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COMPARISON OF VALUE ORIENTATIONS
OF UNIVERSITY STUDENTS
IN KAZAKHSTAN AND TURKEY

This study was carried out to compare the value orientation of University students in Turkey and
Kazakhstan. The sample group consists of 314 university students studying at various departments in the
Faculty of Education, Erzincan Binali Yildinm University, and 340 students at the Faculty of Philosophy
and Political Sciences, Al Farabi Kazakh National University. The Personal Information Form and the
Schwartz Value Scale were used as data collectiont ools in the study and the t-test was used for indepen-
dent groups in the analysis of the data. One by one comparisons were made in 10 sub-dimensions of the
scale, power, achievement, hedonism, stimulation, self-direction, universalism, benevolence, tradition,
conformity, security, and significant differences were found in favor of Turkey in all dimensions on the
basis of both countries. Respectively, the values in Turkey is based in order of universality, benevolence,
security, self-control, traditional, success, power, harmony, hedonism, and the result of values in Ka-
zakhstan is benevolence, universality, self-control, traditional, success, power, harmony and hedonism.

Key words: values, value orientations, university students, kazakhstani students, turkish students.
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KazakcraH xoHe Typkusi CTYyAEHTTepPiHiH, KYHABIABIKTbIK,
6arAapAapbiH CAAbICTbIPMaAbI 3epTTey

bepiareH Makanapa KaszakcraH >xaHe Typkusi MemMAekeTTepi CTYAEHTTEpiHiH KYHADBIAbIKTbIK,
6GaraapblH CaAbICTbIPY MakCaTbiHAQ 3epTTey XKYPrizirai. 3epTTey 6asachl petiHAe Ip3mHAXKaH brHaam
MbIAABIPbIM  YHMBEPCUTETI MeAarorvka (akyAbTeTiHiH OpTYPAI MaMaHABIKTapblHAQ OKWTbIH 314
cTyaeHT >xaHe aA-(Dapabu atbiHaarbl Kasak, yATTbIK, yHMBEpCUTETi (UAOCO(MS KoHe casicaTTaHy
hakyAbTETIHAE OKMTbIH 340 CTYAEHT ipiKTeAin aAbiHAbI. 3epTTey 6GapbiCbIHAQ MOAIMETTEp >KMHay
KypaAbl peTiHae LLIBapuTbiH KYHAbIABIKTApP LIKAAAChl »K8HE >KeKe akmnapaT (opmacbl, aA TOYeACi3
ToMTapra MOAIMETTEPAI BHAEY Ke3iHAe t-TeCT KoAAaHbIAAbl. Kesek GoMbiHLIA LKaAasa KepCeTiAreH
10 KYHABIABIK, MAapaMeTpAepi CAAbICTbIPbIAABL. HaTuxkeciHae, eKi eA apacblHAAFbI abipMaLLIbIAbIK, MeH
YKCACTbIKTap aHbIKTaAAbl. TYPKMSIAQ KYHADBIABIKTAP KalbIPbIMABIABIK, Kayinci3aik, ©3iH-e3i 6akbiAay,
ABCTYPAEP, TabbICTbIAbIK, OUAIK, YMAECIMAIAIK, reaOHM3Mre HerizpeAce, coikeciHlie, KasakcraHaa
KanbIPbIMABIAbIK, M6e6anTbIAbIK, ©3iH-63i 6aKbiAdy, ABCTYPAEP, TaObICTbIAbIK, GUAIK, YAECIMAIAIK
>KOHE reAOHU3M KYHADIABIKTAP HOTMXKECH BOAbIMN CaHAAAAbI.

Ty#in ce3aep: KYHAbIAbIKTapP, KYHAbIAbIK, OafraapAapbl, YHMBEPCUTET CTYAEHTTEpPI, Ka3akCTaHAbIK,
CTYAEHTTEP, TYPIK CTyAEHTTepI.
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CpaBHUTeAbHOe UCCAeAOBaHWe LLeHHOCTHbIX OpUeHTaL Ui
ctyaeHToB Ka3zaxcrana u Typumm

MccaepoBaHre ObIAO MPOBEAEHO AAS CPABHEHMWSI LIEHHOCTHbBIX OPWMEHTALMiA CTYAEHTOB BY30B
KasaxcraHa v Typuun. BoibopouHast rpynna coctout u3 314 cTyAeHTOB, 06yUatoLLmMXCsl Ha Pa3AMUHbIX
CMEeLMaAbHOCTSIX MeAarormyeckoro gakyabTeTa YHuBepcuTeTa Dp3uHAXKAH BuHaAu MbIAABIPbIM 1
340 ctyaeHTOB hakyAbTeTa (PUAOCODUM M MOAUTOAOrMU Ka3axCKOro HauMOHAAbHOIO yHUBEpCUTETa
uM. anb-Mapabu. Dopma AMUHOM MHOPMaUMK M WKaAa ueHHocTen LLIBapua ucnoab3oBaAvch B
KauyecTBe MHCTPYMEHTOB c60pa AQHHbIX B MCCAEAOBAHWMM,  t-TECT UCMOAB30BAACS AAS HE3ABUCHMMbIX
rpynn npu aHaamse AaHHbIX. [TooyepeaHo cpaBHMBaAUCH 10 M3MeEpeHWit LLEHHOCTEeN MO LUKAAe: BAACTb,
AOCTUXEHME, TeAOHU3M, CTUMYASLMS, CAaMOCTOSITEAbHOCTb, YHUBEPCAAU3M, AOOpPOTa, TPaAMLMS,
KOH(POPMHOCTb, 6e3onacHoCTb. M B UTore, OGbiAv 0BHAPYKEHbI 3HAUUTEAbHbIE PA3AMUMS U CXOACTBO
o060mx ctpaH. COrAacHO MOAYYEHHbIM AQHHbIM UCCAEAOBAHMSI, BUAHO, UTO 3HAUYEHUS! CTYAEHTOB ABYX
CTpaH NpUOAM3UTEABHO OAMHAKOBbI. COOTBETCTBEHHO, LLEHHOCTU B TypLUMM OCHOBaHbI HA MPMHLUMMAX
YHUBEPCAAbHOCTH, AOOPOXKEAATEABHOCTM, GE30MACHOCTM, CAMOKOHTPOAS, TPAAMLIMOHHOCTM, YCMEexa,
BAQCTM, FaPMOHUM, FEAOHM3MA, @ PE3YAbTATOM LieHHOCTEN B KazaxcTaHe IBASeTCsS AOOPO>KEAATEALHOCTb,

YHMBEPCAaAbHOCTb, CAMOKOHTPOAb, TPaAMLMU, YCNEX, BAACTb, FTAPMOHNA N TEAOHU3M.

KAroueBble cAoBa: LEeHHOCTH,
CTYAEHTbI, Typeukne CTyAEHTbI.

Introduction

The socially oriented system of values provides
formation of groups in social measurement in terms
of growth of social unity in individual measurement
[1] (Uysal, 2003). Every society needs values to
create its existence and values distinguish it from
other societies by making social culture unique. In
other words, value distinguishes us from others [2]
(Yapici, 2012). In this regard values are connected
with factors which form the culture of society and
distinguish it from others, interfere with social unity
on national borders, strengthen national solidarity
and cooperation and provide social unity [3] (Seyyar,
2003). In view of these services, culture and value
of the similar countries will significantly not differ.
The aim of research was comparison of valuable
orientations of students at university of Turkey and
Kazakhstan which have similar history and culture.

The word «value» is derived from the word
«touch» on the origin and is regarded as an object
equivalent in our language [4] (Bircan, Dilmag,
2015). The consideration of word equivalence
in the dictionary is the abstract concept used for
determination of the importance of concrete object
(www.tdk.gov.tr).In addition to these definitions
the meaning of word «value» in research is «belief
in a concrete situation or lack of confidence» [5]
(Giingor, 1998), «which defines assessment and
the choice of behavior and events for overcoming
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necessary, concrete situations» [6] (Schwartz,
1992), «definitions of the great, important and
constant ideas and beliefs which are emphasized
with members of the team» [7] (Gorman, 2000),
«The standards as a result of interaction between
person and environment» [8] (Akbag, 2004).

It is referred to conceptual framework of
assessment of behavioral values; it is meant that
values are interpreted according to the purpose and
behavior [9] (Bircan, 2016). The concept of value is
related to all activities of individuals, one of the most
intriguing questions is how this concept is appeared.
As for the answer to this question, we can tell that the
system of values appeared from relation of people
and developed in private society [10] (Nurgalieva,
1985). On this point to understand structure of value
system, it is necessary to understand human nature,
which caused this concept. In this case values can
be expressed as result of knowledge, art and human
activity of individual in intention and at final stage
of each activity. It also indicates that valuable
activity is an appraiser and implementation of
activity [11] (Poyraz, 2011). It is possible to tell that
there is a system of values in any stage. The values
include potential, economic, religious and general
habits and beliefs which combine actions (action) of
individuals. The values promote formation of social
groups, elements of cultural material, ideal thinking
and behavior, social roles and social unity [12]
(Sesli, Demir-Basaran, 2016).
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The values are subdivided into various types
depending on type of the services provided by
them. In the field of psychology primary research
of value was conducted by Schwarz and divided
people into six groups of values: scientific,
economic, social, religious and political.
Subsequently these researches were conducted on
the scale of Allport, Vernon and Lindzey. The other
researcher in this area, Rokeach (1973), considers
values as terminal and instrumental. The other
researcher in the field of values, Schwarz (1994),
described 10 types of values (Power, Success,
Hedonism, Arousal, Self-control, Universality,
Benevolence, Traditional, Harmony, Security),

using Rokeach’s list (1973) 56 [13] (Schwartz,
1994).

As well as in figure 1, similar types of values are
located near one circle, and similar disproportionate
forms are removed from each other. In model there
are 10 types of values on two contrast axes. The
first axis of a tension includes measurement of Self-
cognition and Improvement, and the second axis of
a tension includes measurements of transparency
and protection for innovations. The value of helium
on an axis of the conflict is similar to tension axes in
terms of motives [13] (Schwartz, 1994). Conceptual
definitions of values types determined by Schwartz
(1994), the following:

Figure 1 — 10 types of values

Table 1 — Types of values (Schwarz, 1994)

Neo Values

Defining goal

Self-
1 Direction

independent thought and action--choosing, creating, exploring. Self-direction derives from organismic needs
for control and mastery (e.g., Bandura, 1977; Deci, 1975) and interactional requirements of autonomy and
independence (e.g., Kluckhohn, 1951; Kohn & Schooler, 1983). (creativity, freedom, choosing own goals,
curious, independent) [self-respect, intelligent, privacy]

excitement, novelty, and challenge in life. Stimulation values derive from the organismic need for variety

Stimulation . . Lo . . . o

2 and stimulation in order to maintain an optimal, positive, rather than threatening, level of activation (e.g.,
Berlyne, 1960).

3 Hedonism | pleasure or sensuous gratification for oneself. Hedonism values derive from organismic needs and the
pleasure associated with satisfying them.

Achievement personal success through demonstrating competence according to social standards. Competent performance

4 that generates resources is necessary for individuals to survive and for groups and institutions to reach their
objectives.

5 Power social status and prestige, control or dominance over people and resources. The functioning of social

institutions apparently requires some degree of status differentiation (Parsons, 1951).
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Continuation of table 3

Ne Values Defining goal

6 Security | safety, harmony, and stability of society, of relationships, and of self. Security values derive from basic
individual and group requirements

. restraint of actions, inclinations, and impulses likely to upset or harm others and violate social expectations
Conformity : . . o e e . .

7 or norms. Conformity values derive from the requirement that individuals inhibit inclinations that might
disrupt and undermine smooth interaction and group functioning.

3 Tradition | respect, commitment, and acceptance of the customs and ideas that one’s culture or religion provides. Groups

everywhere develop practices, symbols, ideas, and beliefs that represent their shared experience and fate.

9 | Benevolence
organismic need for affiliation

preserving and enhancing the welfare of those with whom one is in frequent personal contact (the ‘in-
group’). Benevolence values derive from the basic requirement for smooth group functioning and from the

10

understanding, appreciation, tolerance, and protection for the welfare of all people and for nature. This
Universalism | contrasts with the in-group focus of benevolence values. Universalism values derive from survival needs
of individuals and groups. But people do not recognize these needs until they encounter others beyond the
extended primary group and until they become aware of the scarcity of natural resources.

There are individual and social concepts, be-
sides classification of values. The values which act
important role in all actions of the person are effec-
tive in formation of social behavior. The values such
as relations, trust, motivation, are closely connected
with such concepts as social cognition, norm [14]
(Tuymebayeva, 1995). Essentially, it should be not-
ed that values have similar characteristics and over
time change, turning into universal structures and
values [15] (Emre, 2013). The norm is a behavior
model which is socially acceptable and forces the
person do right thing to behave properly. At this
point, values use the norm to show the behavior re-
quired by society and indirect individuals. Looking
at the relations between trust and value, it is pos-
sible to see that value is one of the highest levels
of belief. Values are closely connected with such
systems as emotions, thoughts, feelings and beliefs
[16] (Inceoglu, 2010).

The meaning of life (Bas ve Hamarta, 2015)
[17], Autonomy level (Sesli ve Basaran, 2016)
[18], Self-understanding (Dilmag, Deniz ve Deniz,
2009) [19], Psychological stability (Agirkan ve
Kagan, 2017) [20], Organizational civil behavior
(Aktay ve Eksi, 2008) [21], The level of subjective
happiness (Kublay, 2013; Schwartz ve Sagiv, 2000)
[22-23], Reading style (Dilmag, Ertekin ve Yazici,
2009) [24], Self-respect (Er, 2013; Yildiz, Deniz ve
Dilmag, 2013) [25-26], Approach to the environment
(Kundake1,2014) [27], Religious directions (Y1lmaz,
2013; Mehmedoglu, 2007) [28-29], Happiness level
(Ozdemir ve Korkulu, 2011) [30], Self-control level
(Sesli, 2016) [12], life satisfaction (Otrar, 2008;
Otrar ve Oztiirk, 2017) [31-32], Anger and types
of anger (Karababa ve Dilmag, 2015) [33], way fo
success (Karababa, Oral ve Dilmag, 2014) [34],
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Subjective well-being and social anxiety (Seki,
2015; Vansteenkiste vd., 2006) [35-36], Academic
proportional behavior (Yigit ve Dilmag, 2015) [37],
Creative level (Tanit, 2007) [38], Alturizm (Onatur,
2008) [39], Life choices (Strnadova, Vobornik ve
Provaznikova, 2015) [40], Conservative behavior
and concern of the social environment (Schultz vd.,
2005) [41], Educational values (Salbot ve Fleskova,
2008) [42], Emotional empathy (Myyry ve Helkama,
2001) [43].

Purpose

The purpose of this study was to determine
the characteristics of the value orientations of the
students of Turkey and Kazakhstan.

Method

This part of research includes information about
research model, research group, instruments of data
collection and the analysis of data.

Research Design

The relational screening method was chosen
as a model in research. The relational research
directed to determine the presence or degree of
coexistence between two or more variables [44]
(Karasar, 2012).

Sampling
The research group consists of 340 students of

the Faculty of Philosophy and Political Sciences of
al-Farabi Kazakh National University and 314 stu-
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dents studying at various faculties of the Erzincan
Binali Yildirim University. The descriptive statistics
of group identified in research is shown in table 2.

Table 2 — Distribution of students by university

The university name N %

Erzincan Binali Yildirim University 314 48

Al-Farabi Kazakh National University 340 52

Total 654 100,0
Data Analysis

The instruments of data collection

In this part of research the name, quality and
reliability of instruments of data collection are
discussed.

The form of personal information:

The research was done to collect demographic
information about students by researchers.

The viewing of portrait values:

In order to determine the value orientations of
research group, 56 elements Schwartz Values Scale
(SDQ) that was developed by Schwartz (1994) were
used. The first part of a scale represents 30 values,
and the second represents 26 values. In the first part,
the value 30 consists of target (terminal) values, and
the second part is instrumental. The total number
of scales was grouped into 10 different sizes of 56
values. These sub-dimensions are; power, success,
hedonism, arousal, self-control, universality,
benevolence, tradition, harmony, security.

During the research the analysis of data was
started by considering whether the data were
appropriate for parametric or non-parametric
statistics (normal distribution, curve asymmetry,
average value, median, modal value, difference, the
histogram and inequality of group disparity). As a
result, it was established that the normal distribution
of data, the equality of differences between groups
and the data set are suitable for parametric statistics.
T-test was used for definition of results.

Results

The arithmetic averages of students values and
standard deviations are presented in table 3.

Table 3 — The arithmetic indicators and standard differences in values of students

Indicator University X Ss
Erzincan Binali Yildirim University 26.07 5.05
Power
Al-Farabi Kazakh National University 23.80 5.03
Erzincan Binali Yildirim University 28.97 4.54
Success
Al-Farabi Kazakh National University 26.17 491
Erzincan Binali YildirimUniversity 16.34 3.80
Hedonism
Al-Farabi Kazakh National University 15.28 3.26
Erzincan Binali Yildirim University 16.35 3.45
Arousal
Al-Farabi Kazakh National University 14.97 3.21
Erzincan Binali Yildirim University 36.54 5.08
Self-Control
Al-Farabi Kazakh National University 31.31 5.72
Erzincan Binali Yildirim University 55.05 8.20
Universality
Al-Farabi Kazakh National University 45.41 8.40
Erzincan Binali Yildirim University 54.52 7.52
Benevolence
Al-Farabi Kazakh National University 46.94 8.01
Erzincan Binali Yildirim University 32.93 5.83
Traditional
Al-Farabi Kazakh National University 29.49 5.89
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Continuation of table 4

. Erzincan Binali Yildirim University 23.56 3.75
armon
Y Al-Farabi Kazakh National University 20.34 3.85
) Erzincan Binali Yildirim University 42.30 5.78
Security - - —
Al-Farabi Kazakh National University 36.61 6.21

In table 3 is presented an essential differences
in values of students Erzincan Binali Yildirim

During other research, the results of Erzincan
Binali Yildirim University and al-Farabi Kazakh

University and al-Farabi Kazakh National  National University students value are presented in
University. table 4.
Table 4 — The results of students values independent T-test
iversi X
Indicator University N S Sd t P
Erzincan Binali Yildirim University 314 26.07 5.05 652
Power 5.76 . 000*
Al-Farabi Kazakh National Univ. 340 23.80 5.03
Erzincan Binali Yildirim University 314 28.97 4.54 652
Success 7.54 . 000%*
Al-Farabi Kazakh National Univ. 340 26.17 491
Erzincan Binali Yildirim University 314 16.34 3.80 652
Hedonism 3.81 . 000%*
Al-Farabi Kazakh National Univ. 340 15.28 3.26
Erzincan Binali Yildirim University 314 16.35 3.45 652
Arousal 5.26 . 000*
Al-Farabi Kazakh National Univ. 340 14.97 3.21
Erzincan Binali Yildirim University 314 36.54 5.08 652
Self-Control - - - 12.32 . 000*
Al-Farabi Kazakh National Univ. 340 31.31 5.72
. | Erzincan Binali Yildirim University 314 55.05 8.20 652
Universality - - - 14.82 . 000*
Al-Farabi Kazakh National Univ. 340 4541 8.40
Erzincan Binali Yildirim University 314 54.52 7.52 652
Benevolence 12.44 . 000%*
Al-Farabi Kazakh National Univ. 340 46.94 8.01
o Erzincan Binali Yildirim University 314 32.93 5.83 652
Traditional 7.49 . 000%*
Al-Farabi Kazakh National Univ. 340 29.49 5.89
Erzincan Binali Yildirim University 314 23.56 3.75 652
Harmony 10.79 . 000%*
Al-Farabi Kazakh National Univ. 340 20.34 3.85
. Erzincan Binali Yildirim University 314 42.30 5.78 652
Security 12.09 . 000*
Al-Farabi Kazakh National Univ. 340 36.61 6.21
*p>.001

As a result of T-test which is carried out for
determination of differences between Erzincan Binali
Yildirim and Al-Farabi Kazakh National University
students, scale of values in all measurements of
Schwartz (the power, success, a hedonism, arousal,
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self-control, universality, benevolence, traditional,
harmony and security) has been determined, that
there is no significant difference in Turkey. [t
5.76, 7.54, 3.81, 5.26, 12.32, 14.82, 12.44,
10.79, 12.09, p>.001].

652)

49,
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Discussion

The family becomes a priority for young
people, the value of family relationships increases.
Education is also becoming the most preferred value
for the younger generation. The desire to get a quality
education is important for her during the crisis and
after it. Our research argues for these positions.

The system of values of the individual and
various social groups is the Foundation of the
stability of society as a whole. For example:
moral values act as personal constraints on the
behavior of each individual and society as a whole.
Material value orientations encourage a person to
act, to develop. And if people develop, the whole
society develops. Therefore, the presence of value
orientations of individuals and different groups acts
as a guarantor of the development and stability of
society. Value orientations of young people reflect
the actual values of a particular society, which are
directly related to the long-term development of its
overall economic and cultural level. That is why
now much attention is paid to the system of values of
modern youth, because it is the future of our society.

Conclusion

In this research is considered focused and
unfocused values of Kazakh and Turkey students.
According to obtained data from research, it is
seen that the students values of two countries
are similar. Respectively, the values in Turkey
is based in order of universality, benevolence,
security, self-control, traditional, success, power,
harmony, hedonism, and the result of values in
Kazakhstan is benevolence, universality, self-
control, traditional, success, power, harmony and
hedonism.

In conclusion, it is noted that Turkey students
have three main values such as universality,
benevolence and security. Kazakh students have
three main values such as benevolence, universality
and security. According to results of research,
the results of Turkish students are higher, than
Kazakh students. Also, we see that both countries
have similar values and indicators. The results of
this research show that two countries have close
historical and cultural ties, and their socio-cultural
characteristics are similar.
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