con-
ditions and deterioration of the social environment in Russian villages. A number 
of factors (lack of prospects for employment, inadequate lifestyle facilities, under-
developed social sphere, weak utility systems, etc.) contribute to the fact that the 
young employable population, after studying in the nearest or faraway cities, prefers 
not to return to their native village, but settle there. The emerging tendency towards 
the middle-aged population’s return to their ‘family seats’, religious and ecological 
migration as well as various state programs supporting young professionals in their 
move to the village upon graduation cannot fully compensate for the shortage of 
the working population and skilled specialists in rural settlements.

However, in fact, everything is not so sad. The process of active urbanization 
in our country has long since ended. And no matter how paradoxically it may 
sound, the continuously coming waves of global crises and sanctions open new 
opportunities for the development of rural areas [6] with the help of alternative 
resources and initiatives. In this situation, new social and entrepreneurial practices 
can be realized in the economic and social setting of the rural settlements. Demon-
strating independence, flexibility and creativity, social entrepreneurs can make 
a significant contribution to the development and revival of Russian villages. 
This article presents the results of the author’s study of successful social enter-
prises in the Ural and Siberian villages. Taking into account the heterogeneity of 
the territories within Russia in terms of their socio-economic development, we 
concentrated on the regions with low population density located far from the 
center. These include significant administrative and territorial units with both 
large cities and exclusively rural areas.

THE SITUATION IN THE RUSSIAN REMOTE AREAS:  
WHAT WE LEARN FROM STATISTICS

Currently, most of the population of the Russian Federation lives in cities. According 
to Rosstat, as of January 1, 2017, the share of the urban population in the total 
population is 74.3%; the share of the rural population is 25.7%. Accordingly, there 
are 346 rural residents per every 1,000 citizens [9]. The level of urbanization in the 
Russian regions is not homogeneous. Table 1 shows the ratio of the number of 
urban and rural population in different federal districts.

The share of urban population is predictably higher in the Central, Northwestern 
and Ural Federal Districts. In the Russian Federation, these regions were the first 
to complete urbanization. In the Southern and North Caucasian Federal Districts, 
the share of the rural population is much higher than the national average. More-

E. B. Arkhipova, pp. 47–60



SIBERIAN SOCIUM

49vol. 1  |  no 2  |  2017

SS
over, the urban transition in the North Caucasian Federal District has not yet 
occurred and the share of the rural population still exceeds the number of urban 
residents.

The total number of rural settlements in the country is more than 150,000. Ac-
cording to the 2010 census, more than half of all rural settlements (54% or about 
82.8. thous. settlements) are tiny and small settlements with a population of 1 to 
100 people. Only in 5% of the rural settlements (about 7.8 thous. settlements) 
population exceeds 1,000 people. Comparison of the data of the last two censuses 
shows a sad statistics of the growing number of extinct villages. The 2002 All-Russia 
Population Census identified about 13,000 villages without a population, which at 
that time accounted for 8.4% of all rural settlements. In 2010, already 12.7% of 
rural settlements were not inhabited, that is, almost 19.5 thousand Russian villages 
existed on the map, but in fact they were already abandoned. Thus, in the years 
between the two censuses, the number of depopulated villages increased by 6,330 
or more than 4% [18].

Each region in the Russian Federation is unique in the nature and scale of the 
problems associated with the functioning and development of its rural areas. In this 
study we will dwell in more detail on the Middle Urals and Western Siberia. The 
Ural Federal District (UFD) includes 6 administrative units with a total area of 
1,818.5 thousand km2. According to official data, as of January 1, 2016, the popu-
lation density was 6.8 people per km2. The total number of municipalities was 
1,349, including 93municipal districts, 110 urban districts, 7 intracity districts, 77 
urban settlements, and 1,062 rural settlements. The share of the rural settlements 
in the total number of municipalities is 79% [12: 432].

The Siberian Federal District (SFD) comprises 12 administrative units. The total 
area of the territory is 5,145.0 thousand km2, the population density is 3.8 people 
per km2. The total number of municipalities is 4,069, including: 318 municipal 
districts, 77 urban districts, 243 urban settlements, and 3,431 rural settlements. The 
share of the rural settlements in the total number of municipalities is 66% [12: 482].
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Table 1. The proportion of urban and rural population

Population as of January 1, 2017
percentage share

urban population rural population 
RF 74.3 25.7
Central Federal District 82.1 17.9
Northwestern Federal District 84.3 15.7
Southern Federal District 62.4 37.6
North Caucasian Federal District 49.1 50.9
Volga Federal District 71.7 28.3
Ural Federal District 81.2 18.8
Siberian Federal District 73.0 27.0
Far Eastern Federal District 75.7 24.3
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The UFD is the third federal district in the Russian Federation in terms of ur-

banization level. The long-term orientation toward the region’s industrial develop-
ment created a socio-economic policy of total urbanization, resulting in a sharp 
decline in the rural population [16: 18]. The exception is the agricultural areas of 
the Middle Urals: the Kurgan Region and the Tyumen Region (without the auton-
omous areas), where the share of the rural population is much higher than in the 
Federal District as a whole (38.2% and 34.1% respectively). The Khanty-Mansi 
Autonomous Area, due to its severe climate, is characterized by hyper-urbanization. 
Its share of the rural population is only 7.7%.

The SFD is even more heterogeneous in the ratio of its urban and rural popula-
tion. The shares of the rural population in its constituent entities are as follows: 
70.8% in Altai Republic; 46.0% in Tuva Republic; 43.7% in Altai Krai; 41.1% in 
the Republic of Buryatia; 32.0% in Trans-Baikal; 30.9% in the Republic of Kha-
kassia; 27.7% in the Tomsk Region; 27.4% in the Omsk Region; 22.8% in the 
Krasnoyarsk Territory; 21.1% in the Novosibirsk Region; 21.1% in the Irkutsk 
Region; and 14.2% in the Kemerovo Region [9].

STATE PROGRAMS SUPPORTING RUSSIAN VILLAGES
Taking into account the serious rural population loss, rural Russia’s decline, and 
destruction of the integrity and balance of the agro-industrial complex, the government 
of the Russian Federation developed the Federal Targeted Program Sustainable De-
velopment of Rural Territories in 2014-2017 and through 2020. According to this 
program it is intended:

 � to create comfortable living conditions in the rural areas;
 � to stimulate investment activity in the agro-industrial complex by creating 
favorable infrastructure in the rural areas;

 � to assist in creating high-tech jobs in the countryside;
 � to actively involve rural citizens in the socially significant projects;
 � to form a positive attitude towards rural areas and rural ways of life [12].

The total Program budget is 252,589.6 million rubles. These funds will be spent 
to support young qualified specialists, to build housing for rural citizens, to build 
or reconstruct general education institutions, obstetric stations, sports and cultural 
facilities, roads; to gasify houses and provide grants for project initiatives in the 
rural areas.

This is the second federal program aimed at supporting and developing rural 
areas. The previous program The Social Development of the Village through 2013 
was launched in 2002. In 2003-2013, 67.5 billion rubles from the federal budget 
were spent on the activities within the Program.

Thus, for 15 years the state has been investing federal funds in the economy and 
social infrastructure of the Russian village. But, as the statistics show, no significant 
results have been achieved. Until now, no clear and coordinated interdepartmental 
approach has been developed that would promote effective rural area deve- 
lopment.
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In the summer of 2016, to find the best solution, the Civic Chamber of the Russian 

Federation held a round-table discussion on “How to combine the efforts of various 
departments and organizations to get maximum effect in the development of the 
Russian village?” Upon analysis, it was decided to create an interactive resource 
center containing information on successful rural development practices of various 
departments and organizations which received support during the implementation 
of federal and departmental programs.

Such a resource exists nowadays. It is a Bank for Successful Rural Development 
Projects [1], which is systematized in the following areas:

1. Agricultural production.
2. Cooperation (consumer, production, marketing).
3. Farming development.
4. Increasing the prestige of the work in rural areas and formation of a positive 

social attitude towards rural life.
5. Branding of the rural areas.
6. Development of local self-governmental and civil society institutions.
7. Increasing the standard of living and improving housing conditions for the 

rural population.
8. Integrated planning of rural development.
9. Educational and awareness-raising projects.
10. Preservation and restoration of natural landscapes, historical and cultural 

monuments.
11. Supporting national and local cultural traditions.
12. Creation and arrangement of recreation areas, sports and children’s play- 

grounds.
13. Rural healthcare.
14. Healthy lifestyle.
15. Rural tourism.
16. Innovations.
17. Model project.
18. Socially responsible tourism.
19. Corporate social responsibility of agribusiness.
20. Rural households.

Fig. 1 shows that the majority of the successful projects contained in the database 
are being implemented in the European part of Russia. Projects on the territory of 
the Urals, Siberia and the Far East constitute a statistical minority. We analyzed the 
initiatives for the development and revitalization of the countryside and identified 
their regional specifics.

In the European part of Russia, rural households are the most popular. They 
appear when urban residents relocate to rural areas in search of a cleaner environ-
ment, possibility for gardening, farming and starting an agribusiness. As a rule, 
rural households are created by young or middle-aged people with children. Such 
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estates can be created by one family or a group of families. The relative proximity 
of cities from these rural settlements in the European part of Russia does not prevent 
their cultural, recreational and professional development. This practice slightly 
compensates for the natural decline of the rural population and improves the social 
environment of the Russian far-flung provinces.

Projects related to rural branding and tourism prevail in Siberia due to its unique 
nature and climate.

In the Urals, small business initiatives in the countryside comprise a significant 
proportion of all the projects, again due to the peculiarities of the region’s location 
and development.

IN SEARCH OF RESOURCES FOR THE REVIVAL  
OF THE URAL AND SIBERIAN VILLAGES:  

THE ROLE OF THE SOCIAL ENTREPRENEURSHIP 
Historically, the state and various state structures have been engaged in solving 
social problems in our country. Ordinary citizens and local communities reluctantly 
demonstrate their civil responsibility and participate in these processes. However, 
given the systemic nature of the decline and depopulation of Russian villages, the 
state is not always able to promptly and efficiently offer and implement revival 
mechanisms that can breathe life into them.

A decade of running various federal programs on rural revival has not effected 
any qualitative shift in the current situation. Obviously, there is a need for a con-
structive change of the existing mechanisms and approaches to the problems under 
study.
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Fig. 1. Geography of Successful Rural Development Projects
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To our mind, civil society should be engaged in the solution of these problems. 

Taking into account foreign experience, social entrepreneurship is one of the 
possible social practices of civic participation in the development of the dying 
villages. Social entrepreneurship is a form of business which aims at creating a 
social value equal to or greater than the economic gain. This is the main difference 
between social entrepreneurship and socially-oriented business. The latter is 
initially created for profit, while the former is to achieve a socially significant 
outcome.

The term social entrepreneurship is not sufficiently defined in the Russian leg-
islation. The main normative document reflecting the state support of social entre-
preneurship in the Russian Federation is the Order of the Ministry of Economic 
Development no. 220 (2013). In accordance with this Order, the social entrepreneur 
must provide jobs for disabled people, mothers with children under the age of three, 
etc. On average there should be at least 50% of these categories of citizens among 
their employees and the share of their wages in the company payroll should not be 
less than 25%. In addition, social entrepreneurs must provide services (produce 
goods) in the following areas of activity:

 � Social services for citizens, healthcare, physical culture and mass sports, 
classes in children’s and youth clubs, sections, and studios;

 � Assistance to victims as a result of natural, ecological, industrial and other 
disasters, social, national, religious conflicts as well as to refugees and inter-
nally displaced persons;

 � Cultural and educational activities (theaters, studio schools, musical institu-
tions, creative workshops, etc.).

The second document regulating social entrepreneurship in Russia is the Federal 
Law On the Basics of Social Services for Citizens in the Russian Federation, which 
entered into force on January 1, 2015. According to this law, any individual entre-
preneurs registered in the Register may provide social services.

Russian social entrepreneurs note that these regulatory documents are not enough 
for the systemic development of social entrepreneurship in Russia.

As a rule, most European scientists studying social entrepreneurship use the 
approach of the European Research Society (ERS), which offers a tool for finding 
a social enterprise.

The social enterprise must correspond to the three components [3]:
1. The economic and entrepreneurial component of social enterprises, including 

the following criteria: production of products and / or services, a rather serious 
economic risk, and volunteers.

2. The social component of the social enterprise, including the following criteria: 
a clear goal to benefit society, an initiative taken by a group of citizens, and 
a decision-making power not based on capital ownership.

3. The management component, including the following criteria: high degree of 
autonomy, joint management by several participants, and limited distribution 
of profits, if any.
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Using the above-listed criteria, we carried out a search and analysis of the ac-

tivities of modern social enterprises in the Middle Urals and Western Siberia, which 
declare the revival of the Russian hinterland as their mission.

ANALYSIS OF THE SOCIAL ENTREPRENEURSHIP  
PRACTICE IN THE MIDDLE URALS

In terms of revival of the ‘dying’ Ural villages, Guzel Sanjapova’s project Cocco 
Bello is of great value and high potential for replication. This company from a 
village of Maly Turysh in the Sverdlovsk region produces sweets. The village is 
located in the Krasnoufimsk district of the Sverdlovsk region, 200 km away from 
the city of Yekaterinburg. At the moment, its population consists of 50 residents in 
15 inhabited farmyards. The distance to the nearest grocery store and school is 3 
km, to the polyclinic — 20 km. In 2013, at the family apiary, Guzel Sanjapova 
organized production of creamed honey with berries. She employed local residents, 
mainly elderly people, giving them an opportunity to earn extra money to their 
small pensions. She initially positioned her business in the professional community 
and social media as an enterprise aimed at saving the village from extinction.

Without any state support, the social entrepreneur used boomstarter.ru portal to 
raise capital to start up and develop her business. Under the slogan “Finding em-
ployment for the village together “, 4 crowdfunding projects on this portal raised 
a significant sum of money. It was spent on building production facilities and 
purchasing equipment: apiary equipment, drying cabinets for berries, a workshop 
for creamed honey and herbal tea production, and a caramel factory. To support 
the national fundraising idea on the portal BoomStarter, a well-known artist Andrei 
Tarusov designed for Cocco Bello a series of pin-up cards Everyone does their best 
to help the village. Everyone who donated money for the business received one as 
a present.

At the moment, the company employs about a dozen local residents on a per-
manent basis and more than fifty seasonal workers to help collect berries and honey. 
With the increase of the production capacities, the business owners now can attract 
people from the neighboring villages to work on a temporary basis.

Having gained some stability, the Sanjapovs’ family began to contribute to the 
village development and youth returning to their village lands. A children’s play-
ground has already been built. Volunteer tours are organized within the framework 
of social tourism. Volunteers, including foreigners, come to the village to repair 
fences and paint wells. In the summer of 2017, Maly Turysh welcomed tourists 
from France and Belgium, volunteers from the Netherlands and Swaziland.

The original idea of the project and its non-standard presentation attracted a 
lot of attention from the state structures to the dying village in the Urals. Maly 
Turysh has already received delegations from the Governor’s Administration, the 
Ministry of Agriculture, and the Ministry of Investments. After four years, the 
Cocco Bello brand has become recognizable. Nowadays, its products are distrib-
uted not only on the Internet (as it was at the start of the business), but also on 
large thematic markets, at several customer pick-up points, and in large grocery 
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chains. In 2016, wooden spoons with Cocco Bello caramel were sold as part of 
the new Lipton tea sets. Now this social enterprise has already reached a certain 
degree of stability, and the owners can afford to give part of the possible profit 
to charity. On the eve of 2017, Cocco Bello together with the Starost’ v radost’ 
(The joy of old age) foundation congratulated hundreds of guests in the old peo-
ple’s home in Yekaterinburg, giving them jars of their honey as a gift.

In this unique project, the social entrepreneur with an active civic position was 
able to draw not only the public, but also government’s attention to the problem of 
the decay of Russian villages. Thus, they created a successful precedent to be 
replicated in other regions. Following the approach of the European Research 
Community, this case can be classified as a work integration social enterprise 
(hereinafter referred to as WISE). WISE is a special type of social entrepreneurship 
usually targeted at the social sector and focused on the vulnerable segments of the 
population [2] such as the unemployed, disabled, socially disturbed young people, 
people at a pre-retirement age, homeless people, alcoholics, drug addicts, former 
prisoners, etc. All these people have difficulties with finding jobs.

The main mission of WISE is integration through work of the people who found 
themselves in an unfavorable social situation. Their main feature is production of 
goods or services with the combined purpose of achieving good commercial success 
and improving the socio-economic status of the target group [4]. WISE has the 
greatest potential for rebuilding the hinterland. It provides villagers with jobs and 
an opportunity to earn a decent living. Employment replaces unconstructive deviant 
forms of behavior and raises the level of life satisfaction in the rural areas.

ANALYSIS OF THE SOCIAL ENTREPRENEURSHIP  
PRACTICE IN WESTERN SIBERIA

The territory of Western Siberia is characterized by a very strong regional differ-
entiation. The majority of cities are concentrated in the south; while large rural and 
taiga zones are found in the north. Social tourism happened to be the main special-
ization of social enterprises in Siberia.

Social tourism implies stay of tourists in settlements and villages located in pic-
turesque and clean places. It also includes trips to tourist villages, rural tours and 
acquaintance of tourists with local customs. In addition to the basic accommodation 
services for tourists, guesthouse owners additionally offer:

 � active pastimes (hunting and fishing, picking up mushrooms and berries, 
hiking and walking, excursions around the neighborhood, etc.);

 � leisure programs (participation in village festivals, master classes, etc.);
 � health improvement (phytotherapy, mud baths, massage) [10].

At its core, social tourism is a response to the needs of the modern city dweller 
wishing to change the surroundings and rhythm of life, find relaxation and recreation. 
However, rural tourism is not only a tourist product that meets modern requirements; 
it is also an alternative non-agricultural form of employment in the rural areas. It 
solves a number of economic and social problems [17]. Like any social and entre-
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preneurial practice, social tourism in Siberia is a grassroots trend. It was stirred by 
the initiatives of individual citizens who were looking for a new form of employment 
and income when the agro-industrial complex collapsed and the quality of life in the 
countryside generally declined. Over time, such spontaneous business types gained 
state support at the level of regional and federal governmental structures.

At present, rural tourism is actively developing in many regions of the Siberian 
Federal District. In the Altai Republic, Buryatia, Altai and Transbaikal Territories its 
priority development is inscribed into law. The Altai Territory boasts A practical guid-
ance on the organization of rural tourism business in the Altai Territory, advertising 
booklets, promotional tours, and a website for rural tourism [15].

In the Republic of Altai, the concept of rural (‘green’) tourism is regulated by 
Law no. 121-RZ On Tourism in the Republic of Altai of December 05, 2008. The 
regional concept of rural tourism is embodied in a single brand of the green house. 
There is a catalog of rural guest houses with more than 460 participating families. 
The Government of the Republic promotes green houses through the contest The 
Best Household—Rural Tourism Participant, training seminars, participation in 
All-Russian and international tourism exhibitions, posting information on the 
websites [20] and [11].

The Republic of Buryatia has a developed regional regulatory and legal frame-
work which defines the concepts of rural tourism, ecological tourism, and guest-
house (http://baikaltravel.ru/). There are more than 120 rural guesthouses, mainly 
on the coast of Lake Baikal. All municipalities participate in investment projects 
and take measures to improve the infrastructure adjacent to the areas of tourist 
visits. They organize training seminars, master classes, and familiarization tours. 
Besides, they help local entrepreneurs to take part in international tourism exhibi-
tions and advertise their rural tourism services on the websites [11; 13; 19].

In Trans-Baikal Krai within the framework of the State Program of the Trans-Bai-
kal Territory Sustainable Development of Rural Territories (2014-2020), approved 
by the Resolution of the Government of the Trans-Baikal Territory of October 30, 
2013, no. 480, rural tourism development projects enjoy state support in the form 
of grants.

In the Republic of Tuva in the framework of the Governor’s project One vil-
lage—one product, grants are allocated to rural tourism development projects. 
Assistance is also provided through programs of entrepreneurship support (www.
visittuva.ru) [5; 7: 38-39].

Another studied example of rural social tourism is The Inn estate in a settlement 
Sentelek, Charysh District, Altai Territory. Sentelek is a large settlement with about 
800 inhabitants. In 2009, the Pastukhov family bought there a plot of land with a 
pre-war built house and equally ancient outbuildings. They reconstructed both the 
farm and the adjoining territories.

Now the estate includes several log houses in the Russian style made from larch 
and furnished with traditional furniture pieces. The territory comprises a sauna, a 
BBQ zone with a grill gazebo, parking, lawns for games, a summer kitchen, and a 
camping zone. It can accommodate up to 16 people. Additional services include 
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excursions around the village and surrounding areas and hiking in the forest to pick 
herbs, berries and mushrooms.

Annually the farm receives about 600 people on average. It remains the main 
source of income for its owners. In addition to the guesthouses, tourists can stay 
in tents on the campsite. The tourist season lasts from May to November, plus the 
winter vacation period. They host tourists from the Altai Territory, Novosibirsk 
Region, Moscow, St. Petersburg, Crimea, the south of Russia, and sometimes 
abroad.

Larissa Pastukhova, the hostess of The Inn estate is actively developing the 
business, regularly participates in various regional competitions and receives ad-
ditional funding for its development through grants. Thus, recently the Pastukhovs 
received a Governor’s grant to create a fishing village as a new tourist site. It will 
be located 4 km away from Sentelek, on the bank of a mountain river. Being a 
successful businesswoman, Larissa holds master classes for first-time rural entre-
preneurs. This rural guesthouse is not the only one in Sentelek. Nowadays, the 
settlement is a popular rural tourism destination. At the same time, local residents 
have new jobs and a market for their agricultural products.

Another example of a successful rural tourism project that breathed new life into 
rural territory is the village of Bugul’deika located in the Olkhon district of the Irkutsk 
Region. Presumably Bugul’deika was founded in the 17th century. Bugul’deika still 
has no paved roads and its bridge across the river is made of timber. In Soviet times, 
there was a forestry enterprise Lespromkhoz there which rafted timber along the 
Bugul’deika River. It supplied wood through Baikal to the Baikal forestry base in 
Vydrino. There was a large pier. Lespromkhoz and the pier stopped operations in the 
1990s. Since then, the village has had a burning problem of unemployment since it 
is a fairly large settlement (the population is about 1,000 people).

In the village, there is Zarechnoye eco-estate owned by Sergey Perevozchikov. 
Sergei is a farmer; he breeds cows and horses and organizes horse races. The village 
development began with the invitation of St. Petersburg artists to do an art project 
on the shore of Lake Baikal. Over time, Bugul’deika transformed into an informal 
art space attracting tourists from all over the world. Wooden houses were built to 
offer accommodation in different price categories. Construction works were financed 
with the owners’ capital and revenues from the existing eco-estate. Besides, some 
dwelling houses were restored in the village, including a unique water mill. Funding 
for the restoration of the water mill was raised using the crowdsourcing technology. 
The owners have a business plan for the development of their complex and the 
whole settlement combining their own and investment capital. They plan to invite 
investors to some projects.

Not all the abandoned territories have been restored to this moment; but they 
are also part of the unique spiritual and cultural rural space. For example, the 
abandoned concrete building of the former Lespromkhoz was made into a huge 
picture. The old houses and buildings of the 18th century became the venue for a 
unique photo exhibition. In the houses without windows and doors, old photographs 
depict village life in the past centuries. Local residents are actively involved in the 
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creation of this social and cultural site. They mainly maintain tourist routes, do 
catering and landscaping.

At present, this rural tourism destination enjoys the support of the local and 
regional administration. It is actively covered by the media and is an example of 
how the desire and enthusiasm of individual rural entrepreneurs can revive a modern 
Russian village.

FROM INDEPENDENT PROJECTS TO PUBLIC POLICY:  
BY WAY OF CONCLUSION

Summing up, the entrepreneurial initiatives under study have come up as grassroots 
movements participating in the revival of the Russian outback and bringing it to 
the state level. In Siberia, this has already happened with rural tourism. Developing 
as a private initiative, over time, this practice was supported at the regional level 
and developed as a separate direction of social policy and policy of sustainable 
development of the rural areas. Social entrepreneurs of the Middle Urals and state 
authorities should study and replicate such experiences on their territories. At the 
moment, successful rural tourism projects in the Urals are more of an exception 
than a rule.

On the other hand, in the Urals Federal District there are examples of successful 
small-scale rural social businesses. This is only an emerging trend, but very prom-
ising. After analyzing all more or less successful projects on the crowdfunding 
portals BoomStarter and Planeta, we identified the following promising options 
for organizing social business in the countryside:

 � production of dried vegetables, fruits, and berries;
 � small farm business;
 � beekeeping;
 � breeding of pheasants, turkeys and geese;
 � growing of strawberries and mushrooms;
 � greenhouse business;
 � manufacturing of flour and bread baking;
 � woodworking;
 � folk crafts.

These directions can be grouped into one concept of ecological agribusiness, 
whose products are becoming incredibly popular in cities.

Generally, the form of the social enterprise in the countryside is not important. 
It is still a catalyst for a whole range of positive qualitative changes in the socio-eco-
nomic and socio-cultural space of a given settlement. These changes include im-
proving the quality of rural life, promoting rural employment, developing human 
resources, attracting young people, improving infrastructure, and maintaining 
sustainable development of small rural settlements as a whole.

E. B. Arkhipova, pp. 47–60
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