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Abstract. International migration is an important vehicle for achieving geopolitical, economic, 
and demographic interests, strongly embedded into the Russian society. Orientation of the Rus-
sian state on the support of migrants either highly motivated to integrate or at least “obedient” 
and ready to follow legal and socio-cultural norms raises a number of questions. How prepared 
is the Russian society to digest migration flows and accept new members? How do migrants 
perceive the Russian reality? What kinds of relationships do they seek to establish with local 
population? To what extent do they rely on the state and public systems? This article presents the 
results of formalized interviews with migrants in seven Russian border regions: the Altai Territory  
(n = 319), Orenburg Region (n = 100), Murmansk Region (n = 100), Pskov Region (n = 100), Republic of Altai  
(n = 20), Republic of Dagestan (n = 51), and Rostov Region (n = 94). Guided by the integrative 
theoretical-methodological approach (including contemporary concepts of migration and trust) and 
using path analysis, the authors suggest a complex model, where the migrants’ trust is linked with 
life stance and social-psychological determinants. Among the latter, a crucial role belongs to the 
perceived discrimination and attitudes of the local population, moderated by perception of security. 
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The authors show that the trust is an important factor, determining the level of satisfaction with 
different aspects of the life in Russia.
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INTRODUCTION
The thesis that international migration, globalization, and increasing cultural diver-
sity are certainly related is generally accepted. Many scholars also support the idea 
that culturally diverse individuals find it more difficult than members of the same 
culture to maintain trusting relationships [4], and that ethnically diverse environment 
is full of conflicts and has a devastating impact on the social aspect of society (for 
the controversy of this thesis and counterarguments, see critical analysis in) [31].

Trust theories partially support these claims. E. Uslaner points out that the 
roots of trust lie in the education of certain moral qualities and attitude to the 
world [35]. Like any other groups, immigrants will include those who have a 
high level of generalized trust and believe that “most people can be trusted”, but 
there will also be persons with a pronounced particular trust, trusting only those 
whom they perceive as close and similar to themselves [36]. According to E. Gid-
dens’s theory of structure, trust is a mechanism that reduces the complexity of 
modern society, giving confidence in the situation of total uncertainty character-
istic of late modernity [11]. Immigrants may have even more confidence in oth-
ers than other groups, because it is trust that most often allows them to decide 
and implement their migration intentions.

As T. Tam and M. Houston and colleagues rightly point out, a significant num-
ber of scientists trying to establish a link between the increase in ethnic hetero-
geneity of modern societies and the crisis of trust practically do not take into 
account the factor of intercultural communication [32, p.46]. Studies in which 
diversity was observed together with the experience of ethno-cultural interaction 
confirmed that social contacts significantly increase the level of trust and cohe-
sion in society [30, 31].

The experience of studies in different countries shows that the level of social 
trust is stable in several generations, and the reason for this stability lies in the 
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peculiarities of socialization received in childhood [9]. Meanwhile, other projects 
have also confirmed the significant impact of the social environment on changes 
in social norms that guide an individual, including in relation to trust [8, 23].The 
evidence for what is determinant—the original culture or the acquired experience 
is largely controversial. It is determined by data used for this purpose [13].

This is also true of institutional trust. A large number of recent scientific papers 
have provided empirical evidence that immigrants express much greater confi-
dence in political and democratic institutions than the local population, and this 
trend is particularly strong in the first generation of migrants [13, 26, 37, 38]. 
Over-confidence in institutions of power decreases as acculturation and integra-
tion into the host community, as measured by length of residence, generation of 
migration, improvement of language skills and acquisition of citizenship; its 
severity is determined by the institutional conditions and the effectiveness of 
institutions in the country of initial residence (the so-called “reference frame”). 
The better are the institutional conditions and the higher are the quality of gov-
ernance in the country of arrival compared to the native country of the migrant, 
the lower are the initial expectations and the higher is the level of trust provided 
to these institutions [11, 35].

In the Russian sociological literature, the problem of trust is widely studied in 
the area of the analysis of changes in public consciousness and value preferenc-
es that occurred in a result of political and economic transformations of the last 
decades. The scientific discourse on trust always assumes a statement of the 
“crisis” and “systemic deficit” of trust in the Russian society, indicates the prev-
alence of “social cynicism”, understood as usefulness of demonstrating goodwill 
to others and the inevitability of failure of attempts to act in the name of public 
benefit [33, 39].

The interdisciplinary nature and the lack of consensus on the essence and con-
ceptualization of trust give rise to a variety of interpretations and definitions, rang-
ing from generalizing all forms and types of trust into “a single phenomenon with 
similar characteristics of manifestation, laws of functioning, regardless of what 
sphere of human life it manifests” (the approach of T. P. Skripkina [28, p.10] ) to 
the recognition of trust as a complex phenomenon. The structure of the latter is a 
“combination of different semantic bases”, “determined by different norms of ex-
pectation and the nature of the execution of the action”, which implies fundamen-
tal differences in the manifestations of trust, since the set of implicit codes and 
rules of behavior in different situations where there is trust between social actors 
will be different (L. D. Gudkov’s approach) [12].

A significant number of scientific papers devoted to trust follow the logic of its 
consideration as a significant component of social capital necessary for the con-
solidation of Russian society, the formation and development of effective self-
government and the modernization of all spheres of life [15, 16, 24, 25, 29, 34]. 
Trust plays an important role for social cohesion of geographically and economi-
cally diverse territories, improvement of interethnic and interfaith relations [10, 
22, 27]. Studies conducted by the staff of the center for research of interethnic 
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relations of the Russian Academy o Sciences showed that trust is directly interre-
lated with ethnic tolerance, manifested in the acceptance of cultural diversity, non-
violence in the settlement of interethnic differences, readiness to interact with 
people regardless of their ethnicity. It is the culture of trust formed in everyday 
interactions and cooperation that creates the value basis for integration processes 
and civil self-organization [27]. Lack of trust, especially in a difficult migration 
situation, on the contrary, leads to escalation of interethnic tension, growth of xe-
nophobic sentiments, negatively affects interpersonal contacts with specific repre-
sentatives of minorities (ethnic, migrant, religious etc.), especially with regard to 
“visually distinguished” ethnic groups (residents of the North Caucasus, Transcau-
casian countries, Central and South-East Asia) [17, 21].

In the domestic investigations the practice of unilateral consideration of trust 
only on the part of the receiving population can be clearly traced. Numerous mass 
surveys conducted by leading agencies (FOM, VTSIOM, Levada Center etc.) are 
mainly aimed at measuring the level of migrant phobia and ethnic nationalism in 
public opinion, identifying the key reasons for the rejection of migrants, orienta-
tions towards restrictive policies towards newcomers (see relevant thematic col-
lections on official websites) [1, 14, 18]. In rare, isolated cases, a comparative 
analysis of the severity of different types of trust, including inter-ethnic, among the 
local population and migrants, but these attempts are based on data collected among 
internal migrants and the so-called “visible minorities” [22]. Trust in the migrant 
environment is studied in detail in the framework of the analysis of ethnic networks 
and ethnic entrepreneurship, where it often takes a forced nature and acts as an 
important tool for controlling the actions of the one to whom it is provided [2, 5]. 
So, S. Yu. Barsukova notes that trust “launches complex chains of informal loans 
and services”, helps to gain access to a variety of resources, and, at the same time, 
trust is based on the belief that “the Diaspora is able to call the debtor to account... 
through these same channels comes the inevitable reckoning for violation of the 
unwritten rules of the network world” [2, p.54]. Interethnic relations have a dual 
character, which is manifested in the mutual adaptation of migrants to the host 
community and the host community to the new migration situation, changing 
ethno-cultural conditions. This urgently requires an analysis of the attitudes, ex-
pectations and preferences of migrants themselves as a factor determining their 
attitude to Russia, its people and culture, the choice of behavioral strategies and 
future intentions, and an important indicator of the state of Russian society, the 
effectiveness of migration policy.

METHODS
Considering trust as one of the basic characteristics of interethnic relations and, at 
the same time as a key indicator of security, we sought to cover a wide range of its 
varieties and objects, to establish the relationship between trust and indicators 
characterizing the views, attitudes and behavioral strategies of migrants in the host 
community, socio-psychological aspects of interaction between visitors and the 
local population.
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The empirical basis of the study was formalized interviews with migrants in 

seven border regions of Russia (Altai Krai-n = 319, Orenburg region-n = 100, 
Murmansk region-n = 100, Pskov region-n = 100, Altai Republic-n = 20, Dagest-
an-n = 51, Rostov region-n = 94). Different categories of migrants interviewed, 
including the questions about the purpose of stay and further migration plans. The 
criterion for the selection of respondents was the period of residence in Russia (not 
more than five years, taking into account temporary returns to their homeland). The 
distribution of respondents by country of citizenship generally corresponded to the 
official statistics on key countries-suppliers of foreign labor: 19.3% of respondents 
were citizens of Uzbekistan, 16.5%—Kazakhstan, 12.5%—Tajikistan, 10.2%—
Kyrgyzstan. From 5 to 7% of respondents had citizenship of Armenia, Azerbaijan, 
Ukraine, from 1 to 3%—Belarus, Moldova, Georgia. Other countries were repre-
sented by a combined 2.9% of respondents. The age of the respondents ranged from 
15 to 73 years (the average age was 31.2 years, the median age was 28 years), the 
gender distribution was 67.1% male and 32.9% female.

A significant proportion of informants (40.1 percent) were temporary labour 
migrants wishing after the work contract to return home, 1.7 percent has positioned 
themselves as a transit migrants consider Russia as a staging point for further em-
igration, the remaining respondents immigrated to Russia with the family of a 
migrant worker, was educated in Russian schools, and also indicated as the main 
purpose of the stay private visits, travel, Commerce and purchasing (for a series 
of follow-up questions revealed that, despite the stated goals, from a third to 60% 
of respondents in these categories also carried out work).

It should also be noted that 61.8% of respondents in the General sample, 62.6% 
among labor migrants and 82.6% in the group of respondents who came as accom-
panying relatives, would like to obtain Russian citizenship, 30% would like to 
move transport their family members to Russia; for almost half of the respondents 
(49.2% of valid answers) Russian was the second language mother tongue, and for 
another 19%—the only mother tongue, which were important characteristics of the 
sample, determining the nature of the responses and demonstrating the adaptive 
potential and integration intentions of the study participants.

The survey tools included questions about trust in informal groups and social 
institutions (five-point consent scales applied):

 — close people (family, relatives, friends);
 — employer;
 — new social environment-neighbors and people living nearby;
 — social institutions and institutions involved in decision-making on issues 

related to migration, security: the representation of the country (Consulate), 
the migration service (migration centers), the police and other law enforce-
ment agencies;

 — civil society institutions that help to establish new social ties in the host so-
ciety, issues with living arrangements and generally facilitate the adaptation 
of migrants, on the one hand, and preserving ties with the homeland, nation-
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al culture, on the other: (ethnic diasporas, public organizations protecting 
the rights of migrants, religious organizations).

The respondents assessed the level of trust in these groups on a five-point scale 
(from” do not trust “to “fully trust”). For each type of trust, an index was calculat-
ed representing the difference in cumulative frequencies between positive and 
negative answers (the neutral answer “both Yes and no” was not taken into account). 
Positive values of the index indicated the predominance of trust, absolute values 
of the index, close to zero, meant approximately equal shares of trusting and dis-
trusting this group/institution, which was a sign of polarization of assessments and 
hidden contradictions. 

Factor analysis conducted on a set of confidence scales showed that the relation-
ships between them are explained by a two-factor structure (principal components 
method, the share of the explained variance was 65%). The first factor included all 
scales with significant load, except trust in relatives and friends, which have equal 
loads on the two factors and are the only variables with maximum loads on the 
second factor. The General factor accumulating private indicators of trust in infor-
mal groups (except relatives and friends), public and state institutions were left for 
further analysis. Further, on the basis of this integral (latent) factor of trust in the 
host society and indicators that measure the objective characteristics of the migra-
tion experience of the Respondent, subjective indicators of the interaction of mi-
grants with the local population, including assessments of perceived discrimination, 
acculturation strategies, attitudes to cooperation, assessment of security and satis-
faction with various aspects of life in Russia, a structural model was built (the 
method of modeling structural equations, structural equation modeling, SEM), 
which allowed us to assess their importance and interdependence.

RESEARCH RESULTS

An overall assessment of the confidence of migrantsin the host community
The analysis of the aggregate data for all regions of the study showed that in the 
attitude of migrants to the Russian society, trust prevailed over distrust, not only 
in the interpersonal sphere, but also in interactions with state and civil institutions, 
the indices for which had positive values. As expected, migrants experienced the 
highest level of trust to informal groups that form the immediate environment-rel-
atives (confidence index was 87.2 points, the share of positive responses was 90.7%), 
friends and close acquaintances (confidence index was 76.6 points, the share of 
positive responses  was 81.3%), including those living in Russia and played a de-
cisive role in the choice of the country and region for the implementation of mi-
gration intentions (38.1% of respondents noted that they came to this region and 
the locality, because they could get the support of relatives, 32.3% indicated the 
presence of friendly relations).

It is necessary to allocate two more objects, which received higher, in compar-
ison with other groups, estimates. Thus, 82% of the working respondents have trust 
in the employer. Far from the homeland, often the employer was the guarantor of 
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safety stay in Russia, the intermediary with “the outside world”, the key figure on 
whom not only the financial situation of the respondent and working conditions, 
but also living conditions depended, possibilities of satisfaction of ethno-cultural, 
religious, leisure requirements. At the same time, significant differences in the 
level of trust in the employer among different categories of migrants pointed to 
distortions and contradictions in the implementation of migration legislation, the 
prevalence of shadow, hidden from legal control of labor relations, the participants 
of which were foreign citizens. 

Thus, this type of trust had a clear gender and educational differentiation and 
varied by the type of organization in which the respondent worked: men trusted 
their employers significantly more (85.7% of positive responses) than women (only 
70.1%, p < 0.01, Pearson’s criterion χ2), and more educated migrants, in particular 
those who had  higher education, more (87.5%) than those whose educational 
level did not exceed grades 8-9 of secondary school (60%). As for the type of or-
ganization, respondents working for private individuals had the least confidence 
in the employer (78.6% of positive responses), in contrast to commercial and bud-
getary organizations, where trust was higher (87-88% of positive responses, the 
significance of differences according to the Kraskel — Wallis criterion, p < 0.05). 

In part, it is explained by the greater informality and less regulation of the work 
of an individual, often turning, unfortunately, into arbitrariness and violations of 
the law. Migrants working for “private traders” were significantly more likely 
(6.9%) than those employed in other types of organizations (1-1.5%) to report 
conflicts, discrimination and illegal actions on the part of employers, such as taking 
away documents, non-payment of earned money, holding a job against their will, 
physical violence, threatening by the police.

In fairness, we should note that the situation was also far from ideal in other 
organizations. Informants from budget organizations more often than others (14.3% 
compared to 4-7% in other groups) reported that the employer did not pay them 
all the money that he promised, and the level of sexual harassment was almost the 
same as in the private sphere ( 4.8%, in the group of employees working for “pri-
vate traders”—4.7%). Migrants working in commerce organizations more often 
noted the cases of coercion to types of work about which there was no prior agree-
ment (7.1% of answers, in other types of organizations—2.4-4.7%). Thus, trust in 
the employer was not only an important socio-psychological component of labor 
relations, its low level played an indicative role in identifying conflict situations 
and cases of violation of the law.

Another important object of trust was the representative office (consulate) of the 
country of origin (54.6% of the total positive answers, confidence index 37.4). 
Despite the variety of circumstances that led migrants to Russia and the differenc-
es in their future life plans, most informants counted on the support of the diplo-
matic missions of their countries, believed in the effectiveness of international law 
and the possibility of a civilized solution to problems. At the same time, the level 
of trust in diplomatic structures did not depend on the country from which the re-
spondent came, and previous migration experience, which indicated the stability 
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of the institutional structures that reproduce and maintain international relations. 
At the same time, marginal differences were revealed in the level of trust in diplo-
matic missions depending on the length of residence in Russia, which determines 
the severity of the need for such support: among those who have just recently ar-
rived in Russia and, therefore, were still in a situation of migratory stress, trust to 
consulates and embassies was significantly higher (83.3% of positive answers in 
the group staying in Russia for less than a month) than among those who lived in 
Russia for a longer period (75.7%, p = 0.07, criterion χ2). 

The next group, with almost identical assessments, included ethnic diasporas 
(49.7% of positive answers, confidence index 30.2) and neighbors (share of positive 
answers—48.2%, confidence index 28.4). Currently, the role of ethnic diasporas 
in building “migration bridges” between countries and maintaining transnational 
identities is becoming more and more obvious, while the assumption that minori-
ties and migrants will remain loyal to the state, new members of which they become, 
as rightly notes R. Cohen, “is disputed and questioned” [6, p.5].

According to our research, confidence in the diaspora was stronger if the migrant 
had no relatives in Russia and he could only rely on his other “countrymen” who 
retained ties with their homeland. Thus, the share of those who trust the ethnic 
diaspora in the group of relatives in the region of residence was 66.5%, while in 
the group of non-relatives it was 74.8% (p <0.05, criterion χ2). Confidence weak-
ened as the migrant “dropped out” of the diaspora network and followed more 
complex migration paths. For example, among those who had experience working 
in other countries or came to the place where the survey was conducted, from an-
other country, trust in the ethnic diaspora was significantly lower (57.8 and 45.5%) 
compared with those who came from his native country (72.5%) or from another 
region of Russia (83.3%).

As for trust in neighbors, it was determined, first of all, by the cultural charac-
teristics and social origin of the respondent: people from rural areas experienced 
significantly more trust in neighbors, who lived in a village, village or aul (87.2%) 
before coming to Russia, while among citizens, the level of trust in neighbors was 
significantly lower (70%). Surveys of the local population conducted as part of the 
study showed that the level of trust in neighbors among migrants was significant-
ly higher than that of the local population, especially those living in the city, where 
only 51% of respondents trusted people living in the neighborhood (in rural areas, 
61.3 % of respondents). 

Respondents experienced approximately the same level of trust in migration ser-
vices (47.7% of positive answers, index 27.4) and law enforcement agencies (46.6% 
of positive answers, index 24.9). In the last place by the level of trust were public 
organizations protecting the rights of migrants (44.1% of positive answers, index 
22.3) and religious organizations (42.4% of positive answers, index 17.9) (Fig. 1). 

Confidence estimates in selected research regions
In Altai Krai, as in the combined data, the first two places in the rating of trust were 
held by relatives (94.4% of positive answers, confidence index 92.3), friends and 

S. G. Maximova, D. A. Omelchenko, O. E. Noyanzina, pp. 18-34



SIBERIAN SOCIUM

26 vol. 3  |  no 2  |  2019

SS
acquaintances (83.4% of positive answers, index 80.3). The representative country 
of the respondent country was in third place (57.2%, index 46.6), while the em-
ployer was only in the fourth placewith a slightly lower index value (46.3), but 
with a larger share of trustees (61.6%).

The respondents gave approximately equal proportions of positive answers 
on the scales of trust to the migration service, public organizations, the dias-
pora, the police and law enforcement agencies (46.3-48.3%, confidence indices 
23.3-37.1). Confidence in the diaspora was lower than in the migration service 
and public organizations protecting the rights of migrants, which testified, on 
the one hand, to the greater efficiency of the latter, and, on the other, to some 
hidden conflicts that exist inside the diaspora. The last place in the ranking was 
occupied by neighbors (43.5% of positive answers, index 25.7) and religious 
organizations (39.4%, index 17.8). Considering that 60.1% of the respondents 
who answered the question about religious affiliation were Muslims (in the 
Altai Territory—59.9%), the low level of trust in religious organizations testi-
fied to the prevalence of negative attitudes towards Islam, its discrediting, and 
poorly developed Muslim organizations in the studied regions, their inability 
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to provide migrants with significant support. According to data obtained in the 
Orenburg region, the level of trust in the inner circle was an almost constant 
value with slight deviations. Ethnic diaspora (53.6% of positive answers, 40.2 
index) ranked the third in terms of confidence in the ranking, employer the 
fourth (54.5% of positive answers, 34.1 rating), and diplomatic missions of the 
respondent country ranked the fifth (50.0% of the positive answers, index 29.0). 
Other groups received less than half of the positive responses. It is noteworthy 
that the next place after the country’s representation in the ranking of the Oren-
burg region was occupied by religious organizations (44.0% of positive answers, 
index 23.1), which have more influence in this area than in other regions of the 
study, and neighbors (with similar indicators). The police (42.4% of positive 
answers, index 15.2) and public organizations protecting the rights of migrants 
(39.0% of positive answers, index 16.0) obtained almost identical results on 
the scales of trust. In the last place in terms of trust were migration services, 
the confidence index for which amounted to a negative value (37.0% of positive 
answers, index—1.0). 

In the Murmansk region, confidence assessments were characterized by a gen-
eral decline in profile, even on the scales of trust in relatives (78.0% of positive 
answers, index 68.0) and friends (67.7% of positive answers, index 59.6).

With a large margin, the first two groups were followed by indicators of trust in 
the ethnic diaspora (45.0% of positive answers, index 24.0), in the migration service 
(44.0% of positive answers, index 22.0) and in the neighbors (44.0% of positive 
answers, index 21.0), the level of trust in the employer was almost identical to the 
above (42.1% of positive answers, index 20.0). Public organizations protecting the 
rights of migrants and the country’s representative office (consulate) had 43-45% 
of positive answers and a confidence index of 17-18 points. The last places were 
occupied by the police (39.0% of positive answers, index 14.0) and religious or-
ganizations, the attitude to which was mixed among migrants (33.7% of positive 
answers, index 2.2). 

The rating of the Pskov region, with the exception of the leading positions of 
trust in individuals connected with the respondent by bonds of friendship and kin-
ship, had an increased profile compared to the combined data, indicating a favora-
ble relationship between migrants and the local community, the effectiveness of 
social institutions responsible for implementing migration politics in the region. 
In the third position, as in the overall ranking, was the employer, whom 75.4% of 
respondents trusted (index 64.9), but in the fourth place were religious organiza-
tions, the credibility to which was also very high - 67.1 % (index 54.3). In almost 
the same way as religious organizations, migrants in the Pskov region trusted their 
country’s representative office (67.0%, index 52.7) and neighboring communities 
(66.3%, index 51.1). Less trust was placed in migration centers (63.4%, index 49.5) 
and in ethnic diaspora (58.0%, index 46.6). The police (58.2% of positive answers, 
index 39.6) and public organizations (55.8%, index 27.9) took the last place. Thus, 
the overall level of trust in all of the above groups was over 56%, which composed 
the maximum value from all the studied regions. 
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In the Altai Republic, the estimates of migrants are clearly categorized. The first 

group was occupied by the informal groups, the level of trust in which was the 
highest—95% of positive answers (indices 95.0 and 90.0). Some groups formed 
the employer (70% of positive answers, index 50.0), police, migration service and 
diplomatic missions (50-60% of positive answers, index 25.0-35.0). Confidence in 
neighbors turned out to be comparable with trust provided by public organizations 
(40.0% of positive answers, index 15.0). On the last lines of the rating, unlike oth-
er regions and the sample as a whole, are religious organizations (also 40% of 
positive answers, but an index of 5.0) and ethnic diaspora, the attitude towards 
which was maximally wary and contradictory (40% of positive and negative re-
sponses, index 0.0). 

In the Republic of Dagestan, religious organizations, on the contrary, took the 
leading positions after relatives and friends (52.8% of the positive answers, index 
36.1), the country’s authority was in the fourth place (53.8% of the positive answers, 
33.3 index), the fifth place  took neighbors (54.5%, index 31.8), trust in which was 
higher than in the diaspora (51.4%, index 29.7) and in employers who significant-
ly lost their positions (45.9%, index 21.6). The last positions in terms of trust were 
occupied by public organizations, migration centers and law enforcement agencies 
(34.2-43.2% of positive answers). If the attitude to public organizations was more 
or less unambiguous (confidence index 18.9), then it was unusually combined with 
distrust (index –2.6) to the police. 

In the Rostov Region, confidence assessments reflected a significant regional 
specificity in social relations that have developed among migrants with informal 
groups and institutional structures. In the third place after relatives and friends in 
the trust rating were neighbors (52.7% of positive answers, index 34.4) and law 
enforcement agencies (53.3%, index 33.7), followed by a small margin followed 
by assessments of trust in the employer and representation of their country (49-
51%, indices 26.0-29.0). The last place in the ranking was taken by religious or-
ganizations (36.5% of positive answers, index—4.7) and public organizations, the 
trust in which was slightly higher (33.3% of positive answers, index 1.1). 

Results of modeling the level of migrants’ confidence  
in the host community using structural equations

The complex nature and diverse manifestations of trust, its social conditionality and 
rootedness in social ties are manifested in the structural model in the form of corre-
sponding hypotheses that postulate the dependence of its variability on worldview 
and value attitudes, behavioral strategies. In particular, it proved that the attitude of 
migrants to positive interaction1 has a significant effect on the subjective perception 
of security, the assessment of the attitude of local people to visitors and the choice 

1 The following question was asked: “In your opinion, is it possible mutual understanding and 
cooperation between the indigenous inhabitants of the country and visitors, migrants?” Answer 
options: “We are sure that it is possible”, “Perhaps, it is possible”, “In something it is possible, 
in something it is not”, “Perhaps it is impossible”, “We are sure that it is impossible”.
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of acculturation strategies. The recognition of the possibility of cooperation between 
“local” and “newcomers” contributed to a more favorable assessment of the attitude 
of the population towards migrants and the choice of an integration acculturation 
strategy aimed at recognizing the value and preserving their own national culture 
while actively assimilating Russian cultural norms1. The rejection of the possibility 
of cooperation, on the contrary, was associated with higher assessments of the dangers 
of the social environment and different from integration (marginal, separation and 
assimilation) acculturation strategies (see the upper part of the diagram in Fig. 2; all 
regression coefficients are significant and positive, the magnitude of the effect max-
imum for a subjective safety assessment  is β = 0.34, for assessing the ratio of the 
population β = 0.25, for the choice of acculturation strategies β = 0.1). 

The subjective attitude of the population towards migrants, refracted through 
the prism of initial expectations and dispositions, determined the level of perceived 
ethnic discrimination (β = −0.3), measured on the basis of four classical indicators 
(“I believe that people of other nationalities behave unfairly and unkindly towards 
my ethnic group ”,“ I feel that the Russians do not accept me ”,“ I feel that the 
Russians have something against me ”,“ I was teased or insulted because of my 
nationality ”,“ They threatened me or attacked me because of my nationality ”). In 
turn, the choice of a behavioral strategy, along with the perception of personal se-

1 The concept of acculturation strategies taken by us in the same sense that is given in the 
theory developed by J. Berry and his colleagues [3].

Note: model quality indicators — CFI = 0.92, RMSEA = 0.07, SRMR = 0.07.

Fig. 2. Path diagram of the model
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curity and ethnic discrimination, had a significant impact on the level of trust, in-
cluding institutional structures that ensure migration control and maintain the 
safety of a migrant’s stay in Russia. 

It was a vicious circle. On the one hand, the trust of migrants depended on 
the benevolent attitude of the population and the interethnic climate forming 
in certain institutional conditions, on the other hand, it was trust, even more 
than the safety assessment (β = 0.33, in terms of the subjective safety assess-
ment β = 0 , 19), that determined the degree of satisfaction of a migrant with 
various aspects of his life1, including those related to material support and the 
nature of relations with people and organizations around him. 

Legend: Coop - setting for cooperation and cooperation between the coun-
try’s indigenous people and visitors, Safety - subjective assessment of safety, 
Att - assessment of the attitude of the population towards migrants, Acc - ac-
culturation strategies (integrative strategy compared to everyone else), Perc_
disc - perceived discrimination, Satis - An integral indicator of life satisfaction. 
The integral indicator of trust (trust), its indicators: trust in the employer 
(Employer), trust in the police and law enforcement bodies (Police), trust in 
representatives of the ethnic diaspora living in the region (Diasp), trust in 
neighbors (Neighbors), trust in migratory services (Migr_service), country 
representation (consulate) (Consulate), public organizations protecting the 
rights of migrants (NPO), religious organizations (Rel_Org). 

MAIN CONCLUSIONS
Trust is an important indicator of social relations in modern Russia, where repre-
sentatives of various states, ethnic groups and cultures, having found themselves 
together on the same territory by the will of circumstances, need to interact and 
take into account each other’s interests. The confidence of migrants in the host 
community, its social groups and institutions is a prerequisite for successful entry 
into Russian society, the assimilation of the norms and values   of Russian culture, 
the prevention of conflicts and the formation of ethnic enclaves. A sociological 
study conducted in the border regions made it possible to assess various types of 
trust and identify its significant determinants. 

Informal species, formed according to kinship, ethnic and friendly ties, 
providing access to resources and helping to reduce migration risks, undoubt-
edly play a key role in the overall structure of migrants’ trust. Confidence in 
the employer plays an important role for labor process, however, its level is 
heterogeneous for different categories of migrants and significantly depends 
on the type of organization and the desire of the employer to comply with 

1 The integral indicator, calculated as the arithmetic average of five-point scales measuring 
satisfaction with life in general, satisfaction with work, earnings, living conditions, living 
conditions, relationships with colleagues, family and relatives, health, support from a 
religious community, national association, and communication with fellow countrymen. 
The Cronbach alpha coefficient on the final scale was 0.87.
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labor laws. With regard to institutional trust, the results of our study are more 
likely to show the dysfunction of social institutions and structures that should 
ensure the safety and protection of the interests of visitors, both state (migra-
tion centers, law enforcement agencies) and public (public associations and 
religious communities). A low level of trust in these structures, lack of faith 
in the possibility of receiving real support leads to the fact that migrants rely 
more on informal networks and community connections to solve their prob-
lems. The exception is the institution of international relations, the credibili-
ty of which is high and stable, but at the same time it depends on the need for 
diplomatic support. 

The analysis of regional ratings showed that the state of trust is caused by 
both common for the entire border area, and unique factors inherent only in 
this region. Structural modeling allowed us to identify the most significant 
factors that determine migrants’ trust in the host community and show that 
trust also acts as a significant determinant of a migrant’s successful adaptation 
to new living conditions, his social and psychological well-being, and a pre-
requisite for further integration into Russian society.
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