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В статье рассматриваются латентные профили социальной идентификации и отношения к пред-
ставителям других наций в культурных контекстах России и Болгарии с позиций личностно-ори-
ентированного подхода. Методологию исследования составили модифицированные версии шкал 
социальных идентичностей из опросника MIRIPS и шкалы религиозной идентичности Веркайтена. 
В онлайн-социально-психологическом опросе приняли участие 234 россиянина (66% женщин, 60% в 
возрасте 30—49 лет) и 278 болгар (76% женщин, 45% в возрасте 18—29 лет). В результате латентного 
анализа профилей в России было выявлено четыре профиля (Интернационалисты, Индивидуали-
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Introduction

Social identity to a great extent explains the relations 
between different social groups [7; 10]. Social group be-
longingness indicates intergroup differences [7; 10], dis-
crepancies in perception [20] and distortions of ascribed 
personal characteristics of others [11]. Moreover, a ten-
dency to perceive outgroups less favorably compared to 
ingroups has been revealed [7]. It has been suggested 
that group membership models intergroup interactions 
and affect: People tend to express more anger and anxi-
ety toward outgroups [22] and trust them less [12]. Such 
differentiation might create intergroup prejudice, posi-
tive attitudes toward members of one’s own group and 
negative attitudes toward “others” and, thus, contribute 
to the persistence of intergroup bias [10].

It is worth mentioning that variations in the degree 
of social identification might also affect intergroup bias 
and, therefore, stronger social group identification might 
lead to a greater need for positive ingroup vs negative 
outgroup differentiation [16]. This means that the high-
er level of ingroup social identification, the more people 
rely on their group membership and the more actively 
they interact with their ingroups.

It should be also noted that cultural background 
plays a role in defining multiple group identities. Con-
sequently, the processes of multiple social identifica-
tion and variation of social categories in multicultural 
contexts, including attitudes toward outgroup mem-
bers, serve as important features of intergroup dynam-
ics [9]. Individual characteristics people possess, which 
are directly connected with culture (such as values, 
beliefs, and norms), develop throughout the socializa-

tion process and transmit through interaction within 
primary groups in a similar manner to cultural charac-
teristics (for instance, ethnic, national, and religious 
belongingness) [23]. Furthermore, social groups differ 
in their level of inclusiveness and increase in the scope 
of group categories positively impacts intergroup rela-
tions [10]. Hence, intergroup bias decreases when out-
group members are ascribed to broader categories due 
to a higher personalization of the interaction.

Given the existing data on the relationship between 
social identification and intergroup relations, this 
study focuses on the stratification of post-Communist 
societies depending on the levels of social identifica-
tion and the attitude towards members of other cul-
tural and national groups as outgroup members. How-
ever, the approach of personality-oriented analysis of 
identification and attitudes towards outgroups has not 
been applied to post-Communist countries to date. In 
this regard, the current research aims at studying the 
profiles of social identification and attitudes towards 
outgroup representatives, conditioned by cultural and 
national belonging. Considering multiple social iden-
tification, this work explored culturally determined 
social identities with varying degrees of inclusiveness: 
less inclusive culture-specific (national, religious, and 
regional) and more inclusive (Soviet / Communist, 
European) identities. This study was conducted in the 
sociocultural contexts of Russia and Bulgaria, as these 
two countries represent two post-Communist societies 
that have undergone significant cultural, political, and 
social changes after the collapse of the Soviet Union 
and the Warsaw Bloc and follow different trajectories 
of nation-building.

сты, Европейцы, Националисты), в то время как в Болгарии выявлено три латентных профиля (Ин-
дивидуалисты, Европейцы, Националисты). Несмотря на это, содержание профилей и особенности 
респондентов, вошедших в профили, оказались схожими. Националисты отличались сильной мно-
жественной идентификацией и негативными аттитюдами по отношению к представителям других 
наций, Индивидуалисты показали слабую множественную идентификацию и негативные аттитю-
ды к представителям других наций, а Европейцы продемонстрировали очень сильную европейскую 
идентификацию и позитивные аттитюды к представителям других наций. Профиль Интернацио-
налистов, который был обнаружен только среди россиян, характеризовался слабой множественной 
идентификацией и положительными аттитюдами к представителям других наций. Основной вывод 
исследования заключается в том, что существуют как межкультурные сходства, так и различия в 
характеристиках респондентов, вошедших в структуру каждого латентного профиля множественной 
социальной идентификации и отношения к представителям других наций.

Ключевые слова: множественная идентичность, межгрупповые установки, межгрупповые пред-
убеждения, анализ латентных профилей, посткоммунистические страны, Россия, Болгария.
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Sociocultural research context

On the one hand, the two researched post-Com-
munist societies (i.e., Russia and Bulgaria) share many 
similarities. Hofstede defined both cultures as having 
high levels of Collectivism, Femininity, Restraint, Un-
certainty Avoidance, Power Distance, and Long-Term 
Orientation [15]. According to the cross-cultural value 
analysis Russian and Bulgarian cultures are character-
ized by similar levels of Harmony, Embeddedness, Hi-
erarchy, Mastery, Autonomy, and Egalitarianism [24]. 
Moreover, Security, Tradition, Power, and Achievement 
are the leading values among Russians [18] and similar 
levels of commitment to those values were observed in 
post-Communist societies, including Bulgaria [19]. On 
the other hand, each sociocultural context has its own 
specificity. For example, Russian multicultural society 
has experienced serious social changes after the collapse 
of the USSR, including a transformation of social iden-
tity. Thus, the inclusive Soviet identity was replaced 
by narrower identity categories: national, religious, 
and regional [13]. However, Soviet identity remained 
an important element of Russian multiple identity [2]. 
Contrariwise, in Bulgaria post-Communist society has 
rejected Communist identity due to the political influ-
ence and perceptions of repressiveness of the Communist 
regime despite the fact that this social identity ideologi-
cally reflected the socialist values. Bulgarian multiple 
social identity has undergone a transformation as well; 
however, it was directed mainly at reconstructing Bul-
garian national identity beyond historical and political 
frameworks [17], and subsequently, at further expansion 
and modification of the multiple social identity as a re-
sult of country’s membership in the European Union.

Theoretical approach and research hypotheses

It is important to note that individuals who belong 
to one general population could reflect several subpopu-
lations that hold different sets of group characteristics 
[21]. Because of this reason, Latent Profile Analysis 
(LPA) was implemented in this study as it is directed 
at identifying relatively homogeneous subpopulations 
(profiles) of respondents that represent different con-
figurations of indicators in terms of both quality and 
quantity. The specific feature of this analytical approach 
is related to the number and nature of the profiles as 
they are initially unknown and should be derived from 
the data. Thus, the construction of latent profile mod-
els aims at finding a solution with a sufficient number of 
profiles and revealing the different response structured 
between various profiles as well as relatively homoge-
neous responses within each profile [8].

Considering the specificity of the Latent Profile 
Analysis method, research goal, and existing data related 
to the connection between social identification and atti-
tudes toward outgroup members, I formed the following 
hypotheses:

H1. Respondents who identify strongly with culture-
specific identities (national, religious, and regional) 
have a more negative attitude toward members of other 
nations across both cultural contexts.

H2. Respondents who identify weakly with culture-
specific identities (national, religious, and regional) 
have a more positive attitude toward members of other 
nations across both cultural contexts.

H3. Respondents who identify strongly with the 
more inclusive identities (Soviet / Communist, Euro-
pean) have a more positive attitude toward members of 
other nations across both cultural contexts.

Sample

The total number of 512 respondents took part in an 
online survey, including 234 Russians and 278 Bulgar-
ians. The main sample characteristics by country are pre-
sented in Table 1. 

Procedure and measures

All participants filled out a questionnaire shared is 
social media and on the online platform anketolog.ru. 
The questionnaire included socio-demographic indica-
tors (gender, age, level of education, religious affilia-
tion), indicators of identification and attitudes towards 
representatives of other nations (Russia/Bulgaria, Ser-
bia, Ukraine, Germany, The USA, China, Syria). All 
used scales were translated into Russian and Bulgarian 
using the method of direct and reverse translation and 
the translation was performed by two independent ex-
perts. Also, before the survey administration the ques-
tionnaires were validated in both countries.

The degree of social identification was measured us-
ing scales from the questionnaire “Mutual intercultural 
relations in multicultural societies” (MIRIPS) (https://
www.victoria.ac.nz/cacr/research/mirips) that were 
translated into Russian and adapted for use in Russia 
[4] and a modification of Verkuyten’s scale of religious 
identity [25].

The scale of national identity consisted of eight items, 
for example: “I am happy to be a part of Russian culture” 
(α=0,91 — in Russia; α=0,88 — in Bulgaria).

Soviet/Communist identity scale was a modifica-
tion of national identification scale and also consisted 
of eight items, for instance: “I am proud to be a Soviet 
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person/Communist” (α=0,92 — in Russia; α=0,90 — in 
Bulgaria).

Religious identity was measured by six items, for 
example: “I strongly identify myself with Christians” 
(α=0,98 — in Russia; α=0,97 — in Bulgaria).

Regional (for instance: “I feel a strong sense of be-
longing to the place where I was born”) and European 
(for example: “I feel a strong attachment to Europe”) 
identity scales were modifications of the used religious 
identity scale (α=0,94 — in Russia; α=0,96 — in Bulgaria; 
α=0,94 — in Russia; α=0,94 — in Bulgaria, respectively).

Attitudes towards members of other nations were 
measured using affective evaluations and the level of 
perceived social distance.

Affective evaluations measured the participants’ rat-
ings of perceived likability of members of other nations 
ranged from 1 — “not likable at all” to 5 — “very likable”. 
For the purposes of the study, an average generalized esti-
mate was used, which included the individual evaluations 
of each respondent in relation to all members of other na-
tions (α = 0,89 — in Russia; α = 0,77 — in Bulgaria).

Perceived social distance was measured using Bog-
ardus’ social distance scale, translated into Russian [6]. 
It required participants to indicate their readiness to ac-
cept members of other countries, considering 7 answer 
options, varying in the degree of closeness of contacts 
from “Accept as members of my family” to “In general, 
I would not allow them to come to Russia / Bulgaria” 
(α=0,93 — in Russia; α=0,89 — in Bulgaria).

Statistical analysis

Obtained data was analyzed through descriptive sta-
tistics, Cronbach alpha coefficient of scale reliability/
consistency, correlation analysis, multivariate analysis of 

variance using SPSS 23. Latent profile analysis was also 
performed [21] based on the degree of social identification 
and attitudes towards members of other nations, applying 
the maximum likelihood method (MLR) available in Mp-
lus 7.11. Models for both countries were estimated through 
5000 random sets of start values and 100 iterations.

Results

Mean values, standard deviations, and correlations of 
investigated variables are presented in Table 2.

Latent profile analysis was conducted to test the 
study hypotheses, and therefore, four different models 
were built across both contexts accounting for the pecu-
liarities of the data and varying the number of latent pro-
files (from two to five). The optimal latent profile model 
across the Russian sample indicated four profiles: This 
latent model showed lower values   of the sample-size ad-
justed Bayesian information criterion (SSBIC=4691,55) 
and parametric bootstrapped likelihood ratio test for 
k-1 (H0) vs. k classes (BLRT=61,07; p<0,001) com-
pared to other models and the indicators of likelihood 
ratio tests were significant (VLMR=61,07; p<0,05; adj. 
LMR=59,70; p<0,05). Obtained results showed that 
each of the four profiles had a sufficient number of cases 
in the range between 37 and 73 (see Table 3).

The optimal latent profile model across the Bul-
garian sample consisted of three profiles. The three-
profile latent model demonstrated lower values of the 
sample-size adjusted Bayesian information criterion 
(SSBIC=5331,28) and parametric bootstrapped likeli-
hood ratio test for k-1 (H0) vs. k classes (BLRT=73,81; 
p<0,001) compared to other models and the indicators 
of likelihood ratio tests were significant (VLMR= 73,81; 
p<0,05; adj. LMR=72,20; p<0,05). Results indicated 

T a b l e  1
Social and demographic characteristics of the samples in Russia and Bulgaria 

Social and demographic characteristics
Russia Bulgaria

n % n %
Sex Male 80 34,2 68 24,5

Female 154 65,8 210 75,5
Age 18—29 66 28,2 124 44,6

30—49 140 59,8 112 40,3
50+ 28 12 42 15,1

Religion Orthodox 133 56,8 201 72,3
Atheist 80 34,2 57 20,5
Other 21 8 20 7,2

Education Primary 2 0,9 0 0
High School 20 8,5 47 16,9
College 32 13,7 28 10,1
University 158 67,5 189 68
Higher 22 9,4 14 5

Носова К. Профили множественной социальной идентификации...
Nosova K. Profiles of Multiple Social Identification...
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that each of the profiles had a sufficient number of cases 
ranging from 42 to 189 and are presented in Table 3.

Average latent class probabilities (in Russia [1,00-
0,86], in Bulgaria [1,00-0,90]) confirmed that people 
belong to their assigned profiles and the classes in both 
models differ from each other (Table 4).

In addition, MANOVA was conducted to test for 
differences between profiles in both countries. This 
test results indicated that, in general, there were sig-
nificant differences between the profiles for the vari-
ables used. Significant differences were observed in 
relation to the examined variables in Russia as fol-
lows: national identity (F(3, 230)=25,48; p<0,001), 
Soviet identity (F(3, 230)=26,09; p<0,001), Euro-
pean identity (F(3, 230)=4,45; p<0,01), regional 
identity (F(3, 230)=173,72; p<0,001), religious iden-
tity (F(3, 230)=40,72; p<0,001), affective evalua-
tions (F(3, 230)=26,05; p<0,001) and perceived social 
distance (F(3, 230)=210,38; p<0,001). In Bulgaria 
significant results were found in relation to nation-
al identity (F(2, 275)=23,94; p<0,001), European 
identity (F(2, 275)=11,49; p<0,001), regional iden-
tity (F(2, 275)=212,99; p<0,001), religious iden-
tity (F(2, 275)=24,69; p<0,00), affective evaluations 
(F(2, 275)=25,06; p<0,001) and perceived social dis-
tance (F(2, 275)=186,58; p<0,001) and no differences 
were observed in identification with Communist past 
(F(2, 275)=2,09; p>0,05).

To sum up, the performed analysis identified 4 latent 
profiles in Russia and 3 latent profiles in Bulgaria (see 
Figure 1 and 2). In Russia, the four profiles had the fol-
lowing characteristics:

Profile 1 (n=37) included respondents who weakly 
identified with all identification categories (national, 
Soviet, European, regional, and religious), but demon-
strated positive affective evaluations of members of oth-
er nations and had low levels of perceived distance with 
those outgroup members. This profile was called “Inter-
nationalists”.

Profile 2 (n=58) consisted of respondents who 
strongly identified with the state, Europe and their re-
gion, their identification with Soviet past and religion 
was average, their affective evaluations of members of 
other nations were positive and their perceived social 
distance levels were low. They were called “Europeans”.

Profile 3 (n=73) consisted of those respondents who 
identified weakly with all group identification cat-
egories, showed more negative affective evaluations of 
members of other nations and a high perceived distance 
with those outgroup members. They were called “Indi-
vidualists”.

Profile 4 (n=66) included those respondents who had 
a strong identification with their nation, the Soviet past, 
region, and religion, but had a weak identification with 

Europe, more negative affective evaluations of members 
of other nations and high levels of perceived distance 
with those outgroup members. They were called “Na-
tionalists”.

Three profiles across the Bulgarian sample were char-
acterized as follows:

Profile 1 (n=47) consisted of those respondents who 
had low identification with all group identification cat-
egories, rather negative affective evaluations of mem-
bers of other nations and high levels of perceived social 
distance with those outgroup members. Similarly to the 
third profile in Russia, they were called “Individualists”.

Profile 2 (n=189) included those respondents who 
strongly identified with the state, region and religion, 
moderately identified with Europe, and weakly identi-
fied with Communist past. In addition, those respon-
dents showed more negative affective evaluations of 
members of other nations and higher levels of perceived 
social distance with those outgroup members. Similarly 
to the fourth profile in Russia, they were called “Na-
tionalists”.

Profile 3 (n=42) consisted of respondents who 
strongly identified with the state, Europe, region, and 
religion, weakly identified with Communist ideology, 
had positive affective evaluations of members of other 
nations and low perceived social distance with those 
outgroup members. They were called “Europeans” 
based on some similarity with the second profile ob-
served among Russians.

Discussion

The current study was aimed at studying the latent 
profiles of identification and attitudes towards members 
of other nations in Russia and Bulgaria using a person-
centered approach. It is important to note that the ob-
tained results were consistent with the theory of social 
categorization and strong group (culture-specific) iden-
tification was combined with less positive attitudes to-
wards outgroups [7; 10]. In addition, different attitudes 
towards members of other nations were observed and 
those attitudes were related to particular group belong-
ing due to differences in inclusiveness of higher-order 
compared to lower-order categories [10].

The presented results indicated that Russians 
could be classified into one out of four profiles, i.e., 
Internationalists, Europeans, Individualists, and Na-
tionalists, while Bulgarians could be ascribed to one 
out of three profiles, i.e., Europeans, Individualists, 
and Nationalists.

Conducted analysis showed that some quantitative 
differences were evident between the latent profiles of 
the representatives of the two countries under examina-
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T a b l e  4
Average latent class probabilities for Four-profile model in Russia 

 and Three-profile model in Bulgaria

Profiles 1 2 3 4
Russia

1 0,94 0,03 0,04 0,00
2 0,02 0,92 0,03 0,03
3 0,01 0,03 0,86 0,10
4 0,00 0,02 0,12 0,87

Bulgaria
1 0,91 0,06 0,02
2 0,03 0,95 0,03
3 0,01 0,05 0,94

Fig. 1. Profiles of identification and attitudes toward members of other nations in Russia

Fig. 2. Profiles of identification and attitudes toward members of other nations in Bulgaria
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tion. However, in terms of qualitative characteristics, 
various aspects of identification and intergroup relation-
ships had similar patterns. In general, my expectations 
for the relationship between identity categories with 
different levels of inclusiveness and attitudes towards 
outgroups were confirmed. Thus, the profile of National-
ists was characterized by a high level of culture-specific 
multiple identities, in particular, by a high level of iden-
tification with culture-specific social categories (na-
tional, regional, and religious identity), and less positive 
attitudes towards outgroup. Consequently, Hypotheses 
1 was confirmed.  It should be also emphasized that the 
Nationalists’ profile content revealed intercultural pe-
culiarities associated with the specific correlation struc-
ture of multiple identities in Russia and Bulgaria.

It is important to note that the greatest part of the 
sampled Bulgarians fell into the profile of the National-
ists. On the one hand, such results may be explained by 
the fact that the idea of   national and territorial unity 
has been extremely popular among Bulgarians since the 
period of post-war development of the country after the 
liberation from Ottoman slavery [1]. On the other hand, 
in the modern Bulgarian society, the so called “familial 
patriotism” is suggested to be widespread and to reflect 
a strong sense of belonging to family and local communi-
ties [3]. Furthermore, high levels of national identifica-
tion were observed in Bulgaria in general [9].

Despite the cultural similarities between the two 
countries [15; 19; 24], there were differences in profiles 
of social identification and attitudes towards members 
of other nations as well. The Internationalists’ profile 
in Russia was described by a relatively low to moder-
ate identification with all group categories while their 
attitude towards members of other nations was more 
positive. The specification of this profile partially con-
firmed my second hypothesis, as this effect was present 
in Russia but absent in Bulgaria. Such outcome might be 
associated with the effect of multiculturalism: Russian 
multiethnic environment might contribute to the expan-
sion of Russian mentality to the acceptance of people of 
all nations [5].

The profile of Europeans was characterized by a 
relatively high and moderate levels of culture-specific 
multiple identification, but the level of European iden-
tification was the highest compared to all other profiles 
in both countries. Moreover, high levels of identifica-
tion with a more inclusive social identity (i.e., European 
identity) were combined with more positive attitudes 
towards outgroups and, thus, confirming my third hy-

pothesis. Consequently, those results were consistent 
with the existing theoretical framework on the asso-
ciation between social identity inclusiveness and inter-
group relations [10].

Finally, it should be emphasized that evidence for the 
presence of Individualists was found in both settings. In-
dividuals who belong to this profile were suggested to 
lack strong culture-specific identities and be likely to en-
gage in more negative attitudes toward members of oth-
er nations.  Despite the fact that both cultures were de-
scribed as collectivistic by social psychological research, 
a tendency toward individualization has been observed 
in modern Bulgarian and Russian societies and it might 
be explained by the ongoing globalization processes. In 
addition, research conducted during the post-Commu-
nist period of development of both Russia and Bulgaria 
have confirmed the commitment of a part of the popula-
tion of those countries to individualistic values   [14].

The current study contributes significantly to the ex-
isting theory as it offers important insights about identi-
fication and intergroup relationships in post-Communist 
and post-Soviet cultural contexts. However, a couple of 
limitations should be noted as well. Firstly, it is neces-
sary to mention sample size and sampling strategy. Giv-
en that the sample was limited in size and participants 
were gathered using a convenient sampling technique, 
the obtained results could not be generalized. Secondly, 
further research should be carried out using larger sam-
ples, as greater number of participants might reveal more 
latent profiles of identification and intergroup relation-
ships and provide a more solid base for making more gen-
eral conclusions on the topic.

Conclusions

This research demonstrated that Latent Profile 
Analysis could be also applied to the processes of social 
identification and intergroup relationships. In addition, 
the profiles that were discovered in terms of national, 
regional, religious, European, and Soviet / Communist 
social identities and attitudes towards members of other 
nations indicated the presence of significant differences 
in the distribution of variable levels between profiles. 
Study outcomes also revealed that exploring variable 
patterns takes place in modern science, creates new per-
spectives for the development of social psychological 
theory and allows drawing conclusions about identifica-
tion and intergroup relations.
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