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Abstract: This article presents a comparative analysis of attitudes toward ethnic migrants in 
two Russian regions: the Tomsk and Vladimir Regions. Its relevance is associated with a high 
migration influx of foreign citizens into various Russian regions. According to the UN data 
(2015), our country is the third in the world in terms of the migrants’ influx. Moreover, there is 
no reliable and comparable sociological information both about the attitude of the local popu-
lation to them and about the factors that determine it. Against the backdrop of a growing trend 
of interethnic tension in relations with migrants, the results of such studies acquire important 
social and political significance. This article relies on the results of representative questionnaires 
of the population of the Tomsk (in 2014, 563 respondents) and Vladimir Regions (2015, 500) 
using the general methodology. In the process of research, groups with different levels of toler-
ance towards migrants were identified in the “host community”. Subsequently, different groups 
of tolerance of the population were compared in these two regions. The findings show that the 
attitude towards migrants in the regions can vary even under similar economic conditions and 
within the framework of a uniform political situation. Significant differences were found in the 
size of groups that showed varying degrees of tolerance towards migrants. While in the Tomsk 
Region, the half of the sample can be attributed to the group of the tolerant people, in the Vladimir 
Region, their percentage is equal to the xenophobes’. The structure of attitudes towards migrants 
presents particular interest: for the Tomsk Region, the difference between educational and labor 
migrants is more significant. The obtained results actualize the issue of factors differentiating 
attitudes towards migrants in different regions of one country. Based on the results, the authors 
propose a hypothesis that the specificity of the local urban social and cultural context can occupy 
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an important place among these factors. Therefore, in Tomsk (an educational center), there is an 
obviously higher level of tolerance towards migrants. The authors speak for additional studies 
using qualitative methods to test their hypothesis.

Keywords: ethnic tolerance, factors of xenophobia, attitudes towards migrants, ethnic attitudes 
measuring.
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INTRODUCTION
Russia holds the world’s third place in the number of migrants (according to the 
UN statistics, 2015). As any country with a large number of foreign visitors, Rus-
sia faces an urgent problem of integrating migrants, that is, involving foreign vis-
itors in the cultural, social, and legal life shared by Russian citizens. Moreover, 
according to most of the criteria used (See [22] — a review of European methods 
for measuring the effectiveness of the integration process), the level of successful 
integration of ethnic migrants and the effectiveness of integration policies in Rus-
sia are rather low, and if to look at the dynamics of the situation, it is likely to 
worsen [22, p. 424]. N. S. Mastikova shows that the rate of interethnic tension in 
Russia is one of the highest among European countries, based on a study of the 
European Social Survey Database (ESS) [20].

Russian researchers, analyzing the specific Russian context with complicated 
integration processes in most regions of the country, stress a high level of xeno-
phobia in Russian society, along with other factors, which rarely grows into open 
conflicts, but is spread in a latent form (See [19, 21], for example). Opinion polls 
conducted in Russia for over 20 years found that a high level of intolerance towards 
“ethnic strangers” did not change (with slight fluctuations, to be more accurate) 
(See [31] — a detailed analysis of sociological research in this area). At the mo-
ment, according to the opinion polls conducted by the Levada Center in the winter 
of 2017, every second Russian treats a particular category of labor migrants com-
ing to Russia, negatively; Russian residents are especially intolerant towards labor 
migrants from the North Caucasus and Central Asia. Two-thirds of respondents 
support restrictive measures of the Russian government aimed at limiting the influx 
of foreign visitors [18].

This study attempts to analyze the attitude of the host community towards mi-
grants. Although the residents’ attitude towards migrants has become the subject 
of many studies, including domestic research, the problem of the factors differen-
tiating this attitude remains unsolved.
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Theoretical approaches and empirical studies
Theoretical grounds, used to explain the attitude towards migrants (in particular, 
the level of tolerance) and temporal changes in various societies, include threat 
theories, theories of nationalism, and value theories, each having a greatest heu-
ristic potential. Further follows a brief review of these theories (one of the best 
reviews in the Russian academic literature is given by O. A. Yakimova [36]), and 
the factors differentiating the attitudes toward migrants.

Threat theories – this is the idea, derived from social psychology (described, in 
particular, by H. Blumer [5] and F. Allport [2] that the prejudice in some social 
groups towards others is an aspect of irrational unconscious process of self-iden-
tification, in which one’s own group (the In-group) is perceived through opposition 
to foreign Out-groups.

a) The primary factor giving rise to ethnic xenophobia is, under this idea, the 
presence of a minority of migrants culturally and/or religiously different 
from local residents, perceived as a “cultural threat”, in the region. Moreover, 
the concern over ethnic “others” may correlate, according to this approach, 
firstly, with the level of education (the higher the level of education, the less 
fears), and secondly, with the intensity of social interaction between groups 
of migrants and members of the host community [6]. Some researchers found 
that the number of migrants and the period of their presence in a certain 
region can affect the dynamics of the attitude: the longer and more intense 
the relationship, the more positive the attitude.

b) Another obvious factor affecting the scale of ethnic xenophobia under the 
threat theory is the economic factor: both real indicators of the economic 
situation — for example, the volume of GDP (see [22]), and the subjective 
interpretation of the financial situation by the residents. The higher the lev-
el of economic uncertainty, the less tolerant are certain groups of people 
towards various kinds of minorities, including ethnic ones (See V. A. Tish-
kov [32, p. 18], for example).

One of modern European scholars, L. Quillan, bases the analysis on Bloomer’s 
definition of prejudice as a response to threat to group privileges, and stresses the sig-
nificance of both of the above mentioned factors: the relative number of migrants and 
the level of economic stability, concluding the idea that if one or both factors intensifies, 
it intensifies a feeling of threat and a negative attitude towards migrants [26].

Theories of Nationalism. The interpretation of the national identity by a group of 
people will influence who they consider as “culturally alien” and how open they 
generally are to other national groups. Under theories of nationalism, the state ide-
ology biased towards national identity, being ethnic in essence (as opposed to civil 
identity or mass identity), contributes to growing xenophobia [36, p. 47]). In other 
words, national identity obviously depends on the national ideology constituted by 
the government of the country and on the political regime in the country in general 
[35]. Moreover, as a social construct, national identity is very much tied to the his-
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torical context of a particular locus. In particular, the researcher David Barry [3] 
argues that most ethnic Russians fuse ethno-national identity and religious identity 
for historical reasons, and, with the “dominant” religious identity – Russian Orthodox, 
national identity correlates with a high level of xenophobia and national isolation.

One of the options for interpreting the structure of national identity as a factor 
differentiating the level of ethnic tolerance is to define it through the categories of 
openness/closeness. K. H. O’Rourke and R. Sinnot [24] distinguished between the 
two dimensions of nationalist attitudes: “Openness”/patriotism as such (preference 
for one’s own country and a sense of superiority over others with a low level of 
closeness — “first among equals”) and “Closeness”/chauvinism (a narrowly un-
derstood or highly exclusive sense of nationality, focused on the aggressive defense 
of one’s country). An interesting interpretation of national identity is given by 
S. Rokas and M. B. Brewer, using the concept of “social identity complexity” [29]. 
The concept of “complexity” is based on the assumption that the national identity 
of people has a complex structure and may include multiple in-group identities, 
for example, European and Spanish, the more components of a national identity, 
the more open people are towards migrants.

Value theories. In accordance with the popular theory of evolution of values by 
R. Inglehart [14], the socialization of individuals in safe environment leads to the 
formation of post-materialistic values — “values of self-expression”, but growing 
in conditions of existential insecurity leads to dominating materialistic values, or 
“survival values” in the personality structure. This theory proves that people who 
underwent socialization in a relatively prosperous period are more tolerant and 
open, even towards migrants, but generations brought up during periods of insta-
bility have more materialistic values and, as a result, a higher level of xenophobia.

Supporters of the theory of values, using various types of cultural values, dis-
tinguish various groups in the host community according to the criterion of the 
value system that individuals adhere to [15].

In Russian studies, one of the options for interpreting a causal relationship 
between a person’s value system and their ethnic tolerance is to analyze the lev-
el of trust in society as a significant factor in influencing tolerance, with reference 
to the concepts of P. Shtompka and F. Fukuyama. V.I. Mukomel and other re-
searchers argue that the low level of trust in Russian society in general — both 
interpersonal and mass — can be considered as one of the reasons for growing 
xenophobia (See [1, 30]).

Another obvious factor differentiating the attitude of the population towards 
migrants is the classic socio-demographic characteristics of the host community — 
age, education, gender, income level and place of residence (urban or rural). Often 
the object of research is the attitude of youth — schoolchildren and students — 
towards ethnic minorities (compare [17]). Young people are usually characterized 
by a higher level of intolerance towards migrants, and, as recent studies show, 
intolerance towards migrants and foreign workers is also manifested in modern 
European youth – against the background of its higher level of tolerance towards 
different minorities (ethnic, sexual) (see [34], for example).
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Some researchers deny the importance of socio-demographic factors, for exam-

ple, L. Garcia-Faroldi [9] believes that even the level of education does not direct-
ly affect the level of tolerance, but in connection with the values shared by more 
highly educated people.

Finally, the attitude towards migrants is differentiated by the categories of migrants 
themselves. It was found, for example, that the attitude towards foreign visitors with 
different levels of education and professional status is formed differently, and also 
depending on whether migrants plan to return to their country or stay in the host 
country. Whereas the presence or absence of a family, the country of origin and ex-
ternal features do not actually affect the attitude towards migrants (see [34]).

In most studies, regardless of the theoretical position, a specific attitude towards 
migrants is analyzed by identifying groups according to the criterion of their dif-
ferent financial situation (objective/subjective), differences in the interpretation of 
their national identity, in the value system, and also through the group-forming 
socio-demographic characteristics. As a rule, a large sample of a country or group 
of countries is used for these purposes. The logic of this study is as follows: the 
authors compare the general level of tolerance and the attitude towards migrants 
in two regions of Russia, more or less homogeneous in terms of the financial situ-
ation of residents, the structure of migration flows, and the political situation (which, 
presumably, can be linked to historically prevailing conditions within the region, 
but which can be considered as roughly homogeneous in the peripheral regions of 
Russia). Hypothetically, the attitude towards migrants in two similar peripheral 
regions of the country should also be similar. Thus, the authors focused on testing 
the following hypothesis: in two regions of Russia, characterized by a comparable 
level of objective financial situation (average salary) and subjective satisfaction 
with the financial situation (which can be proved by the answers to the question-
naire and the demographic data for the regions), in the same political situation, the 
level of tolerance and the structure of the residents’ attitude towards migrants should 
correlate or differ insignificantly.

The objectives of the study and the specific features  
of the regions under study

The object of the study is the “host community”, and the two main objectives are 
to identify groups with different levels of tolerance towards migrants in the “host 
community” and then compare different groups of residents’ tolerance in the two 
regions of the Russian Federation — Vladimir Region and Tomsk Region. The 
level of tolerance was recorded through the respondents’ attitude towards migrants. 
The study conducted in Tomsk used the same methodology as the study conducted 
in the Vladimir Region in 2014: a survey using a quota sample representing the 
population of the region by demographic indicators (gender, age, place of residence, 
and education); the same questionnaire was used. The survey in the Vladimir Re-
gion (n = 563) was conducted in the city of Vladimir, in the towns of Kovrov, 
Murom, Gus-Khrustalny, Raduzhny, and in Vyaznikovsky, Gus-Khrustalny, 
Kameshkovsky, Kolchuginsky, Muromsky, Petushinsky, Sobinsky, Sudogodsky, 
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Suzdalsky districts. It included 271 people — in the regional center, 204 peo-
ple — in towns, 88 people — in rural areas. Men constituted 44% of the sample, 
women — 56%. The average age of the respondents — 37 years old. Russians 
constituted 92% of the sample, the remaining 8% were Azerbaijani, Armenian, 
Bashkir, Yezidi, Tatar, Uzbek, and Ukrainian [25, p. 6].

In the Tomsk Region, a quota sample was 500 people. The survey was conduct-
ed in the regional center (Tomsk — 76% of respondents), in rural areas (the vil-
lages of Molodezhnoye, Nizhny Sklad, Kopylovo, Klyuchi, Bakchar, Moryakov-
ka — 20%), in the towns of Strezhevoy, Seversk (4%). Men consituted 46% of the 
sample, women — 54%. 81% of respondents were Russian, the remaining 19% 
were Tatar, Ukrainian, Azerbaijani, Bashkir, Altai, and Armenian.

Comparing the data for the two Regions made it possible to conduct a compar-
ative analysis of various forms of attitude towards migrants recorded among the 
respondents.

In the Tomsk Region (the population in 2017 was 1.078,3 thousand people), the 
demographic situation is such that during the 2000s the regional migration growth 
compensated for the natural population decline or small natural growth. Since 2015, 
there has been a sharp decline in the migration growth: in 2017, for the first time 
since 2005, the number of people who left the Region exceeded the number of 
people who arrived in the Region (Table 1).

A large percentage of migrants come from CIS countries, they come to work, 
including seasonal workers. Another influx of migrants in the Region is students 
from Kazakhstan and Central Asia, while the migration growth is observed exclu-
sively in the city of Tomsk, there is an outflow of the population from small towns 
and villages.

The Vladimir Region (the population in 2017 was 1.378,3 thousand people) is 
less attractive for migrants: unlike the Tomsk Region, the statistical data record a 
population decline over the past ten years (Table 1). People migrate mainly to the 
neighboring regions of the Central Federal District with a more attractive econom-
ic situation. Migrants from Ukraine, Tajikistan, and Uzbekistan predominate.

Table 1. Population and Migration Growth / Population Decline in Tomsk Region (ТR) 
and Vladimir Region (VR) 

Indicators 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

1 2 3 4 5 6
Population, thousand 
people (VR) 1413.3 1405.6 1397.1 1389.5 1378.3

Population, thousand 
people (ТR) 1064.2 1070.1 1074.5 1076.8 1078.3

Natural Growth, population 
decline  (–) 
1 000 per people (VR)

–5.6 –5.4 –4.9 –5.3 –6.1
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1 2 3 4 5 6

Natural Growth, population 
decline (–) 
per 1 000 people (ТR)

2.1 2.0 2.1 1.8 0.5

Migration Growth, 
population decline (–) 
per 1 000 people (VR)

–3.5 –1.3 –11.0 –2.0 –20.6

Migration Growth, 
population decline (–) 
per 1 000 people (ТR)

3.5 2.1 0.1 0.2 –1.1

Migration Growth, 
population decline (–), No. 
of people )VR)

–502 –177 –1542 –276 –2853

Migration Growth,  
population decline (–), No. 
of people )ТR)

3716 2263 108 196 –1135

Sources: [3, pp. 30, 33; 16, pp. 12, 15, 16].

Table 2. Indicators of Economic Situation in Tomsk Region (TR) and Vladimir Region (VR)

Indicators 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 

Gross Regional Product, current 
base prices, mln RUB (VR) 306 641.4 328 064.2 368 489.2 393 775.1 415 569.1

Gross Regional Product per capita, 
RUB (VR) 216 320.8 232 757.6 262 945.5 282 603.6 300 273.6

Gross Regional Product, mln RUB. 
(ТR) 402 562.1 430 266.8 471 456.7 480 156.3 511 025.1

Gross Regional Product per capita, 
RUB (ТR) 377 218.0 401 259.7 438 316.5 445 485.9 473 792.2

Average income per capita, RUB (VR) 18 796.4 20 569.3 23 729.2 22 865.8 23 988.5

Average income per capita, RUB (ТR) 20 429.5 21 548.7 24 845.6 24 326.2 24 457.5

Average income per capita, RUB (RF) 25 928.2 27 767 30 467 24 615 31 422

Monthly average salary, RUB (VR) 20 927 22 581 23 877 25 135 26 975

Monthly average salary, RUB (ТR) 29 814 32 042 34 041 36 032 37 518

Monthly average salary, RUB (RF) 29 792 32 495 34 030 36 709 39 167

Sources: [27, pp. 54, 91; 28, p. 125; 33, pp. 20, 21, 34].
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Fig. 1. Data on life satisfaction in the Tomsk (2017) and Vladimir (2014) Regions
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The economic situation within the Regions differs slightly: despite the difference 
in their geographic location, both Regions can be called peripheral, with a low 
income level of the population (Table 2). So, according to the Russian Federal State 
Statistics Service, 14.6% of the Vladimir Region population and 17.3% of the 
Tomsk Region population have substandard income.

The Regions also have relatively similar budgets. Namely, the budget revenues 
of the Vladimir Region in 2018 was 57.348 billion rubles, and the budget revenues 
of the Tomsk Region in 2018 was 58.518 billion rubles. The federal budget trans-
fers in 2018 were 5.579 billion rubles to the Vladimir Region, 4.154 billion rubles 
– to the Tomsk Region, that is, both Regions are subsidized.

The fundamental difference in the economic situation in the Tomsk Region is 
that it is a gas producing region. The Tomsk Region GRP is mainly made by min-
ing (27.6% of GDP in 2017). In terms of the GRP produced, the Tomsk Region 
occupies the 22nd place out of 85 subjects of the Russian Federation, whereas the 
Vladimir Region, having no such source of income, occupies the 53rd place.

It should be noted that the average salary in the Tomsk Region is higher than in 
the Vladimir Region (37518 RUB and 26975 RUB, respectively) due to high in-
comes of people employed in the oil and gas industry. The average monthly nom-
inal salary in the field of mining is more than 2 times higher than the average 
salary in the Region, it was 80344 RUB in 2017, with 2.4% of the Region’s pop-
ulation employed in the mining industry [33, p. 21].

The unemployment rate, according to 2016 statistics, in the Tomsk Region is 
1.6% higher than in the Vladimir Region (in the Tomsk Region – 7.2%, in the 
Vladimir Region – 5.6%).

The data obtained in this study characterize the social well-being of the Tomsk 
Region population (within the life satisfaction indicator) as quite prosperous and 
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quite comparable with the assessment given by the Vladimir Region population 
in 2014 (the study used similar tools in the Vladimir Region in September-De-
cember 2014). Figure 1 shows that Tomsk residents are 5 % less satisfied with 
life and 5 % more unsatisfied, but in general the distribution of assessment is 
very close.

In assessing the financial situation of the family (Fig. 2), Vladimir residents are 
slightly more optimistic than Tomsk residents: 16% of Tomsk respondents assessed 
their financial situation as unsuccessful against 9% of Vladimir respondents who 
chose a similar answer in 2014. 60.4% of Tomsk respondents and 65.3% of Vladimir 
respondents assess their own financial situation as satisfactory, respectively, 23.4% 
and 25.9% – as prosperous. Thus, life satisfaction and the assessment of the fam-
ily financial situation among Vladimir respondents are generally a bit higher than 
among Tomsk respondents. Apparently, it should be borne in mind that the survey 
in the Tomsk Region was conducted after the introduction of economic sanctions, 
and in the Vladimir Region – before the sharp depreciation of the ruble against the 
US dollar and the euro, and the worsening of the economic situation, which could 
lead to a lower level of life satisfaction and a more pessimistic assessment of the 
family financial situation among Tomsk respondents.

One of the differences between the Regions can be their unequal positioning 
in the cultural space. Tomsk claims to be a scientific and educational center, 
while a large number of historical monuments are located in the Vladimir Re-
gion. If to compare quantitative indicators, there are three scientific/education-
al organizations of higher education in the Vladimir Region, while in the Tomsk 
region there are eight [327, p. 70.76]. In Vladimir there are 222 students per 
10000 people, in Tomsk there are 554 students per 10000 people [14; 33]. The 
number of faculty in the Vladimir Region is 1423 people, in the Tomsk Region 
it is 4398 people.

Fig. 2. Data on the residents’ evaluation of financial situation in the Tomsk (2017) 
and Vladimir (2014) Regions
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Signs of xenophobia and tolerance in the attitude of residents  

in Vladimir Region and Tomsk Region
The questionnaire was designed in such a way that the answers to certain 
questions served as markers of the respondents’ tolerant or intolerant attitude 
towards migrants. Respondents were supposed to identify in several pairs of 
statements that were opposite in meaning, one with which they agree and one 
with which they disagree. Table 3 (bipolar scales were used) shows the per-
centage of respondents who chose different answers, summarizes the results 
for the Tomsk Region and the Vladimir Region, the residuals of 100% includ-
ed intermediate answers.

Table 3 shows that the Tomsk Region residents are more tolerant towards 
migrants, compared with the Vladimir Region residents. Tomsk respondents 
are more positive about the multinational composition of Russia, support in-
terethnic marriages, and also do not see the dependence of the patriotism on 
a person’s ethnic identity. 

Table 3. Ratio of respondents who chose answers characterizing a tolerant or intolerant 
attitude to the problem of interethnic relations in Tomsk Region and in Vladimir Region 
(for Vladimir Region, the data taken from [25, p. 107])

Tolerance Indicators, % answers Intolerance Indicators, % answers

Possible An-
swers

In Tomsk 
Region

In Vladimir 
Region

In Tomsk 
Region

In Vladimir 
Region

Possible  
Answers

1 2 3 4 5 6
Russia’s mul-
tinationality is 
good — different 
peoples enrich 
each other.

50.6 25.6 9.8 15.9

Russia’s multi-
nationality is not 
good — some 
peoples live at the 
expense of others.

There is nothing 
wrong with inter-
ethnic marriages.

66.6 49.0 11.2 16.0
You should only 
marry a person of 
your nationality.

Anyone, regard-
less of ethnicity, 
can be a patriot 
of Russia.

68.8 47.1 10.6 37.7

Only the Russian 
can be a patriot of 
Russia

I am not ready to 
participate in na-
tionalist actions.

81.0 71.3 7.0 7.2
I am ready to 
participate in na-
tionalist actions
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1 2 3 4 5 6

I have friends 
and acquaintanc-
es of different 
nationalities

88.2 773.9 9.6 220.7

I do not have 
friends and 
acquaintances of 
different nationali-
ties

I do not have 
difficulty com-
municating with 
people of differ-
ent nationalities 74.2 52.4 0.6 9.8

I experience con-
stant. misunder-
standings or try to 
avoid any contact 
with people of dif-
ferent nationalities

I am ready to 
work together 
with people of 
different nation-
alities.

46.2 40.3 10.0 18.9

I am not ready 
to work together 
with people of dif-
ferent nationalities

I am ready to 
work under the 
guidance of 
people of differ-
ent nationalities

45.2 26.6 29.0 45.2

I am not ready 
to work under 
the guidance of 
people of different 
nationalities

I hired migrants.
26.2 28.2 33.2 33.5

I do not allow for 
the employment 
of migrants

It is necessary to 
attract even more 
migrants, as we 
lack the labor 
force.

3.8 3.4 21.2 35.1

It is necessary to 
fully restrict the 
influx of migrants 
and, if possible, 
get rid of those 
who have already 
arrived

Migrants are a 
perfectly normal 
phenomenon 
in the modern 
global market.

69.2 36.4 6.2 16.6

Migrants are a 
threat to the local 
population, which 
must be eradi-
cated.

Table 3 (end)
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Fig. 3. The diagram of using the scree test plot
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Factor Analysis
In order to determine latent variables expressing the generalized attitude of re-
spondents towards migrants, in contrast to their verbal assessments, a factor anal-
ysis was carried out (using the principal component method using the SPSS appli-
cation software package). For the convenience of further description, indicators 
can be divided into blocks:

 — attitude towards migrants in general (interethnic marriages, accepting or 
rejecting “migrants in general”, friendly and professional relations with 
foreign visitors, willingness to work together, the significance of interethnic 
and inter-confessional conflicts, attitude to nationalist rhetoric in politics and 
possible nationalistic actions);

 — attitude to labor migrants from Central Asia, China and the Caucasus, foreign 
students (regarding both the quality of their work and the assessment of their 
cultural level, law-abeyance, hostility).

Using the Kaiser criterion, we selected 11 factors that have an eigenvalue higher 
than 1 and cover 68% of the factor field. At the same time, the scree method allowed 
us to use only the first 3 factors for analysis, containing the most holistic and con-
sistent sets of characteristics (Fig. 3). The fourth factor and further sets of character-
istics become more and more contradictory, the factor loads of individual variables 
are reduced, and an increasing number of components have insignificant values.

The selected factors cover 43.4% of the variance (the first — 31%, the second — 
7.48%, the third — 4.9%). In a similar study conducted by D. I. Petrosyan in the 
Vladimir Region with the same questionnaire, three factors were also identified 
[25, p. 109-110], but with a much smaller share of the explained variance (29.2% — 

A. V. Filkina, T. A. Bulatova, pp. 17-37



SIBERIAN SOCIUM

29vol. 3  |  no 4  |  2019

SS
the first factor accounts for the largest differences: 16.7% in the Vladimir Region 
compared to 31.0% in the Tomsk Region).

We identified three main factors based on the analysis of the Tomsk Region 
sample:

 — “basic tolerance” — a set of attitudes corresponding to the most tolerant 
attitude towards migrants in general;

 — “selective tolerance”, which demonstrates a differentiated attitude towards 
migrants: a high degree of tolerance towards educational migrants and in-
tolerance towards labor migrants from Central Asia, accompanied by the 
conviction that it is necessary to limit the influx of any migrants into the 
country;

 — “declarative tolerance” — a demonstration of the absolute acceptance of 
migrants in the country and a positive attitude towards migrants in general, 
but at the same time, a distinctly negative attitude towards labor migrants 
from Central Asia as representatives of a socially alien group — unskilled 
and not respecting local culture and faith.

Following are all markers of tolerance and intolerance for the three factors giv-
en above.

The first factor is Basic Tolerance. Following are the variables included in the 
first factor, ranked by the factor loads of these variables (descending).

Markers of Tolerance:
 — The lack of anxiety and alertness due to the appearance of labor migrants —  

0.774.
 — The conviction that migrants behave appropriately, want to study our culture 

and try not to impose their own culture —  0.760.
 — The conviction that beliefs of Muslim migrants do not become grounds for 

religious conflicts —  0.755.
 — The conviction that foreign students are respectful of our culture and lan-

guage, although they adhere primarily to their traditions —  0.750.
 — The conviction that foreign students are mostly normal, friendly people who 

obey the laws and try not to commit offences —  0.724.
 — The conviction that foreign students are quite educated people with high 

motivation and intellectual needs —  0.721.
 — The conviction that foreign students study well, try to get good quality ed-

ucation —  0.719.
 — The conviction that migrants are law-abiding and do not affect the level of 

crime— 0.706.
 — The conviction that migrants work in good faith —  0.590.
 — The conviction that migrants do not take away jobs from local people, but 

occupy positions unwanted by the local population —  0.583.
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 — The conviction that due to the fee of foreign students, universities maintain 

their work and provide budget-funded admission for Russian students —  
0.477.

 — Disagreement with the stereotype that labor migrants are low-qualified—  
0.462.

 — A positive attitude towards students from Central Asia, China and the Cau-
casus —  0.438.

 — A positive attitude towards labor migrants from Central Asia, China and the 
Caucasus —  0.358.

 — A positive attitude to marriages between people of different nationalities — 
0.295.

 — Willingness to work together with people of different nationalities —  0.292.
 — Willingness to work under the guidance of people of different nationalities 

— 0.254.
 — A positive attitude to the influx of labor migrants —  0.254.
 — A positive attitude to hiring migrants from Central Asia, China or the Cau-

casus to do any job (and to the results of their work) —  0.223.
 — The fact that Russia is a multinational country is positive —  0.206.
 — The presence of friends or acquaintances of different nationalities —  0.202.
 — Denial of difficulties in communicating with people of different nationali-

ties —  0.180.
 — The conviction that a person of any nationality can be a patriot of Russia —  

0.179.
 — Condemnation of nationalist appeals in public policy —  0.169.
 — Approval of the influx of educational migrants —  0.168.
 — Reluctance to personally participate in nationalistic actions —  0.149.

The second factor is Selective Tolerance. The rejection of migrants and the 
unwillingness to interact with them is combined with a positive attitude to-
wards foreign students. Also, this factor with a fairly high factor load (0.463) 
includes the conviction that there are ethnic conflicts in the Tomsk Region. 
Following are the variables included in the second factor (with their factor 
load).

Markers of tolerance in the second factor:
 — The conviction that foreign students are quite educated people with high 

motivation and intellectual needs —  0.309.
 — The conviction that foreign students study well, try to get good quality ed-

ucation —  0.241.
 — The conviction that foreign students are respectful of our culture and lan-

guage, although they adhere primarily to their traditions —  0.206.
 — The conviction that foreign students are mostly normal, friendly people who 

obey the laws and try not to commit offences —  0.188.
 — Markers of xenophobia in the second factor:

A. V. Filkina, T. A. Bulatova, pp. 17-37



SIBERIAN SOCIUM

31vol. 3  |  no 4  |  2019

SS
 — The conviction that regional authorities should limit the influx of labor mi-

grants — 0.598.
 — Regarding foreign students from Central Asia, China and the Caucasus as a 

threat and an undesirable element — 0.573.
 — The conviction that regional authorities should limit the influx of education-

al migrants — 0.564.
 — A negative attitude to marriages between people of different nationalities — 

0.528.
 — The conviction that only the Russian can be a true patriot of Russia — 0.391.
 — The fact that Russia is a multinational country is rather negative than posi-

tive — 0.351.
 — Difficulties in communicating with people of different nationalities — 0.342.
 — Willingness to personally participate in nationalistic actions — 0.224.
 — Approval of politicians who, in their appeals or actions, publicly demonstrate 

support for one particular nationality, if this corresponds to their political 
position — 0.265.

 — Reluctance to work under the guidance of people of different nationalities — 
0.207.

 — A negative attitude to hiring migrants from Central Asia, China or the Cau-
casus to do any job — 0.126.

 — The lack of friends of different nationalities — 0.109.
The third factor — Declarative Tolerance — combines a positive attitude towards 

labor and educational migrants, the willingness to work with them and under their 
leadership with the conviction that migrants are poorly educated and unskilled, work 
poorly and behave defiantly, do not respect the faith of the local population. That is, 
migrants are good in theory, but in practice it is unpleasant to deal with them. Fol-
lowing are the variables included in the third factor (with their factor load).

Markers of tolerance in the third factor:
 — Willingness to work together with people of different nationalities —  0.458.
 — Willingness to work under the guidance of people of different nationalities 

— 0.315.
 — A positive attitude to hiring migrants from Central Asia, China or the Cau-

casus to do any job (and the results of their work) —  0.312.
 — The presence of friends or acquaintances of different nationalities —  0.306.
 — Approval of the influx of educational migrants —  0.265.
 — The conviction that foreign students are mostly normal, friendly people who 

obey the laws and try not to commit offences —  0.262.
 — The conviction that foreign students are quite educated people with high 

motivation and intellectual needs —  0.177.
 — The fact that Russia is a multinational country is rather positive than nega-

tive —  0.155.
 — A positive attitude to the influx of labor migrants —  0.148.
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 — The conviction that migrants do not take away jobs from local people, but 

occupy positions unwanted by the local population —  0.135.
 — A positive attitude to marriages between people of different nationalities —  

0.115.
 — The conviction that foreign students study well, try to get good quality ed-

ucation —  0.101.
 — Reluctance to personally participate in nationalistic actions —  0.101.

Markers of xenophobia in the third factor:
 — The conviction that poorly educated and unskilled people come to earn mon-

ey —  0.557.
 — The conviction that migrants behave defiantly, do not respect and do not 

want to study our culture, try to impose their own culture —  0.243.
 — Difficulties in communicating with people of different nationalities —  0.198.
 — The conviction that migrants basically work poorly, and “ours” would do 

the same job better —  0.173.
 — A sense of anxiety and alertness due to the appearance of migrants (it is 

immediately obvious that they are not ours, they are alien) —  0.138.
 — The conviction that Muslim migrants openly do not respect Russian Ortho-

dox Christianity of the local population —  0.125.
This situation differs from the results of factor analysis, obtained on the basis of 

data in the Vladimir Region. D. I. Petrosyan selected three factors: “the first factor 
covering 16.7% of the factor field in the Vladimir Region study combines practically 
all the characteristics corresponding to the extreme form of xenophobia” [25, p. 111]. 

“The second factor unites the characteristics that, according to D. I.  Petrosyan, 
make it possible to call the Region residents moderate xenophobes, who have 
a tolerant attitude towards migrants, but have problems in personal relations 
with people of different nationalities and perceive the multinational composition 
of the Russian Federation negatively in general” [25, p. 112]. 

“The third factor in the Vladimir Region study combines variables that summa-
rize the type of the Region residents, who can be called moderately tolerant in 
general issues of interethnic relations, but with a very contradictory attitude towards 
migrants” [25, p. 113].

The main difference between the results of factor analysis carried out on the data 
collected in two Regions — Tomsk and Vladimir, is that in the former there is no 
such factor that is most significant in the latter (the extreme form of xenophobia). 
On the contrary, the most significant factor in the Tomsk Region study — the 
convinced tolerance factor, which covers 12% of the factor field — is not repre-
sented in the Vladimir Region study. D. I. Petrosyan emphasizes that “tolerant 
ones” do not have so much internal value conviction and consistency” as xeno-
phobes [25, p. 117], but the Tomsk Region data, on the contrary, record the presence 
of convinced tolerance and the absence of extreme intolerance.
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Another significant difference is a specific differentiated form of tolerance/in-

tolerance in the Tomsk Region, when foreign students are assessed as a positive 
phenomenon against a pronounced negative attitude towards migrants (the factor 
of selective tolerance).

The above mentioned differences, noticeable when comparing the data of factor 
analysis in two different regions of Russia, clearly show how heterogeneous the 
attitude towards migrants in different regions of the country is.

CLUSTER ANALYSIS 
K-means clustering makes it possible to select the desired number of clusters. 
After a series of experiments and exploratory analysis using hierarchical clus-
tering methods, three clusters were taken as the optimal number. The use of 
fewer clusters is possible (exploratory analysis using hierarchical clustering 
methods reached two clusters before the stopping criteria were worked out), 
but it severely limits the details of the results, literally dividing the sample 
into options “more tolerant on average” and “less tolerant on average”. Three 
clusters still make it possible to study the situation in more detail. If it is re-
quired to search for four or more clusters, this method yields groups that show 
an increasing similarity between themselves, with new clusters rising from 
the differentiation and measurement of the boundaries of more tolerant clus-
ters, while keeping the previous boundaries for most of the “nationalist” clus-
ter. At the same time, the number of observations not included in any of the 
groups remains almost unchanged and is about 13%. The three clusters iden-
tified on the Tomsk Region data were “tolerant”, “moderately tolerant” and 
“moderate xenophobes”.

Group 1 — “tolerant” — constitutes half (49.4%) of the entire sample. This 
is a fairly homogeneous group of respondents, who showed the friendliest 
and most positive attitude towards people of different nationalities in the vast 
majority of questions (80-90%). Therefore, it is easier to list the questions in 
which the respondents of this group were not so unanimous. Firstly, although 
the respondents of this group do not deny the possibility of ethnic conflicts 
in the Tomsk Region, they disagree in their assessment: to answer the ques-
tion “Do you think there are ethnic conflicts in the Tomsk Region today?” 
5.1% chose the option “yes, but in a hidden form”, 23.1% — “yes, but they 
are not serious”, 6.9% — “yes, they clearly exist”, 15% believe that there is 
no conflict, but the threat exists, and 30% believe that there is no ethnic con-
flict — even as a real threat. Secondly, “tolerant ones” perceive labor migrants 
in a completely different way: 42% supported the statement “Poorly educat-
ed and unskilled people come to earn money”, 57.9% did not support this 
statement.

In general, it should be noted that, despite being tolerant in most key issues, 
respondents of this cluster give a rather low assessment of the skills of labor 
migrants from Central Asia, China and the Caucasus.
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Group 2 — “moderately tolerant” — constitutes 15% of the sample and 

looks rather contradictory. The respondents give a positive assessment to mul-
tinationality and multiculturalism (in the question “Is it positive or negative 
that Russia is a multinational country?” 65.3% of respondents are sure that 
this is definitely positive, 59.5% of “tolerant ones” think it is negative), 86.7% 
deny the presence of any ethnic conflicts in the Tomsk Region (69.3% of which 
do not even see the threat), do not have difficulties in communicating with 
foreigners, do not approve of nationalist appeals in politics, do not have a 
negative attitude towards labor and educational migrants, in general. Howev-
er, they show a negative attitude towards students and labor migrants from 
Central Asia, China and the Caucasus — the proportion of negative attitude 
in these questions is stable in the range of 60-80%.

Group 3 — “moderate nationalists” — constitutes 22.6% of the sample. The 
conviction that ethnic conflicts take place in the Tomsk Region was most 
strongly expressed in this group — a total of 99.1% of the respondents in this 
group answered, “Yes, they clearly exist”, “Yes, but in a hidden form” and 
“Yes, but they are not serious”; 19.5% of the respondents in this group are 
ready to personally participate in nationalist actions, another 15% find it dif-
ficult to answer. This group demonstrates the worst attitude towards intereth-
nic marriages; ideas of reducing the number of educational and labor migrants 
are more popular in it. However, it is rather difficult to characterize this group 
as ardent xenophobes. As for the attitude towards migrants from Central Asia, 
China and the Caucasus, the respondents in the third group are far more mod-
erate than the respondents in the second group.

Comparing the second and third groups is rather interesting. The second 
cluster demonstrates tolerance and some idealism in general issues, but intol-
erance towards a separate category of migrants (from Central Asia, China and 
the Caucasus). The third cluster, with significantly greater popularity of xen-
ophobic sentiments in general issues, is much more moderate in particular 
questions and attitudes towards specific ethnic groups. Moreover, the difference 
in attitude towards migrants cannot be attributed to the presence or absence 
of direct contacts with migrants, since respondents from all groups have friends 
and acquaintances of different nationalities.

Comparing the results of cluster analysis with those obtained in the Vladimir 
Region study, just as in factor analysis, we found significant differences. D.I. 
Petrosyan in the Vladimir Region study focused on four clusters: “tolerant” 
(30.1% of the sample), “xenophobic” (21.4%), “moderately intolerant” 
(19.3%), “moderately tolerant” (29.2%) [25, p. 122]. In our study, the cluster 
of convinced “xenophobes” is absent, and the cluster of “tolerant” was 20% 
larger (it was 49.4% of the sample).

CONCLUSION
We compared the attitude towards migrants in two regions of the Russian 
Federation, characterized by an approximately similar level of financial 
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well-being. At the same time, obvious differences were found in the level of 
tolerance of the residents of these Regions, in their attitude towards migrants. 
The profiles of worldview attitudes differ in the analytical identification of 
population groups depending on their level of tolerance. Based on the data 
obtained, the following conclusions can be drawn:

The host community within one state is heterogeneous in the attitude towards 
ethnic migrants. The difference in this indicator between large cities — Moscow 
and St. Petersburg — is more obvious and more explainable because the percent-
age of migrants there is higher, competition for jobs is higher, for example. In 
our study, we showed that the attitude towards migrants in different regions can 
vary even under similar economic conditions and in the same political situation. 
The sizes of groups that demonstrate this or that level of tolerance towards mi-
grants can vary significantly: in the Tomsk Region half of the sample can be 
referred to the group of tolerant ones, while in the Vladimir Region the group of 
tolerant ones is comparable with the group of xenophobes in percentage terms.

In the Tomsk Region there is a clear differentiated attitude towards educa-
tional and labor migrants; even in groups of those who reject migrants, the 
attitude towards educational migrants is generally positive.

Expressing the hypothesis about the reasons for different attitudes towards 
migrants in different regions of the same country, we can either assume that 
in the regions under comparison there are some unaccounted differences lead-
ing to the unequal level of ethnic tolerance, or we can put forward our own 
explanation. We believe that one of the factors that differentiate the level of 
interethnic tolerance is the peculiar local urban socio-cultural situation — in 
particular, a city, being an educational center, shows an obviously higher lev-
el of tolerance and the above mentioned features in differentiating attitudes 
towards migrants.
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