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This research focuses on criteria for evaluating the success of sociocultural adjustment
among CIS immigrants in Israeli society. The research objective was to explore: how
immigrants and hosts defined the criteria of integration, i.e. what are the requirements
an immigrant has to meet to be accepted as a full-fledged member of Israeli society. The
research methodology combines qualitative and quantitative methods.
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Israel is known as a society of immigrants. The patterns of immigration were
established during the state’s initial forty years, and, in consequence, the practices of
institutional absorption became an integral part of Israeli culture, economics, and
politics. In social research as well, immigration and absorption occupied a central
place [3, 14]. These studies were carried out for the most part from the perspective
of the absorbing establishment, the policy question guiding them being how to
induce change in the immigrant population so they would rapidly adapt culturally
and socially to the Israeli mainstream. The criteria for successful absorption were
typically defined according to the judgment of the researchers. The mass immigration
from the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS, the former Soviet Union) at
the beginning of the 90s challenged this outlook and made necessary a rethinking of
both theory and practice. This article shifts the focus of discussion from the success
of absorption to its criteria. What is demanded of the immigrant in order to become
an Israeli? What does s/he need to change, and what is s/he allowed to retain? These
questions can be summarized in one general question: What are the conditions
of entry into Israeli society? We assume that the conditions of entry are an expression
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of an essential segment of the values of the target society. No less important is
the attitude of the immigrants: What are they prepared to give up, and what do they
insist on retaining? We are therefore describing an interaction between two populations
rather than the policy of one population towards absorption of the other.

For this shift in approach, a new conceptual framework is needed for
comprehending the processes of integration. Key words such as “absorption”,
“assimilation”, “adaptation”, and “re-socialization” have been replaced by more
symmetrical concepts: “conflict”, “exchange” and “integration” [11]. These key
words are more appropriate for the analysis of reciprocal relations between hosts
and immigrants without presuming the existence of a dominant culture whose
superiority is accepted by all.

Two major characteristics distinguished international waves of migration in
general and Jewish migration to Israel:

A. The relative dimensions: the percentage of immigrants in Israel’s population
was greater than that in other countries of immigration. At the beginning of the
1990s, more than 50 % of the Israeli population was born outside the country, in
contrast to the United States, Germany, or France — 9 %; Canada — 16 %; Australia —
23 % [15].

B. Jewish migration to Israel was defined as “aliya,” accompanied by the narrative
of a “return home” and supported by the sense of sharing a common Jewish tradition.
This tradition, despite its diversity (from ultra-orthodox to secular nationalist),
provided a central element in the self-definition of both the immigrants and the
hosts. It was recognition of being Jewish that determined who was allowed to
immigrate to Israel [2, 7].

Aliya was considered one of the main objectives of the state of Israel and one
of the justifications for its existence. This position was expressed in the basic policies
of every Israeli government, in the platforms of most political parties, and in the
responses to many public opinion surveys. Unlike most countries of immigration,
which made receiving citizenship dependent upon some minimal time in the country
and other conditions, Israel granted citizenship to Jewish immigrants immediately
upon arrival [6].

Most of the empirical descriptions set out here, not to mention the theoretical
assumptions adduced to explain them, are in need of reconstruction in view of the
situation created by the wave of immigration from the CIS beginning in the 1990s.
The uniqueness of Russian Jewry in comparison with other Jewish Diasporas was
recognized even before the most recent wave of immigration. The Jewishness of the
Russian immigrants was quite different from that of most Jewish Israeli citizens,
even the most secular ones [10]. The difference stemmed mostly from the three
generations of religious, political, and cultural severance between Russian Jews and
the rest of the Jewish people. Some observers have gone so far as to define the Jews
of the CIS as a population that underwent denationalization [8, 19]. Small but
influential circles were intensively occupied with nurturing Jewish culture while
keeping a low profile towards the outside world [12]. Despite these phenomena,
most of Soviet Jewry continued in the direction of cultural assimilation, while
achieving excellence in the general Russian culture.
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An important characteristic of this wave of migration was its large scope in both
absolute and relative terms (approximately one million persons and about 15 % of
the entire Israeli population). This immigration was also unique in having impressive
human resources. For example, the percentage of those with a higher education is
both greater than that of the population in the CIS and greater than that of the
host Israeli population [13]. However, this advantage was constrained by an inability
to “translate” the resources into economic returns or professional status [17].

The critical situation of the CIS in the beginning of the 1990-th was not
perceived by the immigrants as being permanent. The expectation was that it
would gradually stabilize and improve. Moreover, the tremendous resources that
had been accumulated in the former Soviet Union were expected to enable the
CIS to regain respected global status. For these reasons, the sense of dependence
on the target society of those emigrating from the CIS was not as great as it had
been among the immigrants from Europe or countries of the Middle East during
the 1950s. The conditions of exchange between the host society and the immigrants
had become more symmetrical. It quickly became clear that the destination
society needed the immigrants and not just the opposite. Israel needed Jewish
immigration in order to balance the considerable natural increase of the Arab
population (whether in Israel or in the Palestinian territories) [16]. Furthermore,
the immigrants’ high level of human resources contributed to the growth of
Israel’s economy as a whole [18].

It may be said that the Russian-Jewish community in Israel is one of the largest
and most developed Russian communities outside the borders of the CIS. Actually,
an extensive press has arisen around the immigrant community as well as radio and
television stations. They have also developed self-help associations, educational
institutions (from kindergarten through teachers’ seminaries), and two or three
political parties (which survived until 2003) [4, 5, 10]. Altogether, it is a vibrant
and creative community.

Overall, the Russian community in Israeli society developed respectively to
global trends. Most western societies have become pluralistic, and multicultural
ideologies have become acceptable. These developments have pushed the image of
the “melting pot” to the margins of public discourse, even when this image was
factually justified (Yuchtman-Ya’ar, 2002). Accordingly, we posit that criteria of
integration have changed as well.

Research Objectives

— To clarify the criteria of immigrants integration;

— To evaluate the perceived importance of each criterion among immigrants
and veterans;

Methodology

This study is based upon both qualitative research, used in order to clarify
central issues of concern to the Israeli establishment in matters of immigrants
integration and to construct the research instrument, and quantitative research
used in order to estimate the perceived “importance” of the various criteria of
integration.



S. Lissitsa. Russian immigrants and Israelis speak their mind 81

Procedure

1. Qualitative research — expert interviews

An exploratory pilot study with experts in matters of absorption (ten 90-
minute interviews). We defined as experts people who played leading roles in the
process of sociocultural adjustment of CIS immigrants. Some were national or
municipal level government officials, while others were active in the private sector
such as journalists, psychologists etc. In compiling the list of experts an effort was
made to ensure: (a) a fair representation of local versus central government personnel;
(b) a variety of professional spheres (politics, media, and psychology); and (c)
representation of immigrants as well as the host population. Respondents were
briefed about the aims of the study: to clarify the concept of sociocultural adjustment
and its spheres and to indicate the essentiality of main criteria in each sphere.

2. Quantitative research

The quantitative stage was conducted by telephone survey. Immigrants and
Israeli hosts answered parallel questionnaires, the immigrants in Russian and the
veteran Israelis in Hebrew. The questionnaire used in the study was formulated as
a result of the expert interviews described above and in-depth interviews with 15
veteran Israelis and 15 immigrants.

The goal of the telephone survey was to assess the importance immigrants and
host population attached to criteria of sociocultural adjustment. The standard
question in the survey was: What should be demanded of an immigrant for him/her
to be recognized as an Israeli? Among the listed “conditions for acceptance” were
skills, achievements, resources, attitudes, and behaviors. The survey questionnaire
included 67 items, each of them considered to be a criterion of sociocultural
adjustment. The phrasing of these items was uniform: “For each of the following
characteristics, please note to what degree it is vital or not vital if the immigrant
is to be considered fully integrated into Israeli society. Give a grade from 1 to 10,
with 10 denoting a characteristic vital to sociocultural adjustment (without which
it would be impossible to integrate) and 1 denoting a characteristic that is not
needed at all.” The internal consistency of the scales was high (Cronbach’s alpha:
0.91 among immigrants and 0.94 among host Israelis).

Participants

Two parallel representative samples, one of immigrants from the CIS (N = 510)
and the other of native-born Israelis or Israelis who immigrated before 1989 (N =
502). The samples were taken randomly from 75 localities. Gender and age groups
were determined by quota according to Central Bureau of Statistics data.

Findings

In this section, we present the findings of in depth interviews with absorption
experts and survey findings.

In-Depth Interviews with Absorption Experts

The interviews were conducted with the aim of clarifying the concept of
integration from the perspective of people playing various roles in the absorption
process. The respondents were also asked to break down the overall concept into
spheres: economic status, housing and employment, social, cultural, educational,
psychological, and political.
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We began with a simple question:

What Is Integration?

A. 1. (immigrant from Former Soviet Union, female), a journalist and past
advisor to the Minister of Immigrant Absorption, asserts:

“Integration occurs when people accept you for your personal abilities, when your
career isn’t influenced by your accent. That’s the basis of integration. ..when a person has
the freedom to choose whether or not to change as s/he wishes and not because of some
outside demand. Integration means to be accepted as “one of us”... But in Israel only one
doctrine exists — of uniformity. Israeli society is ready to accept you (not to integrate but
to accept) only on one condition — if you reject all you have brought with you, the things
that constitute your essence; in other words, we are actually speaking of assimilation and
not integration.”

This respondent’s approach regarding the second generation is slightly different:

“Your children have two choices: either they stop being your children and become the
‘children of the education system’, or they become bicultural, and that’s better than anything
else: they adapt their behavior to their surroundings: they act differently with ‘the Russians’
than with the Israelis.”

From this expert’s words, we learn that control over the process of integration
resides mostly in the hands of the hosts: it is they who determine the degree of the
immigrant’s success (recognition of the immigrant as “one of our own”). We also
learn what means are employed by the Israelis: low evaluation of immigrants’
abilities and exaggerated demands for change. For the first generation, A. 1.
recommends minimal integration: each sector should remain in its own social-
cultural framework, with Russian culture being of equal weight to that of Hebrew
culture. For the second generation, she is more ready for compromise: the children
should grow up in a bicultural space.

A. M. (native Israeli, male), Director General of the Joint Distribution Committee,
Israel, shares the opinion that integration is primarily the responsibility of the
natives, but he softens the conflict by shifting the emphasis from cultural controversy
to interpersonal relations:

“It seems to me that if an immigrant has no Israeli friends, we [that is, the host society]
have failed. When integration succeeds, there will be networks of mixed friendships. Perhaps
not in the closest circle, but at least in the second circle. When an immigrant meets an
Israeli, the conversation between them needs to consist of more than just ‘shalom’ (The
Hebrew word for ‘Hello’).”

The interviewee refers to interactions at the personal level, which accumulate
and create social solidarity between the various sectors. Because of limited informal
contact at the personal level, integration of the immigrants is blocked and social
solidarity is impaired.

A. M. applies the same socio-psychological approach to the terror attack at the
Dolphinarium Disco club in 2001, explaining:

“There were people who said that the large percentage of Russian immigrants among
the victims is an indication of their social isolation.”
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This quotation indicates that social integration of the young immigrants has
yet to occur. They have insulated themselves within their community and have not
acquired veteran friends. It is reasonable to assume that in the workplace and
schools young immigrants maintain interactions with Israelis of their age, but these
Israelis have not yet penetrated the immigrants’ circle of close friends and the two
communities spend their free time separately.

It may be observed that the facts can be interpreted in various ways: the
immigrants’ social isolation may be attributable to exclusion by the host society, to
the immigrants’ own preferences or to a combination of both reasons.

Y. K. (immigrant, male), a politician, emphasizes the individual emotional
viewpoint and offers some comparative comments. It is not the objective quality of
Israel that determines the ability to integrate but rather its adaptation to “my”
needs and interests. To a certain extent he agrees with the opinion that integration
depends more on people than on institutions:

“My definition of successful integration is the feeling that you're at home; you feel
comfortable, even though there may be practical problems (employment, security)... For me,
this is expressed by the fact that in Russia I didn’t feel at home, because of anti-Semitism.
Even now, when I visit Russia, I don’t have the feeling that I'm at home. The same is true in
the United States. And precisely in Israel, I do feel at home. It’s my country; it is considerate
of my mentality, my uniqueness, and my interests.”

M. G. (native Israeli, female), Director of the Ministry of Immigrant Absorption,
juxtaposes the objective-social and the psychological approaches:

“Integration consists not only of the subjective feeling of the immigrant; one also needs
the perception of the hosts. Integration will be complete only when the target society
recognizes the Israeliness of the immigrants.”

The four experts quoted above approach the subject from three perspectives:

— The values approach (equality, free choice, and multiculturalism).

— The standpoint of personal relations between immigrants and hosts.

— The basis of the immigrants’ personal welfare (“to feel comfortable”).

It would appear that the immigrant-experts are more concerned with equality
and less with reciprocity, while the opposite is true of the experts among the Israelis
who see integration more in terms of reciprocal and not necessarily egalitarian relations.
The main disagreement among the experts is about who has the chief responsibility
for the success of integration: the immigrants who are obliged to adapt or the host
society that must accept them as full-fledged members of Israeli society.

On the other hand, it is widely agreed that integration is a process rather than
a state of affairs: changes occur in each sphere of integration, and the relative
importance of these spheres also changes. In the first stages, the instrumental
spheres are the most important: income, employment, housing, and basic Hebrew,
whereas in the more advanced stages, the cultural, social, and political domains
assume greater importance.

With the passage of time, the referential context in which the immigrants see
themselves also changes; they wish not only to survive but also to regain the same
social and professional status they had before migrating. In the next stage they



84 NMAEHTUYHOCTDb 1 MUTPALIMA B MEHAIOINIEMCA MIPE

begin to compare their situation to that of Israelis “who resemble them”
demographically and educationally. This hypothesis was advanced by Adler [1]
and formulated in terms of Maslow’s [9] hierarchic model of needs. It is suggested
that migration causes a shock from which ensues a temporary retreat from such
“high” needs as social benefits and self-realization to basic, almost biological needs
(food, housing, and security). As time in Israel increases, immigrants return to
their usual level of needs. An increase in expectations demands an ongoing process
of advancement, in order to maintain an optimistic outlook. This is reflected in the
words of Y. K. (immigrant), a former advisor to Prime Minister Netanyahu:

“The immigrants go up to the top of the hill and think they have already reached the
summit; and they still do not know that entire mountains await them. Of course, an immigrant
expects of himself that he will reach the same social level to which s/he had been accustomed.”

Factors Facilitating Integration

The difficulty of integration varies for different groups of immigrants. Some
integrate better and more quickly than others. Our respondent-experts identified
characteristics that predict smoother and more rapid integration:

— Demographic characteristics: young age, technical (rather than humanistic-
cultural) profession, small but stable family, urban background, origin in one of the
European republics of the CIS.

Apparently, the respondents were thinking mostly about economic-professional
integration: origin in one of the European republics, for example, while easing
economic mobility, does not ensure cultural-social integration. On the other hand,
those coming from Asian republics feel less commitment to Russian culture (having
become aware of it only during the previous generation), so they are more receptive
to Israeli culture. The outbreaks of violent nationalism in most of the Asian republics
starting in the late 1980s should also be taken into consideration. They have
transformed immigration from these lands into an almost irreversible process, similar
to Asian and African immigration during the 1950s and 1960s.

— Psychological characteristics — flexibility and willingness to change,
communicative skills, an objective view of themselves, and a sense of humor.

A. M. (native Israeli, male), Director General of the Joint Distribution Committee,
emphasizes:

“The ability to communicate with people, that is, the talent to build informal networks,
is very important.”

S. W. (immigrant, female), Deputy Mayor of a small city, asserts that attitudes
too are likely to ease integration and not only resources or abilities:

“Integration is easier for those who do not have overly high hopes, constructive people
who are ready to work with the materials that life gives them.”

An important resource for integration in Israel today is the ability to improvise
in all spheres of life. According to Y. K. (immigrant, male), a politician:
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“Those who have experienced the capitalist reality before migrating integrate much
more easily in the professional sphere.”

A similar argument is heard from L. S. (immigrant, male), responsible for
immigrant absorption in a medium-sized city:

“Integration is easier for people who know how to sell.”

The above statements express the principle that the process of integration
depends on harmony between the two sides: it is not only the conditions and
resources provided for them by the absorbing society that influence the immigrants’
ability to integrate but also the newcomers’ personality characteristics. Various
indicators of flexibility (young age, small family) are general factors that aid in
coping with any crisis or transition.

Cultural Sphere: Experience and Contribution

The cultural sphere received much attention from the experts.
H. R. (immigrant, male), journalist, fears a distortion of the immigrants’ culture
because of the influence of the hosts:

“When immigrants from the CIS go to concerts mostly to show off their jewelry — that
will be an indication that they have already integrated into Israeli culture.”

This ironic and patronizing view of the Israeli attitude towards music applies
to the affinity to culture in general: in contrast to the spirituality and universality
proclaimed by the immigrants are the materialism and provincialism they attribute
to the Israelis. This attitude is criticized by an Israeli expert, A. M., Director
General of the Joint Distribution Committee, Israel. He tries to show understanding
towards the sense of cultural superiority on the part of the Russian immigrants
and also towards the natural limitations of a culture that has arisen in a small
country:

“It is clear that this is what happens when immigrants from a large and sophisticated
empire are brought to a small country. Perhaps it is difficult for us who have grown up
inside Israeli culture to see this. We possess the superiority of belonging to the founders.
The absorbing group has a tremendous advantage. They are here, they are in command of
the language, and they have power. With all due respect to the attempts of the Russians to
retain their special culture, they know that eventually they need to be absorbed. They also
say they want to know Hebrew. There is an internal tension in such a situation: “I want to
retain the original culture while at the same time I want to be an Israeli.”

For many of the CIS immigrants, the price of multicultural compromise seems
very costly in terms of cultural integrity. In a multicultural reality, it is difficult to
preserve the cultural level internalized in the past. There is always a contradiction
between the aspiration to retain the original culture in its purist form and the need
for multicultural balance.
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Have the Immigrants Changed Due to Contact with Israeli Society or Vice
Versa?

It is easy to identify the influence of the Israeli environment on immigrants
from the CIS. Most of them speak Hebrew on an instrumental level; they have
overcome many practical difficulties, and their political orientation is taking
shape.

M. G. (Israeli, female), Director General of the Ministry of Absorption, describes
the influence of Israeli society on the immigrants in the sphere of popular culture:

“I was impressed by the extent to which CIS immigrants participate in television programs.
They feel as though it is completely natural to compete with the Israelis and with other
immigrants. Our policy is to initiate a large number of cultural events open to different
circles of the Israeli public.”

It is more difficult to identify the influence of the immigrants on Israeli culture
and society. But the respondent provides an example of such influence as well:

“I think that their contribution has been enormous, even though Israeli society is not
sufficiently aware of it. How would the security, economic, and cultural aspects of Israeli
society appear today if not for this wave of immigration? A concrete example of cultural
cooperation is the Gesher Theater. It was the initiative of a group of immigrant actors who
were “adopted” by the Ministry of Education and Culture. Today most of their performances
are in Hebrew, but without a doubt, the style remains Russian.”

H. R. (immigrant, male), journalist, presents another example of the influence
of the “Russians” on secular Israeli society:

“Now the Israelis are no longer irritated by the fact that the Russians celebrate New
Year at the end of December. One needs to reserve place in advance in an Israeli restaurant
for New Year’s Eve, and seated there, one finds Israelis. If there is Mimuna (a holiday
celebrated at the last day of passover, which is not actually very connected to Judaism), why
shouldn’t there be a holiday like New Year’s Eve? It is one of the elements of popular
culture. The intercultural gap has decreased.”

S. W. (immigrant, female), Deputy Mayor, describes the influence of the CIS
immigration in the educational sphere:

“In many localities the range of activities for children and of cultural programs for
adults increased significantly. Both the supply of and demand for these activities expanded
as a result of the influence of the Russian immigration.”

A. 1. (immigrant), journalist, presents an example from the sphere of consumerism:

“Russians distinguish between holiday clothes and everyday clothes. For Israelis this
distinction had not been significant, but the very existence of the new consumer, who
wanted to buy special holiday clothes, influenced what the garment industry produced.”

In conclusion, the influences are mutual, even if not exactly symmetrical. The
immigrants are integrating into Israeli society, but at the same time, they are
causing changes in it. Three dimensions are discernible in these transformations:
(1) the appearance of new distinctions (differentiation between holiday and everyday
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clothing, between national and international holidays); (2) enrichment (additional
activities and initiatives); and (3) enhanced tolerance (expansion of the range of
legitimate behavior).

These transformations have suited the interests of a part of the host population
who aspire to an open, more varied and free society. For example, reinforcement of
multiculturalism is likely to advance the interests of all the non-hegemonic cultures,
thereby paving the way for additional developments in the same direction.

Core Subjects

Towards the end of the in-depth interviews, we asked the respondents to suggest
three main questions that would give the most valid indication of the extent to
which the new immigrant had become an inseparable part of Israeli society.

Some of the questions dealt with specific subjects:

Economic- Employment

— Are you satisfied with your income? Does your work enable self-fulfillment?
Do you have economic and job security?

Cultural

— Are you interested in Israeli culture? Do you like Israeli music, Israeli movies,
Israeli theater?

Social

— How many Hebrew-speakers do you invite to your birthday party? How
many telephone numbers of Israelis are listed in your personal telephone book?

Other questions dealt with general feeling:

— Do you feel at home in Israel?

— Do you feel accepted by Israelis?

— Would you prefer to live in Israel or in some other country?

— Are you optimistic about the future of your children in Israel?

— After a soccer game between Russia and Israel you hear someone say: “Our
team won.” Which is the team you think of?

— When asked: “Where are you from?” Would you respond: “from Tel Aviv” or
“from Kiev?”

Some of our experts emphasized that as they saw the situation, the subjective
characteristics are the most important. Still, the first set of core questions concern
objective conditions: income, employment, housing, education. We suggest that
the objective conditions of integration and the subjective reaction to them resemble
the two blades of a pair of scissors that together cut the paper.

Objectively speaking, according to the experts’ perceptions the immigrant is
at the same time both from Kiev and from Tel Aviv, but the decisive factor
determining the extent of integration is how s/he defines her/himself. Something
similar may be said about the Israeli and Russian soccer teams. They are both
“ours”, but with which of them does the immigrant identify more? According to
the experts, a decision in favor of Israel constitutes an important criterion for
integration.
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Findings of the Quantitative Research

Organization of the Criteria by Sphere (Factor Analysis)

Because of the large number and varied types of criteria, a more efficient
organization of the content is called for. Factor analysis resulted in the identification

of 12 spheres of integration'.

Within the two groups, the correlations between each of the spheres are positive,
and most are statistically significant. Cronbach’s alpha for all of the spheres is 0.83

among the Israelis and 0.78 among the immigrants.

Table lists the 12 factors. The importance of each factor is calculated according
to the average importance of the items contained in it. In order to examine the
differences between immigrants and veteran Israelis an independent samples t-test

was conducted.

Spheres of integration and their average importance.
Means (scale 1-10, 1—a characteristic that is not needed at all and 10-a
characteristic that is vital to integration), Standard Deviations, t-values

Tmmi ts’ Israelis’ t

Sphere of integration (two items that were included in it) mnl\}llgran S Means | (d.f.)"

eans (SD) (SD)
Psychological integration (preservation of self-respect 8.96 8.56 **4.8
during integration; preservation of parental authority) (1.22) (1.41) | (1008)
Children’s schooling (success of immigrants’ children
at school; participation of immigrants’ children 8.55 8.32 **2.5
in extra-curricular activities, youth movements, etc.) (1.31) (1.51) (1009)
Housing (owning apartment; living in proximity 8.23 7.38 **9.4
to public transport and shopping centers) (1.32) (1.58) (1009)
Preservation of socio-economic status (employment
that matches immigrants’ qualifications; preserving 8.17 7.45 **6.4
immi grants’ social status as it was prior to immigration) (1.72) (1.84) (1010)
Basic Hebrew (verbal fluency; ability to write a simple 8.03 7.49 **48
letter) (1.82) (1.74) | (1009)
Current socio-economic status (monthly income not 791 8.05 -14
less than average Israeli income; job security) (1.64) (1.33) (1010)
Israeli identification (identification as Israeli; pride 7.73 8.34 —6.4%*
in Israeli nationality) (1.57) (1.45) (1009)
Affinity to Russian culture (read literature in Russian; 7.65 6.06 *#12.6
respect for Russian culture) (1.96) (2.06) (1009)

b Differences between immigrants and Israelis significant at p < .05 (*) or p < .01 (**).

! For purposes of factor analysis, the two samples were combined without weighting them according to
their percentage of the population. This research decision is an expression of our hypothesis that integration
is an interactive process. The two groups have equal influence on the success or failure of integration.
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Fmmi ts’ Israelis’ t

Sphere of integration (two items that were included in it) mr;l/[lgran S Means (d.f.)
eans (SD) (SD)

Israeli culture (respect for Israeli culture; consumption 7.45 7.55 -94
of Israeli culture) (1.68) (1.66) (1010)
Social relations (close friendships with Israelis; 7.30 8.04 ~7.0%*
positive attitude toward Israelis) (1.78) (1.58)* | (1010)
Political integration (understanding of Israeli politics; 7.24 7.53 -2.1*
participation in Israeli general elections) (2.31) (2.02) (1007)
Adopting Israeli life style (Israeli style of clothing; 5.51 714 | —11.7%*
Israeli names for newborn children) (1.96) (2.06) (1007)

Differences between Immigrants and Israelis

All the spheres seem to be important or fairly important. No sphere received an
average mark lower than 5: in other words, the respondents tended to be severe in
their criteria for integration.

The difference in the degree of importance assigned by the immigrants vs. the
Israelis was significant in ten of the twelve spheres of integration. Significant
differences were not found concerning economic-employment status in Israel and
integration into Israeli culture.

The most important spheres of all for the immigrants were psychological
integration, education of the children, housing, retaining economic-employment
status. The least important spheres of all for the immigrants were personal relations
between immigrants and Israelis, political integration, and adoption of an Israeli
style of life.

The Israelis attached most importance to psychological-personal integration,
identification with Israel, and education of children. They attached least importance
to the affinity to Russian culture and adopting an Israeli life style.

The immigrants and veteran Israelis agreed about the great importance of the
psychological sphere (preserving self-respect and parental authority) and the education
of children and the relatively lesser importance of adoption of an Israeli life style.

To summarize these differences in a single number, a Spearman rank order
correlation was calculated for rankings of the spheres by the immigrants and the
Israelis. The Spearman rank order correlation coefficient was 0.40, which denotes a
moderate association between immigrants’ and veterans’ rankings.

Conclusion

This study attempted to gauge what is considered a “successful” process of
socio-cultural adjustment and to identify the criteria for this success. In the study
we clarified whether the end point of the process, or the “ideal integration”, was
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perceived differently or similarly by the two sides involved. The first step in this
direction was to emphasize the concept of recognition as a complement to the
concept of identity. As was stated in one of the in-depth interviews: integration can
be considered to have occurred only when the target society recognizes the Israeliness
of the immigrants. This addition transforms identity into a social and even a political
concept. The interaction between two groups does not relate to the abstract idea
of integration (about which all agree) but rather to the direction of the process:
who needs to adapt to the customs of whom and to what extent. Or, in sociological
terms: what changes in identity, values, and behavior are necessary for the Israeliness
of the immigrant to be recognized. On the other hand, to what changes are the
immigrants ready to agree in exchange for recognition of their integration.

The findings show that a wide range of criteria are assessed as being important
or at least fairly important by the immigrants and the Israelis. The range of
importance varies between 5.5 and 9.5 (out of a possible 10), with the differences
between the Israelis and the immigrants being mostly relative.

However, the differences that are found between the immigrants and the Israelis
are not a matter of chance. The two different perceptions of the process as a whole
are expressed in the importance attached to the various criteria of integration. The
Israelis are more interested in the immigrants’ identification with the state of
Israel, personal relations between the immigrants and hosts, and the newcomers’
consumption of Israeli culture, whereas the immigrants do not tend to adopt Israeli
behavior patterns, and they emphasize their affinity to Russian culture.

Another important difference between the groups has to do with their perspective
of time.

The Israelis tend to focus on long term criteria. They attach importance to
Israeli identification, personal relations between immigrants and Israelis and adoption
of Israeli life style, more than immigrants. The immigrants, in contrast, ascribe
greater importance to immediate needs: housing, preservation of socio-economic
status and command of basic Hebrew. These conclusions correspond to Maslow’s
hierarchic model of needs (1970) that were applied by Adler (1977) to the context
of immigrant integration: as long as basic needs such as food, shelter and employment
(which are immediate) are not met, people cannot deal with more abstract and
long-term needs.

Israelis and immigrants agree on the great importance of children’s success. For
the Israelis it is part of their vision of long-term absorption, including the blurring
of intercultural differences. For the immigrants it is the source of immediate
satisfaction and pride as well, but they expect that the next generation will continue
to be involved in Russian culture.

At the same time, preservation of self-respect and parental authority is greatly
valued by both groups. It may be suggested that the importance attached by
Israelis to the preservation of parental authority and self-respect among the
immigrants reflects the understanding that this will serve to prevent the development
of a culture of poverty among the immigrants.

Multiculturalism seems to have become an important factor in the study of
sociocultural adjustment. In other words, the tolerance of host Israelis towards
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cultural, social and psychological continuity combined with immigrants’ willingness
to make some of the changes required from them seem to be the major catalysts for
relatively smooth sociocultural adjustment.
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C. JIuccuua

YTO HEOBXOJAUMMO AJIA UHTETPAIININ: PYCCKUE
NMMMUTPAHTDBI U N3PANJIBTAHE PACKPBIBAIOT AyHIY

WccnenoBanue dokycupyercs Ha KPUTEPHUSAX OIEHKH YCIENTHOCTH COIMOKYJIbTYDPHOM
amanraruy ummurpanTos ctpad CHT B u3pansbckoe obtiectso. Ilens nccmenosanumst —
U3Y4YUTh, KAKMM 0OPA30M UMMUTPAHTBI ¥ XO351€Ba OIPEAEISIOT KPUTEPUU UHTETPAIUH,
T. €. KAKUM TPeGOBAHUSAM JOJIKEH YIOBJIETBOPSTH UMMUIPAHT, YTOOBI ObITH IIPUHSATHIM
B KauecTBe TIOJHOMPABHOTO YjleHa M3ParJbCKOro obIecTBa. MeTo0Iorsa uecaenoBa-
HUS coueTaeT B cebe KaueCTBEHHbIE M KOJIMYECTBEHHBIE METO/IbI UCCIIEIOBAHNSL.

KnwodyeBbie ¢J10Ba: MUTPAIUs], COMOKYJ/IbTYPHAsI aanTalus, KPUTePUU UHTErpa-
LU, U3PAUILCKOE OOIIECTBO.

V3pansib u3BecTeH Kak 00IECTBO MMMUTPAHTOB, B KOTOPOM MPAKTUKH WHCTHU-
TYINOHAJIBHON ACCUMUJIANNN SABJSIOTCS HEOTHEMJIEMON 4acThIO KYJIbTYPBI, 9KO-
HOMHUKU U HOJUTUKA. OAHAKO OOJBITMHCTBO PabOT 110 MMMUTPAIMN HAIHNCAHBI
C MO3UIHUK ACCUMUJIUPYIONIETO UCTEOTUITMEHTA, & KPUTEPUU YCIENTHOCTH aCCH-
MUJISIIINH OTIPE/IeJISVINCh caMUMU HcciefioBatessimu. CiieryeT pacuiupuTb IIpe-
MeT aHAJIW3a U PACCMOTPETh HE TOJBKO CTENEeHb YCIEIHOCTH WHTETPAIUU, HO U
KPHUTEPHH, TT0 KOTOPBIM 3Ta YCIIEITHOCTH OlleHnBaeTcsi. [lotomy 6oJiee afeKBaTHBIM
LIpeJCTaB/sAeTCs MOAX0/A K UMMUTPALlMU He KaK K IOJIUTUKE aCCUMUJIUPYIOLIEro
GOJIBIINHCTBA HACEIEHS, 4 KaK K B3ANMO/IENCTBUIO MEXK/Y JABYMsI TPYIIIIaMU Hace-
Jgennst. OTclofla cMeHa KaTeTOpUil: IIOHATUS «IIOIJIOLIEHNE», «aCCUMUJIALIUY, «alall-
TalUsT» U «PECOTUATU3AIUST» 3AMEHSTIOTCS Ha OOJiee CUMMETPUYHBIE TTOHSITUST «KOH-
GbIMKT>, «0OMEH», «MHTETpaIsi», KOTOpble GoJiee OTPAXKAIOT IBYCTOPOHHOCTH OT-
HOILIEHNI MeX/1y CTapblM W HOBBIM HaceJeHHeM, He IIpejrosaras U3HadaJabHO
CYIIeCTBOBAHWE HEKOW NOMHHUPYIONEN KyJbTYPhl, Ybe TTPEBOCXOJCTBO MPU3HAHO
BCEMU.

Heo6x0anMo yIuThIBaTh 0COOEHHOCTU U3PAUIBLCKOW MMMUTPAIIH: BO-TIEPBBIX,
MacmTabHOCTh UMMUTPAIMOHHOTO mpotiecca (B Havyane 90-x rr. Gosee 50 % uspa-
WJIBTSTH OB POJK/IEHBI He B caMOoM I3pamiie); BO-BTOPBIX, UAEOJOTHYECKIE OCHO-
BaHMsl (MMMUTPAIlUsI €BPeeB MOHUMAJIACh KAK <ajuiisi», Obla BIHCAaHA BO BCe
HAIMpPaBJIEHUsT TOCYIAPCTBEHHON IOJUTUKN M 00ecrednBajia IPaskJaHCTBOM <«HA
Bbe3/e»; TIABHBIM JK€ HAPPATHBOM, ONUPABIINMCS HA YBEPEHHOCTH B O0IIEM KYJIb-
TYPHOM HacJie[nH, ObIJIO BO3BpAIlleHre J0MOil). B cpaBHeHUM ¢ APYrUMU AHACTIO-
paM# YHUKQJIBHOCTb PYCCKHUX €BPEEB, KOTOPbIE PEJIUTHMO3HO, KYJBTYPHO M IOJIH-
TUYECKH OBLIN OTPE3aHbl HA TMPOTSKEHUU KU3HU TPEX MOKOJIEHUHT, TPU3HABAIACH
u 710 MaccoBoit uMmurpaiun B Hadasue 90-x rr. Ho camo kosimvecTBo nepebpaBiimx-
cs1 B M3pansib (0K0J10 MUJIIMOHA YeTOBeK, mouTu 15 % Hacenenus M3panis), a Takxe
BIIEUYATJISIONINI TTOTEHIAT HOBONPHUOBIBIINX YeJOBEUYECKHX PeCypcoB (IIPOILEHT
JIoJIell ¢ BBICHTMM 0Opa3oBaHMeM B 9TOil Tpytre mpeBocxoanmsi Kak crpansi CHT,
Tak u cam V3paniib) MOCTABUIN BOJHY UMMHIPAIMKA PYCCKUX €BPeeB OCOOHSIKOM.
Ecmu mpubaBUTh K 9TUM XapaKTEPUCTUKAM OIyNIeHNEe PYCCKUMU €BPESIMU Bpe-
MeHHOCTH TpebbiBanusi B V3paniie, comnpsikeHHOe € HAAEKIOH Ha HCIpaBleHe
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CUTYyallMu B IIOKUHYTON CTpaHe, ¥ MOTPeOHOCTh V3paniisi B HOBBIX Y€TOBEYECKUX
pecypcax 7 KOHKYPEHINH ¢ TTaJTeCTUHIIAMH, TO CTaHeT MOHATHO, TI0YeMy OTHOTIIe-
HUST MEK/IY M3PaujbTsHAMU-<«BeTepAaHaMU» U MMMUTPAHTAMH OKa3aJuch OoJiee
CHMMETPUYHBIMHU. Takike MyJbTUKYJIbTYPaJN3M, PACTIPOCTPAHABIINAICSA 10 MUPY
B TOT TIEPHUOJI, 3aMECTUJI UJEI0 «ILJIABUJIBHOTO KOTJIa» M CYIIECTBEHHO Mpeobpaso-
BaJl KPUTEPUN WHTETPAIUN.

UccrenoBanne HaleseHo Ha MPOSCHEHWE KPUTEPUEB WHTETPAIIMU MMMUTPAH-
TOB U OTIEHKY 3HAYMMOCTH KaK/I0TO KPUTEPHS CPeIi UMMHUTPAHTOB U «BETEPAHOB».
boumn mpoBezieHbI MHTEPBBIO € aKCIIEPTaMU (JIECATH MTOJTYTOPAYACOBBIX WHTEPBHIO
C OTBETCTBEHHBIMH YWHOBHUKAMH, TOCYJAPCTBEHHBIMU W HETOCYAaPCTBEHHBIMHU
conpabOTHUKAMM, KYPHAJIUCTAMHU U [ICUXOJIOTaMMU ), IIyOMHHBIE HHTEPBBIO C MPe/l-
craBuTessiMu obenx rpymnn HaceireHus (15 w3pauabTssH U 15 UMMHUTPAHTOB) U
TesieOHHBII OMpoc (Ha OCHOBAHUU MHTEPBBIO ObLIM chOPMYINPOBaHbl 67 BOIPO-
COB, KaCalOMNXCS KPUTEPHUEB COIMUOKYIbTYPHON amamranuu aas 510 mmmurpan-
ToB 1 502 M3PAUJIbTSIH).

ITo anann3y UHTEPBBHIO MOKHO 3aKJIIOYUTD, YTO IKCIIEPTHI MOAXO/AT K BOIIPOCY
YCIEITHOCTH WHTETPAIluU C TPeX MO3UIUIA: ¢ TIO3UIUK IEHHOCTHOTO Toxo/aa (pa-
BEHCTBO, cBOOO/Ia BHIOOPA U MYJIBTUKYJILTYPATU3M COOTBETCTBEHHO; JIJIST yCIIeXa
MHTErpaiuu HeoOXOMMO CO3/[aHue YCJIOBUH, WHCTUTYTOB JIJIsI pean3allii TIpaB
HOBOIPUOBIBIIINX ), COIMOKYIBTYPHOTO MOAX0/1a (BKIIOUYEHHOCTH MIMMHUTPAHTOB B 00-
IIIECTBEHHYI0 ¥ 3KOHOMHWYECKYIO JKW3Hb, T.€. YCIENIHO WHTETPUPOBAHHBIN HOBO-
OpUOBIBITIIT HAYMHAET «4yBCTBOBATH CeOsI KaK [0May ), MEKJINIHOCTHOTO MOAXO/A
(BKJITOUEHHOCTh MMMUTPAHTOB B JIMUHBIE OTHOIIEHWS, NMPU3HAHWE WX B KAUECTBE
W3PauJbTSIH CO CTOPOHBI <«BeTepaHoB»). llo-BuamMoMy, sKCIEpTHI-UMMHUTPAHTEHI
6oJiee 03a060YEHBI PABEHCTBOM U MEHbIIIE B3AUMHOCTBIO, TOT/Ia KaK SKCIIEPThI-U3pa-
WJIbTSTHE BU/ISAT WHTETPAIINIO CKOPEE JBYCTOPOHHUM U He 00sI3aTebHO yPaBHUBA-
IONMM IpoIieccoM. [J1aBHOE pacXoKIeHUe MPOSIBUIOCH B BONIPOCcE 00 OTBETCTBEH-
HOCTH 32 YCIEITHOCTh WHTETPAII: UMMUTPAHTBI 00sI3aHbI TPUCTOCAGTMBATHCS
WM IPUHUMAIOTIee 0OIIEeCTBO OJIKHO rapaHTUPOBATh MOJHOTY TpaB. OHaKo Bce
MIPU3HAIOT, YTO UHTETPAIis — 3TO MPOIECC, a He COCTOSTHME: Kaxaasa cdhepa WHTeT-
paiuu TojBep;KeHa U3MEHEHUSM, W JIaske 3HAYMMOCTh caMux cdep Mensercs. Ha
MEepBBIX aTamax GoJiee BAKHBIMU SIBJSIOTCS WHCTPyMEHTadbHble cdepbl (I0XO/,
3aHSITOCTD, JKUJIbe, 6A30BOE 3HAHME SI3bIKA), HA MOCJEAYIONMX CTAIUSX KYJIbTYpP-
HBIE, COIMANbHBIC W MOJUTHYECKNE aCIeKThl BBIXOAAT Ha MEPEeHUH TJIaH.

YMecTHO BCIIOMHUTD TIMpPaMuy norpebHocTeil Maciioy, UCosib3oBaHHy 0 AJl-
JIEPOM JIJIS U3yYEeHUST MUTPAIAN: TIepBOHAYATbHOE CTPEeMJIeHNE BBIKUTh CMEHACTCS
JKeJJAaHUEeM JIOCTUYD MPEsKHETO MPO(eCcCHOHATIBHOTO ¥ 0OIECTBEHHOTO TOJIOKEHMUS,
a3areM OKumaHus (GOPMUPYIOTCS yiKe B CHCTEME KOOPAMHAT IIPUHSIBIIETO 00IIe-
CTBa, — «BeTEPaHbl» TOTO JKe BO3pacTa, 0OpasoBaHusi, IPOHECCUH CTAHOBATCS pede-
PEHTHOI TPYMIION, MO MOCTUKEHUSM KOTOPBIX U OIEHWBAETCST COOCTBEHHBIN yPO-
BEHb YCIEITHOCTH.

Crenenb afaiTUBHOCTU 3aBUCHUT OT AeMOTpadUieCcKUX XapaKTepUcTuk (Bo3pa-
cTa, mpodeccuu, TPOUCXOXKAEHUS U CEMEWHOTO TMOJOXKEHUs, a TAKXKe OT CTPaHBI
BBI€3/1a, TIOCKOJIBKY IMUTPAHTBI M3 cTpad llentpanpnoii Asum, He pacCUUTHIBAB-
e Ha BO3MOKHOCTD BO3BpallleHus, Oblin Gojiee MOTUBUPOBAHbBI Ha WHTErPAIIUIO)
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U OT MCUXOJIOTUYECKUX Y€PT UHAUBUIOB (THOKOCTH, 00y4aeMOCTh, OOIINTETHHOCTD,
YyBCTBO I0OMOpPa U JIp.).

KybpTypHblE 1IEHHOCTH ¥ CXOACTBO KYJIbTYPHBIX OPHEHTHPOB, 110 MHEHUIO 9K-
CIIEPTOB, UTPAIOT BAXKHYIO POJIb B MHTeTparuu. Tak, pycckue eBpen BHECIHU CyTie-
CTBEHHBIH BKJIa/l B KyJbTYpPHYIO XU3Hb [3paunss (tearp l'emiep, nmpasgHoBanue
HoBoro roza, obecriedenvie KyIbTypHOTO JOCYTa [eTeil U B3POCIBIX, TTOTPEOUTEND-
CKHUe MPEeIIOYTEHNS B OJIEXK/IE U [IP.), YTO MOCTABUIJIO UX B HOJiee BBIUTPHIIIHOE 110
CPaBHEHUIO C APYTUMHU MMMUTPAHTaAMU MoJOoXeHue. B pe3ynbpTaTe anajnsa uHTep-
BBIO 9KCIIEPTOB MOKHO BBIJIEJIUTH PasHble chepbl IOKa3aTesell yCIelHOCTH MHTer-
paruu: aKoHOMUYecKas (J0X0J, TPYZOBasg caMopeaTu3alus, YBepeHHOCTh B 3aH4-
TOCTH), KyJbTypHasi (MHTEpPeC U JI0OOBb K U3PANJIbCKON KyJbType U HUCKYCCTBY),
corrasbHast (MEKIMIHOCTHOE OOTIEHNe ¢ U3PAMIbTIHAMU-«BeTepaHammy ). Takum
06pa3oM, OJTHU SKCIIEPTHI y/IEJSIOT BHUMaHNe 00beKTUBHBIM KPUTEPUSIM, PyTHe —
CyOBEKTHBHBIM OI[eHKAaM MMMUTPAHTAMU CBOETO TIOJOKEHUsI, HO [IJisl BCEX B IEHTPE
OCTAETCST BOMPOC CAMOMIEHTU(MUKAIIMN: CYUTAIOT JIM UMMUTPAHTBI ce0sl M3PAnIib-
TAHAMU («€CJU U3BECTHO, YTO MPOXOAUT (hyTOOMbHbBII MaTd M3pamas — Poccust u
CJIBIIIUTCST BO3TJIac “Hammm mobeaun!”, 0 KaKOW KOMaH/Ie BBl TOLYMAI?»; «€CJIH
BacC CIpocsT “oTKyza Ber?”, uto Oyaer mepBbiM otBeToM: “Kues” win “Tenb-ABuB”?»).
B niesiom st testedonnoro orpoca 6b1710 BbiiesieHO 12 cdhep KpuTepres ycCIenHoii
WHTErpaIu.

Bce cdeppl okasanuch BaKHBIMM JIJIST OIPAIIMBAEMbBIX, HU OJ/[HA HE I[OJIy4HJIa
orterky menee 5 (u3 10). /[t tMMUTPaHTOB HanboJiee 3HAYNMBIME OBLITN TICUXOJIO-
ruyecKasi HHTerpamust (CoOXpaHeHne CaMOyBaKeHUsI U POJIUTEIbCKOTO aBTOPUTETA),
obpasoBamue JeTeid, JKUIbe, TOCTHKEHNE TIPEKHEro COMUaibHO-TPOdheccnonaIbHo-
IO II0JIO’KEHUSI, @ HAUMEHee BaKHBIMU — MEXJIMYHOCTHBIE OTHOILIEHUS C U3Panib-
TAHAMU, TOJUTHYECKAST WHTETPAIMsl U MPUHITHE U3PAUILCKOrO 0o0pasa KU3HHU.
W3pansibTsiHe BBICOKO OLIEHUJIN JIMYHOCTHO-IICUXOJIOTHUECKYIO UHTErPaIUIo, U3pa-
UJIbCKYIO0 MIEHTU(DUKAINIO U 00pa3oBanue JeTei.

Takum 06pa3om, OTBedYast Ha BOTIPOC, OJIMHAKOBO JIU MTPEJICTABIISIOT cebe ycrer-
HYTO MHTETPAINI0 MMMHUTPAHTHI U «BETEPAHBI», CJAEAYeT TIOYEPKHYTh, YTO UJICHTH-
(bukanus 1 npusHaHME TECHO CBSI3aHbl U YTO B3aUMO/ICHCTBUE ABYX IPYIII HaceJe-
HUS OIEHMBAETCS He M0 aOCTPAKTHOW Hjiee YCIEIHOW WHTEerPauu, HO TI0 HApaB-
JICHHOCTH IIpoliecca: Kakue W3MeHEeHHUs WJeHTUYHOCTH, IIeHHOCTEH, MOBeeHUs
UMMHUTPAHTA HEOOXOAUMBI JIJISI TOTO, YTOOBI €r0 MPU3HAIN U3PAMILTSIHIHOM, U Ha
Kakue M3MeHeHWsI MIMMUTPAHT TOTOB MOUTH, 4TOOBI OOUTHCS TAKOTO MPU3HAHUSI.
B xoze uccenoBanust 00HapyKEHO, YTO PA3IUIMsI B OTIEHKE 3HAYMMOCTH KPUTEPH-
€B MHTeTpaluy He ciydaiinbl. VI3pansbTsiHe BbIAEISIOT CaMOUIEHTU(MUKAIINIO M-
MUTPAHTOB, MEKJIMYHOCTHBIE OTHOIIEHWS M TOTPYKEHUE B U3PAMJIBCKYIO KYJIbTY-
py, TOr/la Kak MMMMIPAHTBI HE OY€Hb 3aMHTEPECOBAaHbl B IPUHATUN MOJeJiell 110Be-
NeHUS U3PANJIbTSIH M COXPAHAIOT MPUBEPKEHHOCTh PYCCKOU KyabType. bosee Toro,
N3PauJIbTSIHE TIPEAIIOUUTAIOT KPUTEPHUU, CBSI3aHHBIE C JIOJTOBPEMEHHOI IepClieK-
TUBOI (MAECHTHUYHOCTD, CBSI3U, 00pa3 KM3HU W KyJbTypa), IMMUTPAHTHI JKe OOJIb-
HIYIO 3HAYMMOCTD [IPUIAI0T HEIIOCPEJICTBEHHBIM HyX/1aM (CKHIJIbe, JI0CTOHHOE COIIM-
AJIbHO-9KOHOMHUYECKOE TTOJOKeHNe W 3HaHWe S3bIKa), YTO BIIOJHE COOTBETCTBYET
ysKe yIOMUHaBIIelcs: nupamujie mnorpebnoctein Macsioy. OznHako u Te u JIpyrie
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BKJIIOUWJIM B [IEPBOCTEINIEHHBIE KPUTEPUK OOpasoBaHUe JeTel, T. €. BO3MOKHOCTb
ux OYAyIIEro COMUATBHOTO POCTA, YTO BIUCHIBAETCS U B BUIEHUE OJTOBPEMEHHON
WHTETpAaIid W3PAWJIbTSHAMM, W B MOHUMAaHWE YOBJIETBOPEHWS HEMOCPE/ICTBEH-
HBIX HY)K/I IMMHUTPAHTaMH, XOTS /IJII MMMUTPAHTOB BAKHO TIO/IepKaHNe CIeyIo-
UM T[OKOJIEHHEM CBSI3U C PYCCKOi KyJabTypoil. Takske o0e rpymibl Ipuaanu
MIPUOPUTET COXPAHEHUIO CAMOYBAKEHUS W POAUTEIHLCKOTO aBTOPUTETA; A U3pa-
WJIBTSH TPEANIOJOKUTENBHO 3TO CIYKUT 3aJI0TOM TOTO, YTO CPEIU UMMHUTPAHTOB
HE YKOPEHWUTCS <«KyJbTypa O€[HOTHI» W HE Pa30BBIOTCS arpecCUBHbBIE (HOPMBI
TTOBE/[EHUS.

MyabTUKYIBTYPATN3M, CHITPABIINN BaXHYIO POJb B MOHUMAHUM COIMOKYJIb-
TYPHOTO TIPUCTIOCOOIEHNS ¥ BHIPA3UBIIUICS B TOJEPAHTHOCTH U3PAMJIBTIH K KYJIb-
TYPHBIM, COITMAJBHBIM U TICUXOJOTUIECKUM TPAAUIIASIM UMMUTPAHTOB, TIPU YCJIO-
BUU UX TOTOBHOCTU KOPPEKTUPOBATH HEKOTOPbIE M3 CTOPOH 3TOTO HACJEUs, CTaj
OCHOBHBIM KaTaJIM3aTOPOM OTHOCHUTETHHO Ge300I€3HEHHOTO MPOIlecca COMUOKYTh-
TYPHOW WHTETPAIUH.

VIIK 314.745.3-054.72 + 327(560) E. B. Ipynr

BJIUSAHUE PYCCKOS3bIYHOI 3MUTPAIIUA
HA PEKOHOUTYPAIIUIO
COINUOKYJIbBTYPHOIO ITPOCTPAHCTBA TYPIIU

B craThe paccmMaTpuBaiOTCSI OCHOBHBIE TPEHIBI B COBPEMEHHOH KyIbTYype TypIiiuu, anaim-
3UPYIOTCs TPoOIEeMbl (POPMUPOBAHUSA PYCCKOS3bIYHON JUACIIOPDI, OCAAOIEHIS TUACIIO-
DaJIbHBIX CBs3eil, BAUSHUS TPEThEH BOJHBI PYCCKUX SMUTPAHTOB HA U3MEHEHWE KYJIbTY-
poi Typuumn.

KnrmoueBble cJ10Ba: MUTpaIys, BOJHBI MUTPAIINH, COIIMOKYJIbTYPHOE ITPOCTPAHCTBO,
amurpaiug, pekoudurypamus, Typuus, auacmnopa.

Crpatbl, KOTOpble 00BEANHSIIOT HE CTOJBKO TeorpaduyecKnM, CKOJIbKO «KYJIb-
TYPHO-PEJIUTUO3HBIM» ITOHATUEM «MYCYJbMAaHCKNE CTPpaHbl», 10 HEAABHETO BPEME-
HU MMEJIM 3aKPBIThI («3aMKHYTBII») TUII KyJbTYPbI [3], AUTeabHOE BpeMsl pas-
BUBAJIMCH HA CBOEH COOCTBEHHON [yXOBHON OCHOBE U HE MMEJIM MOIIHBIX MUTPAIH-
OHHBIX 1OTOKOB. HecMoTpst Ha TO uTo B coBpeMenHoit Typuun nposxkusaer Gosiee
94 % mycysbpmaH, B Erunre — 6osee 90 %, B Apabckux Immparax — okoJio 70 %,
a Vlnonesus siBiiseTcss caMON KPYIHOI 110 YHCJIEHHOCTH MYCYJIbMAaHCKOH cTpa-
HOU B Mupe [7], mocsiennne qecATUIETUST CBUIETETbCTBYIOT 00 M3MEHEHUH COCTaBa
HaceJIeHWsI 3THX CTPaH B pe3yJibTaTe MacCOBOW Murpannu. MurpanuoHsbsle IIpo-
I[ecChl He TOJIBKO MEHSIOT PAcOBO-aHTPONOJOTMYECKYI0 OCHOBY 3THX CTpaH, HO U
HO/IPBIBAIOT €€ WAEHTHUYHOCTb, U3MEHSIOT UX COIMOKYJIbTYPHOE IIPOCTPAHCTBO.
Bompmoit motox murpantos cioga ceroans unaet u3 Poccum u crpan CHI. Kax
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