
Psychology. Journal of the Higher School of Economics. 
2019. Vol. 16. N 2. P. 24–41. DOI: 10.17323/1813-8918-2019-2-232-249

INTERCULTURAL RELATIONS IN GEORGIA 
AND TAJIKISTAN: A POST-CONFLICT MODEL

J.W. BERRYa, b, V.N. GALYAPINAb, N.M. LEBEDEVAb, 
Z.KH. LEPSHOKOVAb, T.A. RYABICHENKOb 1

Introduction

The period after the collapse of the USSR was characterized by not only polit-
ical and socio-economic changes in the post-communist space, but also by changes
in values, identification and disidentification with social categories, in the status of
groups and models of intercultural relations. Research in a variety of post-communist
countries, as well as in different multicultural regions of the Russian Federation,
demonstrated very different paths towards the development of multicultural policy
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and practice (Lebedeva, Dimitrova, & Berry, 2018). The task of nation-state build-
ing, and changes in the majority-minority status became a common trend for many
post-communist countries and regions in Eastern Europe and Central Asia. 

Studying intercultural relations in the post-Soviet space, we have identified
three models of Post-Soviet development in terms of their dealing with cultural
diversity (Lebedeva, 2018). The first one became known as the “nation-state
model” as presented by Baltic countries (Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania). They are
typified by promoting the cultural, economic, demographic and political vitality of
a core nation (Brubaker, 2009) and the forced assimilation of minorities. The sec-
ond is called the “pragmatic model” as pesented by Azerbaijan and probably by
Kazakhstan and Kirgizstan. This model is based on economic interests, and where
cultural diversity is not a problem. The third and the most dramatic model is called
“post-conflict model” presented by Georgia and Tajikistan. In these countries cul-
tural diversity has been sharply reduced during wars and conflicts.

The goal of this study was to evaluate three hypotheses of intercultural rela-
tions: multiculturalism, contact and integration (Berry, 2017) among majority mem-
bers and the ethnic Russian minority group in two countries, which represent the
post-conflict model: Georgia and Tajikistan. The three hypotheses of intercultural
relations are adapted to the contexts of these two countries and are presented
below. 

1. The multiculturalism hypothesis: 
1a. The higher the perceived security among the ethnic Russian minority,

the higher their support of multicultural ideology, ethnic tolerance and preference
for integration and assimilation.

1b. The higher the perceived security among the ethnic majority
(Georgians and Tajiks), the higher their support of multicultural ideology, ethnic
tolerance and preference for integration and assimilation.

2. The contact hypothesis: 
2a. The higher the intensity of friendly contacts between the ethnic

Russian minority and the ethnic majority (Georgians and Tajiks), the higher their
level of ethnic tolerance, and their preference for integration and assimilation. 

2b. The higher the intensity of friendly contacts of the ethnic majority
(Georgians and Tajiks) with members of ethnic minority (Russians), the higher
their level of ethnic tolerance and their preference for integration and assimilation.

3. The integration hypothesis: 
3a. The higher the preference for the acculturation strategy of integration

among the ethnic Russian minority, the higher their levels of life satisfaction, self-
esteem, and sociocultural adaptation.

3b. The higher the preference for integration expectation among members
of the ethnic majority (Georgians and Tajiks), the higher their levels of life satis-
faction and self-esteem.

Based on the results of previous research that highlighted the important role of
assimilation in intercultural relations and mutual adaptation of migrants/ethnic
minority and host society/ethnic majority groups (Berry, 2017; Jasinskaja-Lahti,
Horenczyk, & Kinunen, 2011; Kus-Harbord & Ward, 2015; Lebedeva, Tatarko, &
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Berry, 2016a; Lebedeva, Galyapina, Lepshokova, & Ryabichenko, 2017), we tested
some additional relationships for assimilation as well. 

In previous studies it was found that preference for assimilation is positively
related to life satisfaction (Lepshokova & Tatarko, 2016; Ryabichenko &
Lebedeva, 2016) and sociocultural adaptation, but negatively related to self-
esteem (Galyapina & Lebedeva, 2016; Ryabichenko & Lebedeva, 2016). Based on
the above, we formulated the following hypothesis:

4. The assimilation hypothesis:
The higher the preference for assimilation among the ethnic Russian minorities

and the ethnic majorities in Georgia and Tajikistan, the higher their life satisfac-
tion, the lower their self-esteem and the higher the minorities’ sociocultural adap-
tation.

Measures 

The study used scales from the MIRIPS questionnaire
(http://www.victoria.ac.nz/cacr/research/mirips) translated into Russian and
adapted for use in Russia (Lebedeva & Tatarko, 2009). 

“Perceived Security” (3 items in Tajikistan, for example, “There is room for a
variety of languages and cultures in Tajikistan”, 5 items in Georgia, for example
“We have to take steps to protect our cultural traditions from outside influences”)

“Intercultural Contacts” (2 items “How many close Tajik/Georgian/Russian
friends do you have?” and “How often to you meet with close Tajik/Georgian/
Russian friends”. 

“Multicultural Ideology” (5 items, for example, “We should recognize that cul-
tural diversity is a fundamental characteristic of Tajik/Georgian society”).

“Tolerance” (3 items, for example, “We should promote equality among all
groups, regardless of their racial or ethnic origin”).

“Acculturation Strategies” (for ethnic Russian minorities): integration (4 items,
for example, ‘It is important to me to be fluent in both Tajik/Georgian and Russian
languages’); assimilation (4 items, for example, “I prefer social activities that
involve Tajiks/Georgians only”).

“Acculturation Expectations” (for the Tajik/Georgian majority): integration (4
items, for example, “Russians should be fluent in both Tajik/Georgian and Russian
languages”); assimilation (4 items, for example, “Russians should prefer social
activities that involve Tajiks/Georgians only”). 

“Self Esteem” (4 items, for example, “On the whole, I am satisfied with myself”)
(Rosenberg, 1965).

“Life Satisfaction” (4 items, for example, “In most ways my life is close to my
ideal”) (Diener, Emmons, Larsen, & Griffin, 1985).

“Sociocultural Adaptation” (for ethnic Russian minorities) (7 items in
Tajikistan, for example, “How much difficulty you experience, living in Tajikistan,
in relating to members of the opposite sex”, 11 items in Georgia, for example “How
much difficulty you experience, living in Georgia, accurately interpreting and
responding to other people’s gestures and facial expressions”) (Wilson, 2013).
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Data processing

We used the following methods of data processing: descriptive statistics and
Cronbach’s �. To test the three hypotheses of intercultural relations we followed a
Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) approach. Four path analyses were per-
formed with two ethnic majority groups (Georgians, Tajiks) and two ethnic minor-
ity groups (Russians) separately using SPSS AMOS 20 software. Multivariate
analysis of variance (MANOVA) was used to examine the differences between
means of the used scales’ scores across the different groups. 

We present the two studies in the two regions sequentially one after the other.

Study 1. Mutual Intercultural Relations between Georgians 
and Ethnic Russians in Georgia

Sociocultural context of Georgia

Before the collapse of the USSR, Georgia was one of the most multiethnic
regions of the South Caucasus. However, even at the time when Georgia was a part
of the USSR, the popular primordial doctrines expressed in the slogan “Georgia for
Georgians” prevailed among Georgian intellectuals, which led to the growing
movement in support of the independence of the Republic in the late 1980s
(Berglund, 2016). Therefore, after the declaration of Georgia’s independence in
1991, ethnic minorities found themselves in a country “ruled by and for ethnic
Georgians” (Ibid, p. 2) that in turn led to changes in self-determination among eth-
nic minorities members. 

Two regions of Georgia (Abkhazia and South Ossetia) were inhabited mainly by
ethnic minorities who proclaimed their independence at the beginning of 1990s.
There were armed conflicts between Georgian and South Ossetian forces (in
1991–1992), and between Georgian and Abkhazian forces (in 1992–1994). These
conflicts ended with Georgia losing control over these two regions. Conflicting
sides were divided by Peacekeeping Forces on the basis of international agree-
ments. These forces were formed by Russia, Georgia and Ossetia in South Ossetia
and by the CIS countries in Abkhazia. The long period of “increasing tensions,
provocations and incidents” had “deep roots in the history of the region, in peoples’
national traditions and aspirations as well as in age-old perceptions or rather mis-
perceptions of each other, which were never mended and sometimes exploited”
(Independent International Fact Finding Mission on the Conflict in Georgia,
2009, p. 11). This culminated in the “five-day war” in 2008 that formally started
with Georgia’s attacking the capital of South Ossetia. The attack provoked an
armed conflict between Georgia and Russia and ended in the secessions of South
Ossetia and Abkhazia from Georgia. Currently there are no direct diplomatic rela-
tions between Georgia and Russia. 

Political tensions and economic difficulties in the country resulted in decreased
numbers of ethnic minorities from 29.9% of the total population in 1989 down to
16.2% in 2002 due emigration, as well as “de facto secessions” of two regions (South
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Ossetia and Abkhazia) (Nilsson & Popjanevski, 2009, p. 8; Metreveli, Nilsson,
Popjanevski, & Yakobashvili, 2009; Sabanadze, 2011). The number of ethnic
Russians in Georgia decreased from 6.3% to 1.5% during this period. In 2014,
Russians were the third largest minority group after Azerbaijanis and Armenians,
accounting for only about 26.5 thousand people or 0.7% of the population. More
than half of all Russian Georgians live in Tbilisi (GeoStat, 2016).

The Russian language still remains the language of interethnic communication,
but efforts are being made to replace this status with English, and this replacement
is considered as a symbol of the country’s European orientation (Sherouse, 2017).

The armed territorial conflicts and Russia’s military and political support to
South Ossetia and Abkhazia during these conflicts greatly influence the nature of
intercultural relations, since many issues relating to ethnic minorities are often
viewed through the prism of these conflicts. For Georgia, the attitude towards
minorities is primarily a matter of national security (Sabanadze, 2011). Therefore,
minorities are often seen as sources of potential threat (Sabanadze, 2011; Ulasiuk,
2013) that hinders the consolidation of society (Vardanyan, 2010). Therefore,
despite the declaration of a state policy of integration, it is often equated with
assimilation and ‘Georgianization’, with a move towards a monoethnic society by
the emigration of, and the gradual assimilation of, ethnic minorities (Ibid.).

Participants and procedure

The sample included 610 respondents: 298 ethnic Georgians and 312 ethnic
Russians. A snowball sampling procedure was used. Russians and Georgians filled
out the questionnaire in their native languages (Russian and Georgian subsequent-
ly). A description of the sample is presented in Table 1.

Results of the study 1

Descriptive statistics including means, standard deviations, reliability coeffi-
cients of measures and the results of MANOVA are presented in Table 2. 

The MANOVA with ethnicity as the independent variable, and perceived secu-
rity, intercultural contacts, multicultural ideology, tolerance, integration, assimila-
tion, self-esteem and life satisfaction as dependent variables showed a significant
multivariate main effect: Wilks’ � = .595, F(8, 601) = 51.223, p < .001, ��2 = .405.
ANOVAs on all individual measures were also significant (see Table 2). The scores

Respondents N
Gender characteristics Age characteristics 

Male Female Min. Max. M SD

Ethnic Russians 312 102 (32.7%) 210 (67.3) 14 67 31.11 14.57

Georgians 298 50 (16.8%) 248 (83.2) 15 64 30.45 14.11

Table 1
Gender and Age Characteristics of the Sample
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on perceived security, multicultural ideology, ethnic tolerance, integration and self-
esteem are higher in the sample of Russians compared with Georgians. Georgians
have higher scores on intercultural contacts, assimilation and life satisfaction.

Results of the path analysis in the two groups are presented in Figure 1.
Among ethnic Russians perceived security positively related to ethnic tolerance

(� = .14, p < .05) and integration (� = .11, p < .05), negatively related to assimila-
tion (� = �.18, p < .01) and did not relate to multicultural ideology. In the group
of ethnic Georgians, perceived security positively related to integration (� = .21,
p < .001) and to multicultural ideology (� = .23, p < .001), but didn’t relate to tol-
erance and assimilation expectation. 

Intercultural contacts negatively related to ethnic tolerance (� = �.13, p < .05)
and assimilation (� = �.20, p < .001) in the majority group. Intercultural contacts
positively related to both integration (� = .13, p <.05), and assimilation (� = .22,
p < .001), but didn’t significantly relate to ethnic tolerance in the Russian minority. 

The relationship of integration and sociocultural adaptation of Russians was
positive (� = .19, p < .001), as well as for self-esteem (� = .19, p <.001) and life sat-
isfaction (� = .15, p < .01), while the latter two relationships were nonsignificant
among Georgians. 

Assimilation negatively related to self-esteem of Georgians (� = �.14, p < .05)
that is along with the assimilation hypothesis, but at the same time it negatively
related to sociocultural adaptation of ethnic Russians (� = �.14, p < .05) that con-
tradicts this hypothesis.

Table 2
A Comparison of Means for Samples of Ethnic Russians and Georgians in Georgia 

(Max. 5 Points) 

Ethnic Russians Georgians
F(1, 591) Partial �2

M (SD) � M (SD) �

Perceived Security 3.51 (0.60) .51 2.93 (0.71) .52 119.33 .164***

Intercultural Contacts 3.86 (0.82) .83 4.21 (0.84) .59 31.68 .050***

Multicultural Ideology 3.98 (0.59) .53 3.82 (0.73) .58 9.40 .015**

Tolerance 3.90 (0.85) .48 3.08 (1.05) .54 113.53 .157***

Integration 4.33 (0.54) .62 4.07 (9.79) .68 22.54 .036***

Assimilation 1.67 (0.54) .67 2.15 (9.92) .79 62.81 .094***

Self-Esteem 4.12 (0.53) .70 4.01 (9.67) .77 4.54 .007*

Life Satisfaction 2.73 (0.72) .73 3.28 (9.95) .84 64.77 .096***

Sociocultural Adaptationc 3.96 (0.61) .88

c Measure of sociocultural adaptation is used in the group of ethnic Russians only.

* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001.
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Study 2. Mutual Intercultural Relations between Tajiks and Ethnic
Russians in Tajikistan

Sociocultural context of Tajikistan

Tajikistan is a former republic of the USSR with a mainly rural population.
Tajikistan can be called the poorest country in the CIS, according to The Richest
Countries in the World (Gregson, 2016), with 50% of the total GDP of the country
consisting of remittances from Tajik labor migrants in Russia (Sarabekov, 2016).
The population of Tajikistan is mostly Muslims (approximately 95% Sunni and 3%
Shia). The next largest religious community is Russian Orthodox. After the col-
lapse of the USSR the numbers of the largest ethnic minorities (ethnic Uzbeks and
ethnic Russians) in Tajikistan decreased respectively from 23.5% and 7.63% of the
whole population in 1989 to 13.9% and 0.46% in 2010, respectively (Vsesoyuznaya
perepis’ naseleniya…, 2015; Mukhammadieva, 2013). At present, the number of

Figure 1
Results of the Path Analysis for Three Hypotheses of Intercultural Relations for Ethnic

Russians/Georgians

Note. Acculturation strategies of integration and assimilation were used in the sample of Russian
minority, integration and assimilation expectations were used in the sample of Georgian majority.

Indicators of the models: �2/df = 1.84/1.93; CFI = .97/.97; RMSEA = .05/.06; PCLOSE = .416/.362.

* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001.
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ethnic Russians (residing mainly in in Dushanbe, the capital of Tajikistan) is
declining rapidly (Mukhammadieva, 2013). 

Since the Tajik civil war of 1989 there has been a mass exodus of ethnic Russians
and Russian-speakers. The conflict began between the Islamic-democratic opposi-
tion and the Tajik communist leaders. The communist regime was associated with
Ethnic Russians in Tajik society. The nationalists blamed the former USSR domi-
nant group (ethnic Russians) for all their difficulties (drought, earthquakes, crop
failure etc.). The war caused interethnic conflicts in the Ferghana Valley and the
persecution of the Russian population in Dushanbe and other cities. This all led to
the fact that many Russian civilians were killed, and the survivors were forced to
flee. As a result of the civil war, 60–200 thousand people were missing, and one mil-
lion people left the country, including over 300 thousand Russians (Norin, 2016).
The ethnic Russians, being the most numerous ethnic minority before the war,
practically disappeared by the end of the civil war in Tajikistan (Sitnyanskiy,
2011). The official language of Tajikistan is Tajik. The Constitution mentions
Russian as the “language for interethnic communication”. The Russian language
remains the language of culture and science in Tajikistan, since specialised termi-
nology has not yet been developed in the Tajik language (Letnyakov, 2015).
Education in Russian is considered prestigious in Tajikistan (Dubovitskaya, 2009). 

Today, the population of Tajikistan is growing rapidly due to the high birth rate
among Tajiks, while the number of ethnic minorities is decreasing causing a rapid
national transition to mono-ethnicity.

Participants and procedure

The sample included 317 Tajiks and 277 ethnic Russians. A snowball technique
for sampling was used. We asked Tajik and Russian university students from
Russian-Tajik (Slavic) University and high school students from Russian-language
schools to fill out questionnaires by themselves as well as to distribute them among
their friends and parents. Respondents filled out questionnaires in Russian. A so -
cio-demographic description of the sample is presented in Table 3.

Results of the study 2

Descriptive statistics including means, standard deviations, reliability coeffi-
cients of measures and the results of MANOVA are presented in Table 4. 

Respondents N
Gender characteristics Age characteristics 

Male Female Min. Max. M SD

Ethnic Russians 277 90 (33%) 187 (67%) 14 73 31.58 16.17

Tajiks 317 110 (35%) 207(65%) 15 63 30.60 14.81

Table 3
Gender and Age Characteristics of the Sample
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The MANOVA with ethnicity as the independent variable, and perceived secu-
rity, intercultural contacts, multicultural ideology, tolerance, integration, assimila-
tion, self-esteem and life satisfaction as dependent variables showed a significant
multivariate main effect: Wilks’ � = .706, F(8, 589) = 30.632, p < .001, ��2 = .294.
ANOVAs on the individual measures were also significant for perceived security,
tolerance, integration, assimilation and life satisfaction (see Table 4). The scores on
tolerance and integration were significantly higher in the sample of ethnic
Russians than in the sample of Tajiks. The scores on perceived security, assimilation
and life satisfaction were significantly higher in the sample of Tajiks than in the
sample of ethnic Russians. 

Results of the path analysis in the two groups are presented in Figure 2.
Perceived security positively related to multicultural ideology (� =.16/.15, p < .01)

and integration (� =.18/.14, p < .01), but was not related to tolerance in either
samples of ethnic Russians and Tajiks. We also found a positive relationship
between perceived security and assimilation among the Tajiks (� =.13, p < .05).

In both groups intercultural contacts negatively related to ethnic tolerance
(� = �.13/.�13, p < .05) and were not related to the assimilation preferences.
Among Tajiks contacts positively related to integration (� =.15, p < .01). We also
found a positive correlation between perceived security and intercultural contacts
in the sample of ethnic Russians.

The relationships between integration and well-being were positive for self-
esteem (� = .22, p < .001) and life satisfaction (� = .14, p < .05) in the group of Tajiks.
The relationships of integration were positive for self-esteem (� = .26, p < .001), but

Table 4
A Comparison of Means for Samples of Ethnic Russians and Tajiks in Tajikistan 

(Max. 5 Points) 

Ethnic Russians Tajiks
F(1, 591) Partial �2

M (SD) � M (SD) �

Perceived Security 3.30 (0.71) .61 3.91  (0.85) .51 90.79 .132***

Intercultural Contacts 4.10 (0.85) .62 4.18 (0.96) .71 1.05 .002

Multicultural Ideology 3.90 (0.80) .59 3.99 (0.77) .61 1.70 .003

Tolerance 4.26 (0.80) .54 3.69 (0.72) .54 88.22 .129***

Integration 4.13 (0.87) .72 3.97 (0.80) .64 6.04 .010*

Assimilation 1.95 (0.81) .72 2.39 (0.97) .74 35.99 .057***

Self-Esteem 4.15 (0.72) .79 4.26 (0.66) .75 3.37 .006

Life Satisfaction 3.27 (0.96) .80 3.87 (0.83) .76 67.91 .122***

Sociocultural Adaptationc 3.50 (0.84) .84

c Measure of sociocultural adaptation is used in the group of ethnic Russians only.

* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001.
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nonsignificant for life satisfaction and sociocultural adaptation among the ethnic
Russians. 

Assimilation strategy negatively related to self-esteem (� = �.16, p < .01) and
sociocultural adaptation (� = �.14, p < .05) among the ethnic Russians, but posi-
tively related to life satisfaction (� = .12, p < .05).

General discussion

The aim of these two studies was to test the three hypotheses of intercultural
relations in groups of the Russian ethnic minority and the majorities in Georgia
and Tajikistan. 

The multiculturalism hypothesis found partial support in both groups in Georgia.
Perceived security of ethnic Russians was positively associated with integration
and negatively — with assimilation. Based on this result we could argue that secu-
rity enhances the orientation of the Russian minority to preserve its own culture
contacting with a larger society. Perceived security was positively related to ethnic

Figure 2
Results of the Path Analysis for Three Hypotheses of Intercultural Relations for Ethnic

Russians/Tajiks

Note. Acculturation strategies of integration and assimilation were used in the sample of Russian
minority, integration and assimilation expectations were used in the sample of Tajiks majority.

Indicators of the models: �2/df = 2.54/1.64; CFI = .97/.99; RMSEA = .075/.042; PCLOSE = .125/.546.

* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001.
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tolerance and friendly contacts with Georgians among Russians as well. A probable
explanation might be that for such a small group as Russians in Georgia (0.7% of
population), the willingness to be open to other groups and to develop personal
friendships is possible when there is no threat to their group. For Georgians, secu-
rity is linked to integration and multicultural ideology, but not to ethnic tolerance.
It might be a result of previous territorial conflicts that aggravated the sense of
threat from ethnic minorities among Georgians, as well as nationalist rhetoric that
existed in the country for a long time (Berglund, 2016; Sabanadze, 2011; Ulasiuk,
2013), which affected the lower level of ethnic tolerance in comparison with
Russians. Their fears are related to the integrity of the country which has been dis-
rupted by ethnically-related conflicts. Under these conditions, only a sense of secu-
rity can ensure the majority’s loyalty to cultural diversity in the country and their
orientation towards the integration of minorities.

In Tajikistan the multiculturalism hypothesis found partial support in both
groups. Perceived security among both ethnic Russians and Tajiks was positively
associated with multicultural ideology and integration preferences. These results
are consistent with data obtained from other countries (e.g., Berry, Phinney, Sam,
& Vedder, 2006) where sense of security was positively associated with positive
intercultural attitudes and supporting of multicultural ideology. We also found
that among Tajiks security perception was positively related to assimilation expec-
tation for ethnic Russians. These findings are consistent with results obtained in
the Kabardino-Balkar Republic (KBR), Russia, by Z. Lepshokova and A. Tatarko
(2016). The authors explained this phenomenon through the group-threat theory
(Bobo, 1999) stating that when a minority group challenges the social position of
a majority group by maintaining their own culture, the majority group feels threat-
ened and prefers the assimilation of the minority (Davies, Steele, & Markus, 2008;
Tip et al., 2012). 

The contact hypothesis was partially supported only in the group of ethnic Russians
in Georgia. Intercultural contacts in this group are related to both integration and
assimilation. At the same time, we did not find a significant relationship of inter-
cultural contacts with ethnic tolerance among ethnic Russians, but a negative rela-
tionship of intercultural contacts with ethnic tolerance among Georgians was
revealed. In addition, there are no significant relations of contacts to integration
expectation in the group of Georgians. This result is consistent with the results
found for ethnic Russians and Latvians in Latvia (Lebedeva, Tatarko, & Berry,
2016b; Lebedeva & Tatarko, 2017) and for ethnic Russians in Lithuania
(Ryabichenko, 2017). The contact hypothesis might be confirmed where certain
conditions are met, such as the equal social and economic status of the interacting
groups (Berry, 2017) that is difficult to achieve with the majority dominating in all
areas of life.

The contact hypothesis in Tajikistan was partially supported in the group of
Tajiks and wasn’t supported in the group of ethnic Russians. The results of our
study demonstrated that intercultural contacts negatively related to ethnic toler-
ance among members of both samples in Tajikistan. We suppose that the absence of
optimal conditions for contact to reduce prejudice (equal status, cooperation
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rather than competition, common goals, and authority support) (Allport, 1954) in
Tajikistan are the reasons why intercultural contacts did not predict ethnic toler-
ance in both samples in this country. But it is also important to note that among
Tajiks their friendly intercultural contacts with Russians resulted in a preference
for Russians’ integration in Tajikistan. Among Russians, intercultural contacts pos-
itively correlated with their perceived security as it was in Georgia. Similar results
were obtained in the Republic of North Ossetia-Alania (Lebedeva & Galyapina,
2016): the Russian’s friendly contacts with the Ossetians had a significant and pos-
itive relationship with their perceived security. The difference was that in North
Ossetia-Alania contacts were positively connected with ethnic tolerance in both
groups, which is not true for Georgia and Tajikistan. 

The integration hypothesis was fully confirmed among Russians in Georgia: the
integration strategy is positively related to their self-esteem, life satisfaction and
socio-cultural adaptation. However, we failed to confirm the hypothesis in the
Georgian sample. A similar result was obtained in Azerbaijan, where, as in Georgia,
the share of the Russian minority is very small; the psychological well-being of the
majority does not depend on attitudes towards minorities (Galyapina & Lebedeva,
2017). At the same time, assimilation is negatively linked to the self-esteem of
Georgians, and intercultural contacts in the group of Georgians have proven to be
an obstacle to assimilation, indicating a lack of aspiration to assimilate Russians
among the Georgian majority.

In Tajikistan the integration hypothesis was fully confirmed in the Tajiks: their
expectation of integration of ethnic Russians is positively related to self-esteem
and life satisfaction of Tajiks. This hypothesis was partially supported in the group
of ethnic Russians: their integration preference was positively related to their self-
esteem. Our results are consistent with previous research (Hui, Chen, Leung, &
Berry, 2015; Jasinskaja-Lahti et al., 2011). 

The assimilation hypothesis was partially supported in the sample of ethnic Georgians:
their assimilation expectations negatively related to their self-esteem. Negative relation-
ship between assimilation and sociocultural adaptation of ethnic Russians contradicts the
results obtained in previous studies (e.g., Ward & Rana-Deuba, 1999). 

The assimilation hypothesis in Tajikistan was partially supported in the sample
of ethnic Russians, but not supported in the sample of Tajiks. Assimilation was neg-
atively associated to the self-esteem and socio-cultural adaptation, but positively
related to life satisfaction of ethnic Russians. Some studies found the same relation-
ships. In a study of interethnic relations in the KBR assimilation strategy negative-
ly related to self-esteem among the ethnic Russian minority (Lepshokova, 2012),
in a study of intercultural relations among migrants from Caucasus and Russians
in Moscow the assimilation strategy of migrants negatively related to sociocultural
adaptation and positively related to their life satisfaction (Lebedeva et al., 2016a). 

Conclusion

In Georgia, both contact hypothesis and integration hypothesis were not con-
firmed among Georgians. It can be assumed that this result reflects unfavorable
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attitudes of the majority towards Russians associated with the threat to the
integrity of Georgia, as experienced in the secession of Abkhazia and South
Ossetia.

In Tajikistan we found that intercultural contacts did not predict tolerance in
the ethnic minority and majority groups. A large cultural distance, religious differ-
ences, the presence of a history of conflict contributed to the fact that both Tajiks
and Russians perceive each other as “aliens”. At the same time the integration
hypothesis is fully supported in the Tajik sample and partially supported among
Russians. Both groups regard assimilation as an alternative strategy for the ethnic
Russian minority: among Tajiks perceived security predicts preference for assimi-
lation of Russians, while among Russians assimilation was significantly and posi-
tively associated with their life satisfaction. Probably this is a nearest future for
reducing the ethnic Russian minority in the countries with a post-conflict past. 

We can conclude that the post-conflict model of intercultural relations in the
post-Soviet space is characterized by some specific patterns of the relationships
between psychological variables: perceived security and intercultural contacts are
closely connected with each other; contacts do not promote ethnic tolerance
among both majorities and minorities. Such a complex interplay of security, con-
tacts and tolerance reflects the impact of past conflicts on the psychology of inter-
cultural relations in these countries and requires taking it into consideration.
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Резюме

В статье представлены результаты исследований межкультурных отношений в постсо-
ветских Грузии и Таджикистане. Для обеих стран характерно резкое снижение культурного
разнообразия в результате войн и конфликтов, в связи с чем модель межкультурного взаи-
модействия в данных странах определяется как постконфликтная (Lebedeva, 2018). Цель
исследования состояла в проверке трех гипотез межкультурных отношений: мультикульту-
рализма, контакта и интеграции (Berry, 2017) среди русского меньшинства и этнического
большинства Грузии и Таджикистана. В Грузии в исследовании приняли участие 298 гру-
зин и 312 русских, в Таджикистане 317 таджиков и 277 русских. Методологию исследова-
ния составили шкалы из опросника MIRIPS (Mutual Intercultural Relations in Plural
Societies). Проверка гипотез исследования проводилась с помощью моделирования струк-
турными уравнениями (SEM). Гипотеза мультикультурализма подтвердилась частично во
всех выборках. Гипотеза контакта подтвердилась частично у таджиков и русских в Грузии
и не подтвердилась у грузин и русских в Таджикистане. Гипотеза интеграции полностью
подтвердилась у таджиков и русских в Грузии, частично подтвердилась у русских в
Таджикистане и не подтвердилась у грузин. Полученные результаты исследований обсуж-
даются в статье с учетом социокультурного контекста и истории войн и конфликтов.

Ключевые слова: этническое меньшинство, этническое большинство, межкультурные
отношения, мультикультурализм, контакт, интеграция, постсоветский период, Грузия,
Таджикистан.
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