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ABSTRACT

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN VALUES AND CULTURE:
A COMPARISON OF CENTRAL ASIAN AND TURKISH UNIVERSIY

STUDENTS

DIRILEN, Ozlem
M.S., Eurasian Studies

Supervisor: Prof. D. Nebi SUMER

September 2006, 89 pages

The objectives of the present study were (1) torexa the relationship between
culture and value concepts, (2) to compare Postrmamst Turkic students studying
in Turkish universities and Turkish university stats based on their value
structures, and (3) to attempt to integrate Trighaind Schwartz’s conceptualization
of culture. The sample of this study consisted wish university students

(N=292) and Post-communist Turkic students studyingurkish universities
(N=299). Individualism-CollectivisliNDCOL) Scale measuring individualism-
collectivism and vertical-horizontal dimensionscofture and Portrait Values
Questionnaire (PVQ) measuring the main value tgpesdimensions were

employed to all participants together with some dgraphic measures.
\Y



Partial correlation analysis (gender and age wenérglled) revealed systematic
relationships between culture and value types peeted direction. Horizontal-
collectivists appeared to give priority to valuebehevolence, vertical-individualists
to achievement, and vertical-collectivists to powldre comparison of two samples
indicated that Post communist Turkic sample repbhnigher levels of
embeddedness and lower levels of intellectual auntgn affective autonomy and
egalitarianism than Turkish students. The findiogscerning the integration of
different culture and value conceptualization desti@ted that Post-communist
Turkic sample reported higher levels of verticaledivism and lower levels of
horizontal-individualism than Turkish sample sugpa acclimation-compensation
hypothesis. Findings were discussed in the lighieldvant literature and
characteristics of the samples, recent developmei@entral Asia, and
acculturation issues. The study has contributeddaxisting literature on the cross-
cultural validation of relationship between cultared value conceptualizations

using student samples from rarely examined cultures

Keywords: Value types, value dimensons, culture edisions, Post-communist

Turkic Countries.
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DEGERLER VE KULTUR ARASINDAKI ILISKi: ORTA ASYALI VE TURK

UNIVERSITE OGRENCILERININ KARSILASTIRILMASI

DIiRILEN, Ozlem
Yuksel Lisans, Avrasya Catmalari

Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. Nebi SUMER

Eylul 2006, 89 sayfa

Bu calsmanin amaci, (1) kdlttr ve ger kavramlar arasindakigkiyi, (2)
Turkiye’'de @&renim gormekte olan Komunizm-sonrasi Turki Cumhettsr’ den
gelen universite grencileri ve Turk Universitegiencilerinin dger yapilari
arasindaki farkhliklari ve (3) Triandis’ kiltir kavrami ile Schwartz’ ideger
kavrami arasindaki gkiyi arastirmaktir. Argtirmanin 6érneklemi 292 Tirk
Universite @rencisi ve dgisik Turk Gniversitelerinde okumakta olan 299 Turki
Ogrenciden olgmaktadir. Katilimcilara dikey-yatay ve bireyci-tojulkcu olmak
uzere iki kiiltir boyutunu 6lcetNDCOL (Bireycilik-Toplulukguluk Olgg) ve
temel dger turlerini ve boyutlarini élcePVQ (Portre Dgerler Olgesi)

uygulanmgtir.
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Kismi korelasyon analizi (cinsiyet vegra kontrol edildikten sonra) kultir ve
degerler arasinda beklenerskKilerin oldugunu goésternstir. Yatay-toplulukgular
lyilikseverlik deserine, dikey-bireyciler b@rmaya ve dikey-toplulukgular ise gigle
ilgili degerlere daha fazla 6nem vegdbulunmutur. iki 6rneklem grubunun
kiyaslanmasiyla elde edilen sonuglar, iki grubuklfaleger tiplerine farkh derecede
onem verdiklerini gosterngtir. Komunizm-sonrasi Turki Cumhuriyetlerden gelen
universite @rencileri iliskisellige Turk @&rencilerine gore daha fazla, zihinsel ve
duygusal 6zerkfie ve gitli ge ise Turk grencilerden daha az 6nem verdikleri
bulunmuytur. Bu ¢algsmanin bulgulari kiltir ve ger kavramlarinin sistematik
olarak iligkilendirilebilecesini gostermgtir. Bu iliskilendirme tizerine bina edilen
kaltarel hipotezler de desteklergtii. Buna gore, Kominizm-sonrasi Turki
Cumbhuriyetlerden gelengéenciler Turk @rencilerine gére daha yuksek diizeyde
dikey-toplulukculuk ve daha diik dizeyde yatay-bireycilik bildirrglierdir.
Calismanin targma boélimunde, bulgular ilgili literatgiginda tartgiimis ve
orneklem gruplarinin 6zelliklerine, Orta Asya’dgalismelere ve kilttrlgme
literattrayle ilgili konulara 6zel bir vurgu yapilgir. Sonug olarak, bu ¢aimanin
kultar ve dger kavramlari arasindakigkinin kiltirlerarasi gecerliginin

argstinldig literattire 6nemli katkilarda bulungu soylenilebilir.

Anahtar Sozcukler: Oger tipleri, dger boyutlari, kultir boyutlari, Komiinizm-

sonrasi Turki Cumhuriyetler.
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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

In social psychology, cross-cultural differencesl amilarities and the studies of
their implications have gained increased attenfidms is extensively considered to
be a natural outcome of globalization (Ingleha@p@. Almost every individual
from all levels of social status in all societies/é begun to experience an immense
intercultural interaction due to globalization amelw “information age”. This new
trend inevitably influences fundamental culturalistures and traditional values and

life styles.

Students in almost all societies experience marrdaltural interactions than the
rest of a given society. Especially, number of eiid who choose to study abroad
has risen steadily in the late"™6entury. Turkey is one of those countries thaeptc
foreign students mainly from other Post-communigtkic Countries (Central Asian
Countries), such as Turkmenistan, Kazakhstan, Kagigy, Uzbekistan and
Tajikistan. Until 1999, more than 16.000 Centralafisstudents studied in Turkey
and the number is growing year by year (DemireQ9 The common Turkic
historical background of Central Asia and Turkegres to be the main motivating

factor underlying students’ intention in choosingrKey.

With a special attention paid to comparing Poststomist Turkic and Turkish

students, the first purpose of this study is toestigate the relationship between
value types and culture dimensions. The discussidhis part will be based on the
arguments and proposals introduced by Triandis§,12996). Secondly, the values

and cultural properties of Turkish students anddestls from Post-communist
1



Turkic Countries who share a number similaritiesval as differences historically
will be compared. Schwartz and his colleagues’ {&atz & Bardi, 1997; Schwartz,
Bardi, & Bianchi, 2000) acclimation-compensationpbthesis will be introduced
and a new hypothesis which is based on the infegréietween Schwartz’'s value

types and Triandis’ culture dimensions will be eoyeld in comparing cultures.

In the first part of the introduction past literesglon the relationship between culture
and values will be reviewed. In the second partkdy and Post-communist Turkic
Countries and the structure of values in these te@snwill be discussed, and in the
last part, Schwartz and his colleagues’ (SchwartBa&di, 1997; Schwartz et al.,
2000) acclimation-compensation hypothesis will besarized and the aims of this

research will be introduced.

1.1 The Relationship between Culture and Values

“Culture is a fuzzy construct.” (Triandis, Bontgro, Villarel, Asai, & Lucca, 1988,
p.323). Although several definitions of culture babeen coined by different
researchers, there is no single agreed upon definiHofstede (1984) defined
culture as “..the collective programming of the mind which digtishes the
members of one category of people from another5l(p. Linton (1945)
emphasizing that culture is a transmitted structame defined culture as “a.
configuration of learned behaviors and results ehdvior whose component

elements are shared and transmitted by the merabargarticular society” (p. 32).

Despite the great variety in definitions of cultuneost of them converged in some
shared properties such as, “culture is created éyplp”, “passed on to next

generations”, “shared by the other people”, anglapes the behavior”.

In psychology, culture and classifying cultures ading to different dimensions
became popular after Hofstede’s (1980) cross-alltstudy of IBM employees’

value preferences. A factor analysis of correlai@mong answers given to the
2



guestions across countries yielded four factgrewer distance (collectivism)
uncertainty avoidancgendividualism andmasculinity(see Triandis, 1995).

Among Hofstede’s (1980) four dimensions, individsiad and collectivism (I-C) are

undoubtedly the most investigated cultural synd®rteee Triandis, 1995). The
essential difference between individualism andemivism is with respect to the
concept of self. In individualist cultures, the idéfon of the self is independent
whereas in collectivist cultures, the definitiontbé self is interdependent (Markus
& Kitayama, 1991; Triandis, 1995).

Triandis (1995) as one of the pioneering scholarscultural psychology has
systematically conceptualized different aspectsndfvidualism and collectivism.
According to him, individualism-collectivism muse lused at the cultural level and
its counterpart, ldiocentrism- Allocentrism, must bised at the psychological level
(Triandis, Leung, Villareal, & Clack, 1985). As deibed by Triandis and his
colleagues, the underlying meaning of individualiand of idiocentrism is giving
precedence to personal goals over the goals ointigeoup. Individualist cultures
put emphasis on values that work for the self byintathe self “feel good”,
notable, and independent. The underlying meaning collectivism and of
allocentrism is giving priority to in-group goalsvary personal goals. Moreover
Collectivist cultures or theesidents of those culturgdriandis, 1994) stress the
values that make them serve to in-group goals lWeumining the importance of
their personal goals for the sake of safeguardihg in-group integrity,
interdependence of members and harmonious relaimns(Triandis, 1989;
Triandis, 1994; Triandis, Bontempo, Villareal, As&ilLucca, 1988).

Recently, researchers have suggested that therenéed to take a closer look at
various aspects of I[-C not only between cultures hlso within cultures
(Kagitcibasl, 1997; Kim, 1994; Leung & Brown, 1995). Kitcibal (1987)

criticized the insufficiency of individualism-cottévism dimension:

Given the wealth of evidence on the coexistenceoofipetitive and

cooperative tendencies on the one hand and indiVisiivings and
3



group loyalties on the other, it is curious that thipolar one-
dimensional conceptualization (of individualismiectivism) is so
all-encompassing. This tendency may stem from aod&fuerican
obsession with individualism, stressing it as theai/dominant pattern
with which alternative orientations are contrast@hgitcibasl, 1987,
p.95)

As Kagitcibasl (1987) claimed, I-C dimensions have considerafiertcomings

although these constructs have enjoyed great mteand gained approval while
conceptualizing cultural differences and similasti According to her, all cultures
need to be studied with a broader scopegit§easl (1997) also noted that this
dimension may reflect a basic human need for bottpeddence and

interdependence, and these two needs may coexist.

Moreover, other researchers criticized the unifoyrassumption of this dimension:
Reference to individualistic and collectivistic wuks gives the impression that
members of a particular society are homogeneousliidualistic or collectivistic
which is not the actual situation (Kashima, 198Aha & Tripathi, 1994).

Similarly, Imamoglu (1987, 1998) claimed that thesenceptualizations may
represent a unique balanced combination that ilddbas ‘interdependence model
of human development’. Imamoglu (1987) indicatedt tiohild socialization in
Turkey was characterized by a trend towagentic interdependendgask related
independence together with relatedness) ratheritftlapendence and separation, as
in the individualistic Western societies. Therefopeople are assumed to have
natural tendencies for both differentiation an@gnation.

Considering conceptual and empirical limitationsl amitigues of commonly used
constructs of individualism and collectivism, Trihs (1995) and Singelis, Triandis,
Bhawuk, and Gelfand (1995) have reconceptualizedntlnd coined vertical and
horizontal dimensions for the I-C conceptualizatidime vertical dimension was
characterized by a sense of service to the in-graupajor emphasis on doing one’s

duty, and an approval of the advantage of inequalitd status. The horizontal
4



dimension included a sense of social unity and esewith members of the in-
group and appraisal of similarity on most charastes across persons. For
instance, vertical collectivists and horizontal leclivist people tend to perceive
themselves as a part of a group, but the formesarninequalities, whereas the

latter emphasizes equality (Singelis et al., 1995).

Cultural properties can also be expressed in therijgs people give to their

evaluations (Schwartz, & Bardi, 1997). These ev#na are expressed in basic
valueswhich are defined as what people believe good dr Wwaat they think should

and should not be done, what they hold to be dasirar undesirable (Rokeach,
1973; Zavalloni, 1980; Schwartz, 1994).

As Hofstede (1980, 1991) and Smith and Schwart@{)1Boldly put that values are
at the very heart of culture. However, the defamtand operationalization of values
have been always a problem. Bem (1970) notes thhies are, like attitudes,
basically evaluative; in contrast to attitudes,yttere few in number and more
central. According to Rokeach (1973), “a valueaislurable belief that a specific
mode of conduct or end-state of existence is patoor socially preferable to an
opposite or reverse mode of conduct or end-statexistence. Moreover, a value
system is an enduring organization of beliefs comog preferable modes of
conduct or end-states of existence along a continoiurelative importance” (p.5).
In addition, Schwartz (1992; 2006; in press) argihned values are beliefs, related to
desirable goals or behaviors, they go beyond Spesitbiations, serve as standards
or criteria for selection or evaluation of behavémd events and they are ordered by
relative importance. Values, defined in this wagfed from attitudes mainly in their
generality or abstractness and in their hierar¢hicadering by importance
(Schwartz, 1992; 2006).

The studies concerning values progressed in thetigtle century at the crossroads
of philosophy, anthropology, sociology, and psyolgl (Feldman, 2003). Several
measurements were developed so far some of whithevcovered here. The first
widely used measurement of values was developedllpgrt, Vernon, and Lindzey

(1960) (preliminary work about this measurement \wablished in 1931). Their
5



study aimed at tapping six broad value orientatio®sed on ideal types of people:
the theoretical person, the economic person, tethekic person, the social person,
the political person, and the religious person. Pddman argued (2003), this
measurement was based on the work of Sprafgpes of Mer§1928). Until 1970s,

this measure was extensively used.

Secondly, Morris (1956) published another measwaseth on 13 ways “to live”
presented as long explanations that were ratedhenbasis of how much each
subject liked or disliked each explanation. Moraduced the information in the 13
explanations to five basic factors: 1- social @@strand self-control, 2-enjoyment
and progress in action, 3- withdrawal and selfisighcy, 4- receptivity and

sympathetic concern, and 5-self-indulgence.

Thirdly, Kluckhohn and Stodtbeck (1961) developelde TVariations in Value

Orientations measurement (cited in Feldman, 2008y conducted structured
interviews to find out the five broad value orididas defined by the following

questions: “what is the character of innate humatnne? What is the relationship of
man to nature? What is the temporal focus of huhf@d What is the modality of

human activity? What is the modality of man’s rielaship to other man?”

(Kluckhohn, & Stodtbeck, 1961, p.11).

Apart from the historical developments in value megaes, one of the most recent
theorists, Rokeach (1973) aimed at understandingf ahe major values that exist
across human cultures rather than focusing on esinglues. He maintained the
existence of a system of values and developed asureavhich was actually a
combination of two measures measuribgrminal and instrumental values.
Instrumental values referred to modes of condudtewierminal values involved
end-states of existence. Each measure includest aflil8 values with each value
given a short one- or two-word label with a furtlctarification in parenthesis; e.g.
freedom (independence, free choice). Afterward,jesiib were asked to arrange
them in the order of importance. Rokeach’s stutfispired many subsequent value
theorists such as S. H. Schwartz (Schwartz & Bil4/887, 1990).



Similar to Rokeach (1973), Schwartz (1992) alseebeldd about the existence of a
system of values and searched for it throughoutlifds He argued thatvalues
represent, in the form of conscious goals, thregeusal requirements of human
existence to which all individuals and societiesstnbe responsive to: needs of
individuals as biological organisms, requisitexobrdinated social interaction, and
survival and welfare needs of groups.” (p.4). Saftmvauilt a comprehensive theory
of values specifying these needs. Schwartz's (198R)e measurement which was
called as Schwartz Value Survey (SVS) included rigvidual value items and it
was translated into 46 languages (Schwartz, 19924 1in press). The revised 57-
item version (Schwartz, 1994) dropped one item dhdt was frequently
misunderstood and added two. Afterwards, Schwars ltategorized these
individual items under 10 value types. Those valems (provided in parentheses

below) and value types are as follows (SchwartHuismans, 1995, p.90):



Table 1.1Schwartz’s Value Types and Definitions

Value Type

Definition and Sample Items

10.

Hedonism

Stimulation

Self-direction

Universalism

Benevolence

Tradition

Conformity

Security

Power

Achievement

Pleasure and sensuous gratification doeself (pleasure,
enjoying self, self-indulgence)

Excitement, novelty, and challengdifie (daring, a varied life,
and exciting life)

Independent thought and actiooeding, creating, exploring
(freedom, independent, choosing own goals, crégtigurious)
(self-respect)

Understanding, appreciation, toleea and protection for the
welfare of all people and for nature (broad-mindsatial justice,
equality, a world at peace, a world of beauty, yumitth nature,
protecting the environment, wisdom)

Preservation and enhancement ofw#ifare of people with
whom one is in frequent personal contact (helpfubnest,
forgiving, loyal, responsible) (true friendship, tonge love)

Respect, commitment, and acceptandhefcustoms and ideas
that Traditional culture or religion provide (hurabldevout,
respect for tradition, moderate, accepting my partin life)
(detachment)

Restraint of actions, inclinationsdaimpulses likely to upset or
harm others and violate social expectations or sofobedient,
politeness, honoring parents and elders, self{ligei)

Safety, harmony and stability of sogief relationships, and of
self (national security, social order, family setyr clean,
reciprocation of favors) (sense of belonging, Healt

Social status and prestige, control oridante over people and
resources (social power, authority, wealth, praagrmy public
image) (social recognition)

Personal success through demadngti@mpetence according to
social standards (successful, capable, ambition8uential)

(intelligent)

Source Schwartz, S.H., & Huismans, S. (1995). Value nitims and religiosity in four

Western ReligionsSocial Psychology Quarterly, 583-107.
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Schwartz (1992) represented these value types ondtmensions for individual
level analysis (See Figure 1). The first bipolamension portrayed openness to
change (self-direction and stimulation) on one palel conservation (security,
conformity, and tradition) on the other. The secapposition illustrated self-
enhancement (power and achievement) on one pole satidfranscendence
(universalism and benevolence) on the other. Hedowialue type is related to both

to openness to change and self-enhancement.

Openness to change to conservation dimension teflea conflict between
emphases on own independent thought and actiorfaaading to change versus
passive self-restriction, preservation of tradiéibrpractices, and protection of
stability. The second dimension opposes self-tem$ence to self-enhancement.
Self-transcendence is an orientation toward thefaneel of others (priority of
interests above one’s won), whereas self-enhandesian orientation toward self-
interest (priority of individual interest) (Schwart 1992, 1994). The figural

expression of value types and dimensions are dslibaing:



Figure 1.1 Theoretical model of structure of relations am@fgvalue constructs.

OPENNESS T T~ SELF-
TO TRANSCEN-
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Conformity
{1.5)

Tradition
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Achivvement
4)
Power Security
SELF- {5) (6) CONSER-
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Source Schwartz, S.H., Melech, G., Lehmann, A., Burgé&ss,Harris, M., & Owens, V.
(2001). Extending the cross-cultural validity ofttheory of basic human values with a

different method of measuremedburnal of Cross-cultural Psychology, 32,58,9-542.

Triandis (1995, 1996) has suggested that paratiefs be drawn between vertical
individualism, vertical collectivism, horizontal dividualism, horizontal
collectivism and Schwartz's (1992) value dimensigkscording to him, Schwartz’s
(1992) openness to change versus conservation diamencorresponds to
individualism versus collectivism dimension; wheyealf-enhancement versus self-
transcendence dimension corresponds to verticalsdrorizontal dimension. Thus,
both vertical collectivists and horizontal colletsts place higher emphasis on
values concerning conservation, which are the pratien of tradition, following
the majority and safety seeking. In contrast, bgértical individualists and
horizontal individualists place higher emphasisvatues concerning openness to
change, such as adopting self-chosen directiongyaats, and seek satisfaction of

desires. Table 1.2 summarizes these relationships:
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Table 1.2Relationships between Triandis’ Culture Dimensiand Schwartz’s

Value Types and Dimensions

Triandis’ Schwartz’s Schwartz’s

Culture Dimensior Value Dimensions Value Types
Individualism Openness to change Stimulation, Self-direction, Hedonism
Collectivism Conservation Traditi®ecurity, Conformity
Verticalism Self-enhancement Powahi@vement, Hedonism
Horizontalism Self-transcendence @msalism, Benevolence

Triandis (1995, 1996) also put forward more speaiélations between value types
and his concept of horizontal and vertical I-C. éaling to him, firstly, vertical
individualists will prioritize achievement secondly, vertical collectivists will
prioritize power, thirdly, horizontal individualists will prioritie universalismand

lastly, horizontal collectivists will give prioritjo benevolence

Together with individual level categorization, irder to compare cultures Schwartz
(1994) has thought about the necessity of a corepsate set of value types which
can be called asialue types at cultural levelFor this purpose, the next
categorization of values was proposed by Schwd®84) and this categorization
draws 7 types of values on 3 dimensions. Figureegpfesents these value types and

relevant values.
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Figure 1.2Schwartz’s Culture-level Value Types and Values
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Source Schwartz, S.H. (2004). Mapping and interpretindfuzal differences around the world. In H. Vinkeh,Soeters, & P. Ester (Eds.),

Comparing Cultures, Dimensions of Culture in a Camafive Perspective (pp. 43-73). Leiden, The Netherlands:Brill.
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Prior to the detailed discussion about these valakegorizations, it should be
emphasized that Schwartz uses the same items tsuneeedividual and culture-

level models; yet, the only differences were thiei@aypes used for each models.

The first dimension is embeddedness-autonomy dimen3his basic issue is the
nature of the relation between the individual ahe& group. Cultures at the
embeddedness pole view the person as a unit whmleedded in the collectivity
and who find meaning in life largely through redaiships with members of in-
groups. Embeddedness values highlight the impogtahstatus quo, modesty, and
restraint of actions. Therefore, they are functianapreventing tendencies which
might disrupt the solidarity of the group or thaditional order. Example values that
are used as indicators of this value type inclunl@as order, respect for tradition,
family security, and honoring parents and eldehy¢&rtz, 1994; Schwartz, 1999;
Schwartz, 2004; Schwartz, & Bardi, 1997). In cosifraautonomy-pole cultures
conceptualize the individual as an autonomouswhd finds meaning in his or her
own unigueness, who freely seeks to put acros®rhiser own internal attributes
(preferences, feelings, traits), and who is enagedlato do so. It is likely to
distinguish two types of autonomy values, one refgrto feelings and emotions
and the other referring to ideas and thought: ledalal and affective autonomy.
Affective autonomy values stress on promoting and protectireg individual’s
independent pursuit of affectively positive expede. Specific values related to this
dimension are pleasure, exciting life, enjoying.lintellectual autonomy values
emphasize promoting and protecting the independehimeas as well as the rights
of the individual to pursue his or her own inteflead directions. The values related
to this dimension are curiosity, broadmindedness$ emativity (Schwartz, 1994;
Schwartz, 1999; Schwartz, 2004; Schwartz, & Baré7).

The second dimension is labeled as hierarchy-egalitism dimension. This issue
that all societies are confronted with is how t@auguntee responsible social behavior
that preserves the social structure. That is tq papple must be encouraged to
consider the welfare of others, to coordinate witem and to manage their
interdependencies. One resolution for this issupoiwer differences. It relies on

hierarchical systems of ascribed roles. Peoplsacmlized to accept these roles.
13



Therefore, hierarchy values emphasize the legiynadchierarchical allocations of
fixed roles and of resources. Example values acelspower, humility, authority
and wealth. On the contrary, egalitarianism requiralividuals to recognize that
they have shared interests that can serve as lbasasluntary agreements to
collaborate. It depicts others as trustworthy aedeshdable with whom contractual
relations can securely be negotiated. Egalitanmanialues highlight transcendence
of selfish interests in favor of voluntary commitméo put forward the welfare of
others. Representative specific values of this tgpe equality, social justice,
freedom and responsibility (Schwartz, 1994; Schayaftf999; Schwartz, 2004;
Schwartz, & Bardi, 1997).

The last dimension is called mastery-harmony dineendt is concerned with the
relation of human being to the surrounding natawadl social environment. One
response accessible to societies is to fit harnustyanto the world, accepting it as
it is and trying to maintain rather than to chamgeexploit it. Thus, the harmony
pole is made up of values such as unity with natometecting the environment and
world of beauty. The opposite pole is mastery polbjch is characterized as
exploiting and changing the world, bending it ta eull and employing control.
According to cultures which emphasize mastery dvamony values, world is an
object to master in order to foster personal amadigrnterests. Example values are
ambition, success and daring (Schwartz, 1994; Sthwa999; Schwartz, 2004;
Schwartz, & Bardi, 1997).

Schwartz (2004) has compared 67 nations includiagkdy in terms of the above

mentioned culture-level classification of valuesl @neated the followingnap The

map from Schwartz’ is given in Figure 1.3.
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Figure 1.3Spatial Configurations of Cultures along Value Ditsiens
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As can be seen from the map, Turkey, Bulgaria ahdrcEastern European Post-
communist countries were represented in this mapwveder, none of the Post-
communist Turkic Countries were included in thisemsive study. Therefore, one
of the aims of the present study is to obtain prelary information about the value
structure of Post-communist Turkic Countries, aodhpgaring them with Turkey

using student samples. Following section givesf lim@éekground information about

these countries prior to discussing the value ifiees among them.

1.2 Post-communist Turkic Countries and Turkey

In this section, general information about thednigt social structure and values of

Post-communist Turkic Countries and Turkey willdigcussed.

1.2.1 Post-communist Turkic Countries

As derived from Gleason’s (1997) lines, Post-comistufurkic Countries (mainly

Central Asian Countries) are very similar from eas points of views:

Geography, history, language, and culture had Ijidsded the societies of Central
Asia. Present-day Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistalurkmenistan and
Uzbekistan shared common languages, historicalitivad and values (italics

added) in a way that bound them together as imeribf common cultural

traditions. (p.9)

Post-communist Turkic Countries share common clewiatics, however, there are
still some differences among them (Capisani, 200@peks were considered to be
the promoters of Perso-Islamic culture (Bikzhano¥adykhina, & Sukhareva,

1974). Turkmens, living in the West Central Asiarev/called as the Western Turks

and were related to Ottoman Turks and AzerbaijgManz, 1994). Kazakhs
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continued a fundamentally a nomad life, far-awagnfrthe centers of Islamic
learning (Khazanov, 1992; Hudson, 1964). Kyrgyzetyds another nomadic group
in the hills of the T’ien Shan. They lacked a doamnsupra-tribal organization and
were usually divided (Manz, 1994). Finally, Tadjw®re known as the urban and
agricultural population of settled Iranians. In ordy, they consisted of artisans,
merchants, and religious activists. By the 19thtwsn large numbers of them had
become sedentary Turks, had united with this gramp, most had become Turkic

speaking or bilingual (Khazanov, 1992; Manz, 1994).

Starting from the October Revolution in 1917, resitd of these Central Asian
nations confronted with Communism and the communikt has ended with the

dissolution of Union of Soviet Socialist Republig$SSR) in 1991. Following the

dissolution, former republics of USSR declared rthedependence and started to
adopt the most contemporary political, culturakl aocial values such as capitalism,
representative democracy, liberal economy and agéparof legislative, executive,

and judiciary powers. Nonetheless, to what extéety tcould be successful in
implementing these reforms and contemporary vadmesto what extent they could
detach from the impacts of the communist experidraebeen widely discussed in
political science, international relations, histospciology, and social psychology

literature.

The value structure of Post-communist Turkic Caesthas not been examined in
the past research. Therefore, possible similardied differences Post-communist
Turkic countries and Turkey will be investigated time basis of their value
structures However, there is only one widely diseds(acclimation-compensation)
hypothesis about the possible impacts of commum@gime on value structure
which was proposed by Schwartz and his colleag@ebwartz, & Bardi, 1997;
Schwartz et. al.,, 2000). This hypothesis will bé&rdduced after discussing the
background information about Turkey
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1.2.2 Turkey

Turkish Republic was founded in the"?9ctober1923 after the collapse of Ottoman
Empire. After the foundation, especially during #itk’ s (1923-1938) presidency
period, modernizing developments and reforms tdakepin political, social, legal,
cultural and economical life. These reforms wergyvafluential in reshaping the
value structure of the people. Detailed informatidrihe reforms which took place
could be found within the databases of Turkish tityi of Culture (2006).

Moreover, Turkey positioned between Europe andviuglle East with a population

of 72 million, can best be characterized as inditaon from a rural, agricultural,

patriarchal society to an increasingly urbanizedustrialized, and egalitarian one.
However, these dramatic transitions did not undexgoally in every part of the

society or in every aspect of social functioninggl & is common to find a duality of
both traditional and modern values and attitudeghiwviand among individuals

(Abadan, 1964; Wasti, 2003).

The most recent and widespread changes has starli®¥0s and reached its peak
during the Turgut Ozal's presidential period, 198@sder the effect of world wide
liberalization movements (Basaran, 2004; Imamogdiu,Karakitapoglu-Aygun,
1999; Imamoglu & Karakitapoglu-Aygun, 2002). Thaygpeared a trend to attribute
relatively more importance to individualistic vatueThis tendency was more
evident when generation differences were taken éotwsideration. The students of
1970s attached more importance to individualisidtugs, whereas their parents
considered socio-cultural-normative values to beemmoteworthy (Imamoglu, &

Karakitapoglu-Aygtin, 1999).

As a result, more individualist orientation is egfsel to be found in the Turkish
sample compared to Central Asians. Especially,llatieial/affective autonomy,
mastery and egalitarianism have higher importanteTurkey together with
embeddedness and hierarchy but not being as inmpoas they are in Post-

communist Turkic Countries. These value types eliliracterize Turkish people.
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In the last section, in order to reflect on thestlole impacts of communist regime
over Central Asians’ value structure, acclimatiampensation hypothesis will be

discussed.

1.3 Comparison of Post-communist and Turkish Values

In this section, for comparing Post-communist andkiBh values, two theoretical
approaches will be considered. The first one iswsaetz and his colleagues’
(Schwartz, & Bardi, 1997; Schwartz et al., 2000)cliatation-compensation
hypothesis and the second wiee hypothesis derived from the integration of
Schwartz’'s (1994) culture level value types andaidis’ (1995, 1996) culture

dimensions.

1.3.1 Acclimation-Compensation Hypothesis

One of the objectives of the present study was dotrgy a cross-national
comparison of Post-communist Turkic students andki$h students in terms of
their basic values. It is attempted to identifyaiid how the experience of living
under communist regimes might have affected théchasdue structures of Post-
communist Turkic students sample in comparison wélue structures of Turkish
students. As Schwartz and his colleagues (SchwarBardi, 1997; Schwartz et al.,
2000) proposed, two key procedures through whidicbaalue structures may have
been influenced by communism: direicidoctrination of people in communist
principles andadaptationof people to the life conditions created by comisun

regime.

For long years, residents of Central Asia expegdnthe political education of

communist ideology but this attempt was only pdytisuccessful according to most
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experts since it produced reactions against thenee@nd its symbols and even it
depleted the core values propagated by communestiady (Haghayeghi, 1995;
Gleason, 1997; Tishkov, 1997; Carr, 1969; Pipe971®Roy, 2000; Barghoorn &
Remington, 1986).

Although fighting against New Communist Regime’digies and attempts, people
were adapting to these new conditions as mentiahede by developing a set of
skills and attitudes that allowed them to surviveler such circumstances (Kohak,
1992). In a way, as Schwartz and his colleague87,12000) argued, they built a set
of value priorities thatacclimated to life facts or thatcompensatedfor its
deprivations. On the one haratclimationmeans to raise the importance of values
that are readily available and to lower the impuorta of those whose pursuit is
hindered (such as the importance of hierarchy baéllhigher compared to value
types like autonomy and mastery, since hierarchy featered but autonomy and
mastery were suppressed), on the other handipensationoperates for the
deprived needs and values mainly concerned witlemadtvelfare and security. The
deprivation of these elements in one’s life, suglmatonomy and mastery, increases
the strength of their recovery.

The communist regimes, as common to all totalitaniagimes, demanded their
citizens to conform to the superiors in all spheddslife; political, social,

educational, and economic. Punishment for disolnedievas frequent. Performing
acts or expressing opinions that were not overplpraved was risky. People
avoided taking any initiatives or risks, refrainfdm offering suggestions or

criticisms and attached minimally to their supesiivlarody, 1988; Kohak, 1992).

In addition, close supervision, strict rules, ahd suppression of initiative weaken
autonomy values (Kohn, & Schooler, 1983). Therefame Schwartz and his

colleagues (1997, 2000) propose, these apply nwrind intellectual autonomy

values such as curiosity and creativity whose esgpo® was not approved. This also
applies to affective autongnvalues like exciting life, pleasure and enjoyirfg.|

Unable to pursue autonomy values, people wereylik@ladapt by reducing their

20



importance which was the main argument of accliomahypothesis. Mastery values
possibly suffer from the similar fate

Quite the reverse, as Schwartz and his colleagla@® ¢1997, 2000), people are
likely to attribute greater importance to the valusuch as embeddedness and
hierarchy that could help to adjust to this limifiand hazardous environment. As
previously mentioned, embeddedness requires theewvasuch as modesty and
restraint of actions and tendencies that mighudisthe existing order. By pursuing
such values people could avoid conflict with superi and guarantee more
predictability in their lives. Additionallycompensatiorfor the sense of insecurity
yielded by dangerous and unpredictable circumstanogeght increase the
importance of the security aspect of embeddednedses. Moreover, to live
comfortably in settings organized in an authorg@anmanner, people must also come
to view hierarchical distribution of roles as legiate so that they could more easily
justify their actions and find meaning in theirds/by raising the importance of such

hierarchy values as authority, social power andestyd.

Close scrutiny is accompanied by the demands fafocmity under communist
regimes (Kohak, 1992). The necessity for scrutery to prevalent usage of spies-
they could be your fellow workers, fellow studends,any other unofficial sources
who could report on failures. These in turn produsespicion among people and a
diminished level of interpersonal trust (Boski, 499

A possible result of reduced interpersonal trustised the undermining of
egalitarian values. Directing one’s life accorditgy egalitarian values such as
equality, justice, and honesty makes little sensenthere is little ground to expect
others to reciprocate and there is always the oiskeing exploited. Therefore,
egalitarianism is expected to be low in the cuburader investigation which is just
vice versa of what communist ideology saying irgori(Almond, 1983). Lack of
personal trust makes it better to avoid too mucénogss in relations with others
and to rely upon established norms, roles, and @apens. People may therefore
have increased the importance they attribute toeeladdness and hierarchy values.

Still, within narrow solidary groups of close frigs and family, interpersonal trust
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generally persisted. It was therefore critical ot disturb these relationships
(Schwartz, & Bardi, 1997; Schwartz et el., 2000).

Under Communist regimes paternalism in the socidleconomic spheres was also
relevant issue to include (Feher, 1982). Patemmalfarthers passivity, loss of
ambition, and loss of interest in the political gess. It is expected that states would
provide people with jobs, basic accommodation, amé@dequate standard of living.
Hence, as Schwartz and his colleagues (1997, 2€l@0n, by fostering passivity
and lack of ambition, paternalism might underminastary and intellectual

autonomy values.

Communist countries also failed to reward the pedpt their effort or excellence.
The criteria for rewards were often seen as incetmgmsible. As a result people’s
motivations to strive, to innovate and to develogitunique ideas and abilities were
undermined. Therefore, citizens adjusted to thigsirenment by developing a
preference for equality of reward, not considerifighe quality of inputs (Marody,
1988).

All in all, according to this hypothesis, post-coomists are expected to attribute
more importance to embeddedness and hierarchy valueks|eas importance to

intellectual autonomy, affective autonomy, egaigaism, and mastery values.

1.3.2 Integrating Triandis’ and Schwartz’s Cultural Conceptualization

Considering their upper level cultural assumptioBshwartz’s (1992) individual
level value types, Schwartz’s (1994) culture levallue types and Triandis’ (1995,
1996) vertical and horizontal I-C can be crossiieed to see if there are some

systematic associations between cultural dimensiodsvalues.

The associations between Schwartz’s individual@rtlre level value types will be

based on Portrait Values Questionnaire (PVQ) wligcla new measure of value
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types (seanethodsection, Appendix C and Appendix D for detailatbrmation of
this scale) (Schwartz, Melech, Lehman, Burgessyrigja& Owens, 2001). The
following set of relationships among these itemsidde drawn according to the
information conveyed through personal communicatigth S. H. Schwartz (June,
2006). As he suggested the following values arecaed with both individual
level and culture level value types at the same (Bee Table 1.3).
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Table 1.3Schwartz’s Culture and Individual Level Value Tgpe

CULTURE LEVEL
VALUE TYPES INDIVIDUAL LEVEL VALUE TYPES and VALUES

SECURITY
(Family security, National Security, Clean, HeaBlocial Order)
+
CONFORMITY
(Obedient, Protecting Public Image, Honor Eldd?s]iteness)
+
TRADITION
(Moderate, Devout, Respect Tradition)

EMBEDDEDNESS

POWER

HIERARCHY (Wealth, Authority, Social Power/ Influential)

ACHIEVEMENT

MASTERY (Capable, Successful, Ambitious, Danng

HEDONISM
AEEECTIVE (Pleasure, Enjoying Life, Pleasire

+
AUTONOMY STIMULATION

(Exciting Life, Varied Life, Exciting lif¢

INTELLECTUAL SELF-DIRECTION
AUTONOMY (Creativity, Curious, Freedom

UNIVERSALISM
(Equality, Wisdom, Social Justice
EGALITARIANISM +
BENEVOLENCE
(Helpful, Loyal, True Friendship)

UNIVERSALISM

HARMONY (Protect Environment, World At Peace, Unity Withthlz)
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As can be seen in Table 1.3, individual values lmanntegrated into cultural level
values. First, twelve values consisting of thrediviidual level (IL) values (i.e..
conformity, tradition, and security) can be catégnt under single cultural level
(CL) representing embeddedness. Second, threesvadyeesent hierarchy in CL
and power in IL. Third, four values represent maste CL and achievement in IL.
Fourth, two individual level values (i.e. hedonisamd stimulation) can be
categorized under single cultural level value tyéch is affective autonomy. Fifth,
three values represent intellectual autonomy ire@d self-direction in IL. Sixth, six
values that consist of two individual level valug®nevolence and universalism)
can be categorized under one culture level valpe tgpresenting egalitarianism.

Finally, three values represent harmony in CL amgtarsalism in IL.

These correspondences among the value types batkiadual and culture level
were also evidenced in the example values givesdyartz and his colleagues’
(Schwartz, & Bardi, 1997; Schwartz et al. 2000)im&bns of culture level value
types: forembeddednessalues concerning security, tradition and confoyraere
given as example (clean, family security, politenedc.); forintellectual autonomy,
values concerning self-direction were given as etanfcreativity, curiosity, etc.);
for affective autonomyalues concerning hedonism and stimulation wevergas
example (enjoying life, exciting life, pleasureg.gt for hierarchy,values concerning
power were given as example (authority, influeneat.); foregalitarianism,values
concerning universalism and benevolence were gageeaxample (equality, helpful,
etc.); for harmony, values concerning universalism were given as exampl
(protecting the environment, unity with nature, etand for mastery, values
concerning achievement were given as example (ambijt capable, etc.). In
previous studies, Schwartz’s (1992) Value SurveyS)5 which included 57 items,
was used in classifying cultural level value typdswever, the PVQ, which has a
different measurement structure, has not been wsetkst culture and value
relationships. Therefore, the PVQ will be used Imststudy to examine the
systematic associations between Triandis’ cultudahensions and Schwartz’'s
values in CL. In conclusion, on the basis of th@captual similarities between

individual and cultural level of value types, falllmg assumptions can be made:
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Embeddedness would be positively associated witlfocmity, tradition, and security,

Hierarchy would be positively associated with power

Mastery would be positively associated with achiegst,

Affective autonomy would be positively associatdthvihedonism and stimulation,

Intellectual autonomy would be positively assodatath self-direction,

Egalitarianism would be positively associated vinémevolence and universalism,

Harmony would be positively associated with unieéissn.

Furthermore, Schwartz’s individual and culture levalue types can be grouped

under the main value dimensions. As presented ibleT4.4, the four value

dimensions and cultural dimensions systematicadigrespond to value groups in

both cultural and individual levels.

Table 1.4 The links between Schwartz' Value Dimensions, \idlial and Culture

Level Value Types

Schwartz’s Schwartz’s Schwartz’s
Value Individual Level Culture Level
Dimensions Value Types Value Types
Self Enhancement Power Hierarchy
(Verticalism)*
Achievement Mastery
Self Transcendence Universalism Harmony
(Horizontalism)
Universalism

Openness to Change
(Individualism)

Conservation
(Collectivism)

Benevolence

Self-direction

Stimulation
Hedonism

Tradition
Security
Conformity

Egalitarianism

Intellectual Autonomy

Affective Autonomy

Embeddedness

*: Each dimension in parentheses shows the correépgriandis’ culture dimension.
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As given in Table 1.4, as power and achievemenepesitively associated with
self-enhancement then hierarchy and mastery are edpected to be positively
associated witrself-enhancement; as universalism and benevolerc@asitively
associated with self-transcendence then egalifammanand harmony are also
expected to be positively associated with selfdcandence; as self-direction,
stimulation and hedonism are positively associat@ti openness to chandben
intellectual autonomy and affective autonomy areo atxpected to be positively
associated with openness to change; and as traddanformity and security are
positively associated with conservation then embdddss is also expected to be
positively associated with conservation.

Furthermore, as Triandis (1995, 1996) claimed,oiver is added to conservation
(collectivism) values (security, conformity andditson), this ends up witkrertical
collectivism if achievement is added to openness to changkviglualism) values
(self-direction, stimulation and hedonism), thigiemp withvertical individualism

if benevolence is added to conservation (collestni values, this ends up with
horizontal collectivism and if universalism is added to openness to ahang
(individualism) values, this ends up wittorizontal individualism Based on this

information, the following relationships can alsegroposed (See Table 1.5):
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Table 1.5 Triandis’ vertical and horizontal I-C and Schwastandividual and
Culture Level Value Types

Schwartz’'s
Triandis’ Vertical and Schwartz’'s Culture Level
Horizontal I-C Individual Level Value Types Value Types
Vertical Collectivism
Power (Verticalism) Hierarchy

Tradition/Security/Conformity (Collectivism) Embeddedness

Vertical Individualism

Achievement (Verticalism) Mastery
Self-direction (Individualism) Intellectual Aut.
Stimulation/Hedonism (Individualism) Affective Aut.

Horizontal Collectivism
Benevolence/Universalism (Horizontalism) Egalitarianism
Tradition/Security/Conformity (Collectivism) Embeddedness
Horizontal Individualism
Universalism (Horizontalism) Harmony
Benevolence/Universalism (Horizontalism) Egalitarianism
Self-direction (Individualism) Intellectual Aut.

Stimulation/Hedonism (Individualism) Affective Aut.

As seen in Table 1.5, the first and the last colymasents the associations between
Triandis’ culture dimensions and Schwartz’s cultleeel value types which were
transferred from the associations between Triandiglture dimensions and
Schwartz’s individual level value types. In summamgertical collectivism is
expected to be positively associated with hierarang embeddedness; vertical
individualism is expected to be positively assamatvith mastery, intellectual
autonomy and affective autonomy; horizontal coilesin is expected to be
positively associated with egalitarianism and endeelthess; and lastly horizontal
individualism is expected to be positively assaiatvith harmony, egalitarianism,

intellectual autonomy and affective autonomy.
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In addition, integration of Schwartz’s culture Ievalue types and Triandis’ culture
dimensions allowes recognizing the parallels betweaeclimation-compensation
hypothesis and the possible differences betweengomsmunists and the countries

that have no communism heritage in terms of Trisirdlilture dimensions.

As acclimation-compensation hypothesis arguespbat-communists are expected
to give less importance totellectual autonomy, affective autonomy, mastang
egalitarianismvalue types and more importance hierarchy and embeddednss
value types, the following associations are exmkdiased on the associations

between Schwartz’s culture level value types andnfiis’ culture dimensions:

Post-communists are expected to report lower leg€lepenness to change, and
higher levels of conservation than the individualst have no cummunism heritage
and no significant difference is expeciaua self-enhancement since it encompasses
two values (power and achievement) of which postoonists are expected to
report at opposing levels (i.e., high levels of pownd low levels of achievement),
and on self-transcendence since it includes harmony vajgpe for which no

difference is proposed by acclimation-compensdtigpothesis.

Post-communists are expected to report lower legélhorizontal individualism
(egalitarianism, intellectual autonomy, affectiveitaomy and harmony) and
vertical individualism (mastery, intellectual autony and affective autonomy), and
higher levels of vertical collectivism (hierarchgdaembeddedness) than individuals
with no communim heritage and no significant difiece is expected in terms of

horizontal collectivism (egalitarianism and embetitess).

1.4 Overview and Hypotheses

The primary purpose of the present study was testigate the relationship between

culture and value concepts and to compare uniyesgidents from Post-communist
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Turkic Countries and Turkish university studentsarms of their cultural properties
and value structures. Following hypotheses wiltdsted in the present study:

1.4.1 Hypotheses Concerning the Differences betwe@&wost-communist

Turkic and Turkish students

Hypothesis 1.1:Students from Post-communist Turkic countries expected to
give higher importance to hierarchy and embeddedlia@sl lower importance to
egalitarianism, mastery, intellectual autonomy affdctive autonomy as compared

to Turkish students.

Hypothesis 1.2:Students from Post-communist Turkic Countries aqeeeted to
report lower levels openness to change, and hitgherls of conservation than
Turkish students, and no significant differencexpected on self-enhancement and

self-transcendence.

Hypothesis 1.3:Students from Post-communist Turkic Countries afeeeted to

report lower levels of horizontal individualism anebrtical individualism, and

higher levels of vertical collectivism than Turkigtudents and no significant
difference is expected in terms of horizontal czili@ésm.

1.4.2 Hypotheses Concerning the Relationships betee value

types/dimensions and Vertical and Horizontal I-C:

Hypothesis 2.1: Positive associations are expected between emdbedse and

conformity, tradition and security; hierarchy anoler; mastery and achievement;
affective autonomy and hedonism and stimulatioteliectual autonomy and self-
direction; egalitarianism and benevolence, unidensa and between harmony and

universalism.
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Hypothesis 2.2:Positive associations are expected between vertidalidualism

and achievement, stimulation, hedonism, self-diact between vertical
collectivism and power, conformity, tradition, sety between horizontal
individualism and universalism, benevolence, statioh, hedonism, self-direction;
and between horizontal collectivism and universalibenevolence, conformity,

tradition and security.

Hypothesis 2.3: Positive associations are expected between vedalkectivism

and hierarchy and embeddedness; vertical indivisimabnd mastery, intellectual
autonomy and affective autonomy; horizontal coilest and egalitarianism and
embeddedness; and between horizontal individuadisthharmony, egalitarianism,

intellectual autonomy and affective autonomy.
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CHAPTER I

METHOD

2.1 Participants

There are two groups of participants in this stublyTurkish university students
studying in METU, 2-Turkic (predominantly Muslim)oBt-communist students
studying in Turkish universities which are locatadAnkara. In total 581 students
participated in this study. The Turkish sample (292) consisted of 124 (21.0%)
males and 168 (28.4%) females and Post-commumgplealn = 299) consisted of
193 (32.7%) males and 106 (17.9%) females. Postrugnist group mainly
included the following number of students from eiéint ethnic categories (and
percentages within themselves): 33 AzerbaijaniS%}, 82 Kazakhs (13.8%), 81
Kyrgyz (13.6 %), 7 Tadjik (1.2%), 73 Turkmen (12.898 Uzbeks (.5%) and 14
from other ethnic categories (2.4). The mean agthefTurkish sample is 21.28
years §D=2.34) and of the Post-communist sample is 22.1@sy&d= 3.25). The
total age mean is 21.75 yeaBDE2.85).

2.2 Instruments

Data were collected through a questionnaire in iBarkising following measures.
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2.2.1 Demographic information questionnaire.

Demographic characteristics of the participantsewassessed by using a 9-item
questionnaire, which collected information concegnisex, age, citizenship,
ethnicity, departments they are currently studyingmber of years and months

spent in Turkey, class, religion, and SES. (Appe#Ji

2.2.2 Individualism-Collectivism Scale (INDCOL)

Individualism and Collectivism scale, INDCOL, demeéd by Triandis and Gelfand
(1998) and adopted into Turkish by Wasti (2003),swased to measure
individualism-collectivism and vertical-horizontalimensions of culture. It is
comprised of 32 items that constitute four 8-iteubstales, namely Horizontal
Individualism (HI), Vertical Individualism (VI), Hozontal Collectivism (HC) and
Vertical Collectivism (VC) (Triandis, & Gelfand, 28). (Appendix B)

Based on a pilot test results, some items wereittewiin order to make them easier
to translate (Wasti, 2003). For example, as thesms mo exact translation for the
word “privacy” in Turkish, the original item “I li& my privacy” was rewritten to
mean “I enjoy being myself”. Similarly, instead tdie original item “When |
succeed it is because of my abilities”, a new itdnprefer to make my own
decisions rather than consulting others” was uk&tra items were borrowed from
another version of the INDCOL used in previous aesle to increase reliability
(Wasti, 2003).

Students responded to each item by using 5-pomit sanging from 1 (strongly

disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Scores for eadbscale were computed by

averaging these responses.
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The reliabilities for each subscale of INDCOL wereported in Table 2.1:
Reliabilities for Each Subscale.

Table 2.1Reliabilities for Each Subscale

Post-communist ~ Turkey General
Turkic Countries

Schwartz’ s Individual Level Value Types

Power .59 .76 .68
Achievement .79 .89 .81
Hedonism .74 .79 .78
Stimulation .58 .59 .59
Self direction 57 T2 .65
Universalism .69 .82 .76
Benevolence .63 .81 74
Tradition 54 .62 .59
Conformity .54 75 .68
Security .67 .75 73

Schwartz’ s Culture Level Value Types

Intellectual autonomy 48 .65 .57
Hierarchy 44 .52 48
Egalitarianism .68 .82 .76
Mastery 74 .75 74
Embeddedness T7 .87 .84
Affective autonomy 71 .80 a7
Harmony 52 .70 .62

Schwartz’s Value Dimensions

Openness to change .70 .67 .68
Conservation g7 .87 .84

Self-enhancement .84 .85 .84
Self-transcendence .78 .88 .84

Triandis’ Culture Dimensions

Horizontal collectivism .82 .82 .82
Vertical individualism .66 .82 .76
Vertical collectivism .81 .80 .80
Horizontal individualism .86 .84 .85
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2.2.3 Portrait Values Questionnaire (PVQ)

The PVQ comprises 40 items. Each item consists description of a person
(“portrait”) with two sentences. The subjects askeal to assess how similar to the
portrayed person they are. The possible answersvarg similar, similar, rather
similar, rather dissimilay dissimilar, very dissimilar coded with the scores 1 to 6.
The 40 items belong to 10 scales (Conformity, SgcurSelf-direction,
Benevolence, Tradition, Universalism, StimulatioAchievement, Power and
Hedonism). The number of items per scale is betwkand 6 (Schwartz, Melech,

Lehman, Burgess, Harris, & Owens, 2001).

Turkish adaptation of PVQ was conducted by Demuy{k004) and the following
test-retest reliabilities were found: Power (.84ghievement (.81), Hedonism (.77),
Stimulation (.70), Self-direction (.65), Universah (.72), Benevolence (166),
Tradition (.82), Conformity (.75), and Security@8For this study, the reliabilities
for each subscale are given in Table 2.1.

2.3 Procedure

The Turkish participants were administered the tomsaires (containing measures
of each variable and demographic information) bg #uthor in group sessions
containing up to 25 individuals. The Post-commuiiigtkic sample completed the
questionnaire either in their dormitories (due tie special permission taken from
YURTKUR General Directorate which is the principksponsible for the Turkish
state-owned dormitories) under the control of dtwnyi officials or the students
were administered the questionnaire by the authoMETU library. Informed
consent of the participants was taken and confidégtof responses was assured.
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CHAPTER 1lI

RESULTS

In the first part of the results section, descviptstatistics and group comparisons
are presented. First, value types and value diraegswere compared. Second,
Triandis’ culture dimensions were compared, andallyn Schwartz and his

colleagues’ acclimation-compensation hypothesistested on the basis of research

hypotheses.

In the second part, correlations among the obseraedbles were reported. In this
section, firstly the correlations among culture amdividual level value types and
dimensions were reported and then, the correlatioth Triandis’ culture

dimensions were reported.

In the last section, the results of hierarchicairession analyses were reported. In
these analyses, first, four cultural dimensionsridlomtal collectivism, horizontal
individualism, vertical collectivism, and verticaldividualism) were predicted by

Schwartz’'s value dimensions.
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3.1 Descriptive Statistics and Groups Comparisons

3.1.1 Comparisons of Schwartz’s Individual Level Vlue Types

Mean differences between students from Post-Conshururkic Countries and
Turkey on individual level value types were exardiney using analysis of
covariance (ANCOVA). In ANCOVA, mean differences tlween the groups
(independent variables) on dependent variable(g) tasted after statistically
controlling (adjusting) for the effects that anathariable or variables may have on
the relationship. In these analyses the effectsgef and gender were controlled for

by using these two demographic variables as thar@ies in all analyses

Table 3.1Comparison of Value Types across Groups

Post-Communist

Turkic Countries Turkey
(N =287) (N = 286)

Mean SD Mean  SD F Eta
Power 3.91 1.02 3.79 1.18 1.47 .00
Achievement 4.26 1.05 4.15 1.18 1.33 .00
Hedonism 3.96 1.18 4.50 1.07 32.73****05
Stimulation 4.30 .97 4.50 .90 6.40* .01
Self-direction 4.73 .84 4.98 .81 12.26****.02
Universalism 4.70 .76 4.79 .88 1.38 .00
Benevolence 4.73 .83 4.77 .99 .256 .00
Tradition 3.96 1.00 3.48 1.16 26.35**** 04
Conformity 4.55 .80 4.10 1.04 30.73****.05
Security 4.74 .80 4.42 .99 18.25**** 03

Note: Adjusted means were reported.
*p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.005  ****p<.001

37



As seen in Table 3.1, comparison of the two graaefpstudents on the basic value
dimensions yielded a number of significant differes First, Turkish students
reported M = 4.50) higher levels diedonisnthan Post-communist Turkic students
(M =3.96) F (1, 567) = 32.73p < .001). Second, Turkish students reported=(
4.50) higher levels o$timulationthan Post-communist Turkic studentsd € 4.30)
(F (1, 567) = 6.40p < .05). Third, Turkish students reported & 4.98) higher
levels ofself-directionthan Post-communist Turkic student$ € 4.73) £ (1, 567)

= 12.26,p <.001). Fourth, Turkish students reportdd € 3.48) lower levels of
tradition than Post-communist Turkic studendd € 3.96) £ (1, 567) = 26.35p
<.001). Fifth, Turkish students reportdd € 4.10) lower levels ofonformitythan
Post-communist Turkic students! (= 4.55) £ (1, 567) = 30.73p <.001). Lastly,
Turkish students reportedi(= 4.42) lower levels o$ecuritythan Post-communist
Turkic studentsNl = 4.74) F (1, 567) = 18.25p <.001). No significant differences
were found orpower, achievementuniversalismand benevolenceralues between

the two student groups.

Examination of Eta Squares which show the stre(gjfe) of the associations
suggested that the differences between the groapsiw moderate size and the

largest differences were observedhaaonismandconformityvalues.

3.1.2 Comparisons of Schwartz’s Value Dimensions

Students from Post-Communist Turkic Countries anarkiEh students were
compared on Schwartz’s value dimensions which apenweess to change,
conservation, self-enhancement and self-transceedé&urthermore, another index
for openness to change mean was calculated acgordm Triandis’

conceptualization of openness to change which esraposition of self-direction,
stimulation and hedonism value types. Mean diffeesnbetween students from

Post-Communist Turkic Countries and Turkey on valumensions were examined
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by using analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) in whicangler and age were used as
covariates. The results of these analyses canumelfon Table 3.2.

Table 3.2Comparison of Value Dimensions across Groups

Post-Communist
Turkic Countries Turkey
(N = 284) (N=286)

Mean SD Mean SD F Fta

Openness to Change
4.33 g7 4.67 .75 27 .32 .05

(self-direction, stimulation, hedonism)

Conservation

» _ _ 4.49 .66 408 .90 35.9% .06
(tradition, conformity, security)

Self-transcendence
4.72 71 479 .85 1.01 .00

(universalism, benevolence)

Self- enhancement

. . 411 .94 400 1.09 1.66 .00
(power, achievement, hedonism)

Note: Adjusted means were reported.
*p<.05 *p<.01 #+ n<.005  #+ p<.001

As can be seen in Table 3.1, comparison of the gmewips of students on value
dimensions yielded a number of significant differes First, Turkish students
reported higher levels adpenness to chang@M = 4.67) than Post-communist
Turkic studentsNl = 4.33) £ (1, 566) = 27.12p < .001). Second, Turkish students
reported lower levels ofonservation(M = 4.08) than Post-communist Turkic
students M1 = 4.49) £ (1, 566) = 35.97p <.001). No significant differences were
observed onself- enhancemenand self-transcendencealues between the two

student groups.
Examination of Eta Squares which show the stre(gjfe) of the associations

suggested that the differences between the groapsiw moderate size and the

largest difference was observedammservatiorvalue dimension.
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3.1.3 Comparison of Schwartz’s Value Types at theulture Level

In this section, two groups were compared on Sctavgaf1994) culture level value
types; intellectual autonomy, affective autonomgrdwrchy, egalitarianism, mastery,
embeddedness and harmony. Mean differences betwaatents from Post-
Communist Turkic Countries and Turkey on culturevele value types were
examined by using analysis of covariance (ANCOVA)which gender and age
were used as covariates. The differences amongtaugps were presented on Table
3.3.

Table 3.3Comparison of Value Types at the Culture Level

Post-Communist

Turkic Countries Turkey

(N =284) (N = 286)
Mean SD Mean SD F Etd

Intellectual autonomy 4.73 .84 498 .81 12.26****02.
Hierarchy 3.91 1.02 3.79 1.18 1.47 .00
Egalitarianism 4.69 73 482 .85 4.14* .01
Mastery 4.26 1.05 415 1.18 1.33 .00
Embeddedness 4.49 .66 408 .91 35.97*** .06
Affective autonomy 413 .90 451 .85 25.57*** 04
Harmony 4.78 91 470 1.03 1.02 .00

Note: Adjusted means were reported.

*p<.05 **p<.01 *p<.005  ****p<.001

As can be seen in Table 3.3, comparison of thegmaops of students on culture
level value types yielded a number of significaiffedences. First, as expected
Turkish students reportedi(= 4.98) higher levels ointellectual autonomyhan
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Post-communist Turkic studentdl = 4.73) € (1, 566) = 12.26p < .001). Second,
as expected Turkish students reportbtl{ 4.82) higher levels oégalitarianism
than Post-communist Turkic studenk$ € 4.69) F (1, 566) = 4.14p < .05). Third,
as expected Turkish students reportdd=4.08) lower levels atmbeddednesban
Post-communist Turkic students! = 4.49) F (1, 566) = 35.97p < .001). Lastly,
as expected Turkish students reportdd=(4.51) higher levels d@ffective autonomy
than Post-communist Turkic studenkd € 4.13) £ (1, 566) = 25.57p <.001). No
significant differences were observed bierarchy, masteryand harmonyvalues

between the two student groups.

Examination of Eta Squares suggested that therdifées between the groups were
in moderate size and the largest differences wiesersed orembeddednessd

affective autonomyalue types.

3.1.4 Comparison of Triandis’ Horizontal and Vertical I-C

In this section, students from Post-Communist TarKlountries and Turkish
students were compared on Triandis’ Horizontal anertical I-C. For the
comparison, analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) wasdusewhich gender and age

was covariates. The results of this analysis caiolned on Table 3.5.
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Table 3.4Comparison of Triandis’ Culture Dimensions

Post-Communist

Turkic Countries Turkey

(N = 284) (N = 286)
Mean  SD Mean SD F Et4
Horizontal Collectivism 3.69 .64 3.78 .53 3.62 .01
Vertical Individualism  3.21 .61 291 .71 24.60*** 04
Vertical Collectivism 3.61 .63 3.45 57 9.10*** .02
Horizontal Individualism 3.65 71 3.82 .60 9.65*** .02

Note: Adjusted means were reported.
*p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.005  ****p<.001

Three significant differences were yielded as aultesf the comparison. First,
Turkish students reported(= 2.91) lower levels oWvertical individualismthan
Post-communist Turkic studentsl = 3.21) £ (1, 566) = 24.60p < .001). Second,
as expected Turkish students reporteéd € 3.45) lower levels ofvertical
collectivismthan Post-communist Turkic student$ € 3.61) £ (1, 566) = 9.10p <
.005). Lastly, as expected Turkish students redofé = 3.82) higher levels of
horizontal individualismthan Post-communist Turkic studentd € 3.65) € (1,
566) = 9.65p < .005). As expected, no significant group differe was found on

horizontal collectivisntulture dimension.

Examination of Eta Squares suggested that therdifées between the groups were
in moderate size and the largest difference wasrabd ornvertical individualism

culture dimension.

3.2 Correlations among the Variables in the Study

Pearson correlations for the variables used irsthéy were computed. The first set

of correlations reflects the correlations amongvi&ote’'s individual level value
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types and Schwartz’'s culture level value types (Sedbdle 3.6). Secondly,
correlations between Schwartz’s individual levelueatypes and Triandis’ culture
dimensions were presented (See Table 3.7). Thitdéy correlations of Schwartz’s
culture level value types with Triandis’ verticatchhorizontal 1-C were reported
(See Table 3.8). Lastly, correlations of Schwartatie dimensions with Triandis’
vertical and horizontal I-C and correlations witAinandis’ vertical and horizontal

I-C were presented (See Table 3.9).

3.2.1 Correlations among Schwartz’s Individual andCulture Level

Value Types

For this section, correlations among Schwartz’sviddal and culture level value
types are presented. The numbers below the diagepaésent the correlation
coefficients for Post-communist Turkic Countrieslabove the diagonal represent
the correlation coefficients for Turkish sample €Sd&able 3.5). Only high
correlations will be reported and these correlatiare significant at p<.001 level.
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Table 3.5Correlation within and between Culture level Vatypes and Individual Level Value types (For Pastamunist andurkish samples

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17

1 N N e R T R R R R N N R

5 A 3@eees  ogekkk  3Gkkke  Dlkeer  DGewkk DGk 3GEee  Dowwkk  Dkkkk  Jlkke  OGwekk | QQReE ATRe ggeeek Qe
3 3gee g AgEeer ggeens gQeee 3gmee (0D A7H Qe 3Eees Dok ggeees ek |Gk Py -
4 3Ewee AQEee aQeee B3meee 3geens  ogeee (2 05 14+ B3kker  oBwens 3w ogkek (7 P TIITp -
5 g7ee  Bgeees o7eeek 5k Bowees  ageees 01 DOM pQEemk (QFe 3R AQEek  3Gwkkk Dk Gleee gk
6 14 ogees 05 P pr— G pewek  Bimeke  ageees  Gowees {3 g7een  fwekk  Agee  g7wene  Qowik
7 09 o5k 0g AgE apwens g Boweer ekt BERe AQRere  DGEekk QR DRene  GQwekk  gEReGwee
8 .09 A7 10 -.05 -.07 15+ 16+ Bgrrx  Blees 0] Bleeer 2@ p@me 78R (02 2400
9 04 ogee 0 13+ opkeer o ekl 37k Jokkex Qe 3wk GQEe  ggeees Qe {3k Gk
10 DDmek  aawees  geek  DQEke  A7week  Gowekk GGk QQbek  Ggeer DgEkek Ao Dowekk GGk goeens  {geek  GOme
11 37wex BReens 7wk Bimee ] QQFk  A7eekk Ak (07 paEees gy gUeeen  gQEeek 3Gk Dleee  Gleekk  Agkker
12 1.00%**  Gavess  ggee Qg g7 4% 09 09 04 T I — QR 7wk Agweer  ppwees Gk
13 10+ 30w 07 OM AQeees  gEwkk  gTRee 3¢ Bk GOk Ageer ] DBk e gfwekk  7(Qme
14 Gavese QO AQHRE  AQWek B3k Qeekk  OGwkk {76k D3eekk  Adkees  BQeeer AR Qe Aeees ggeeRs Qe
15 16  a3gees 15 Q7R gk geekk DGR Gawee  gaweek  gleker  gleees  {GY Ggee  ggiees 13+ GO
16 Adweee  ageees  gees  gOWex  AGwees  gee {6k 04 11 DGk AGweek  Agqwesk Dk Agees Qe ik
17 13 o5k 05 16 3gewe  gwekk  B7me  (gee  Dowkkk gLk 3gene {3 o e p

Note: Numbers reflect the partial correlations rantrolling for age and gender of the particigant

1-power; 2-achievement; 3-hedonism; 4-stimulatibrSelf direction; 6-universalism; 7-benevolencetraiition; 9-conformity; 10-security; 11- Intellec

autonomy; 12-Hierarchy; 13-Egalitarianism; 14-Magtd5-Embeddedness; 16-Affective autonomy; 17-nitary.

*p<.05

< 01 **p<.005

****p<_001
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Correlations for Post-communist Turkic Sampfes presented in Table 3.6 (below
diagonal), fairly high correlations were found fjreetweerpowerandachievement
(r = .64),hierarchy (r = 1.00) andmastery(r = .64), second, betweathievement
and hierarchy (r = .64) andmastery (r = 1.00), third, betweermedonismand
affective autonomyr = .87), fourth, betweestimulationandaffective autonomgr=
.80), fifth, betweerself-directionandintellectual autonomyr = 1.00) andmastery
(r = .53), sixth, betweenniversalismand security (r = .64), egalitarianism(r =
.85), embeddedneds = .61) andcharmony(r = .87), seventh, betwedienevolence
andegalitarianism(r = .87) andembeddedneds = .56), eighth, betweemmadition
andembeddednegs = .64), ninth, betweeoconformityand embeddednegs = .84),
tenth, betweersecurityand egalitarianism(r = .60), embeddednesg = .81) and
harmony(r = .61), eleventh, betweeantellectual autonomyndmastery(r = .53),
twelfth, between hierarchy and mastery (r = .64), thirteenth, between
egalitarianism and embeddednesg = .58) andharmony (r = .61), fourteenth,
betweenmasteryandaffective autonomy = .48), and last, betweeambeddedness

andharmony(r = .59).

Correlations for Turkish Sampléss presented in Table 3.6 (above diagonal), fairly
high correlations were found first, betwe@ower and achievement(r = .71),
hierarchy (r = 1.00) andmastery(r = .71), second, betweeachievementand
hierarchy (r = .71) andmastery(r = 1.00), third, betweehedonismand affective
autonomy(r = .88), fourth, betweestimulationand affective autonomyr = .84),

fifth, betweenself-directionand intellectual autonomyr = 1.00), sixth, between

universalismandbenevolencdr = .66),egalitarianism(r = .87), ancharmony(r

.92), seventh, betwedpenevolenceand conformity (r = .63), egalitarianism (r
.90), embeddedneds = .60), ancharmony(r = .61), eighth, betweetnadition and
conformity(r = .59),embeddednegs = .78), ninth, betweeconformityandsecurity
(r =.72) ancembeddednegs = .90), tenth, betweesecurityandembeddednegs =
.89), eleventh, betweeimtellectual autonomyand affective autonomyr = .51),
twelfth, between hierarchy and mastery (r = .71), thirteenth, between
egalitarianismand harmony (r = .70), fourteenth, betweemasteryand affective

autonomy(r = .36), and last, betwe@mbeddednesmdharmony(r = .50).
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3.2.2 Correlations of Individual Level Value Typeswith Horizontal and
Vertical I-C

For this section, correlations between Schwartzividual level value types and

Triandis’ vertical and horizontal I-C are presentBde table 3.6).
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Table 3.6Correlation of Individual Level Value Types witlokzontal and Vertical I-C

power  achievement hedonism stimulation self direction universalism benevolence tradition conformity security
POST-COMMUNIST
TURKIC COUNTRIES
Horizontal collectivism -.01 .04 -.02 .02 .15* .28* RCH kol i V24 Rl .26%%*
Vertical individualism B7Erkk A Qkkkx Q7R 19%+* .15* .01 -.13 -.10 -.01 .10
Vertical collectivism .07 A1 .05 .05 13 VA el L26B%k* L23rkH* 24 xk* .28k*
Horizontal individualism .22%***  28%xxx 20%** 23rrrE 26%*xx .09 .02 -.07 .03 .14*
TURKEY
Horizontal collectivism  -.01 .00 .00 .02 .08 RCH Rkl R ikl .16 .36rH* VA el
Vertical individualism Blxwkk o gORERE 13* A1 .05 -.06 .05 23%* .20%+* RS Y kel
Vertical collectivism A7 W il -.07 -.04 -.04 Q7 .38rr* AL rrx 52kk* A 2kk*
Horizontal individualism .08 .09 A2 (22kxxx L23rrrx .05 .06 -.13* -.07 .03
OVERALL
Horizontal collectivism  -.02 .01 .01 .03 13 IV2AS el RCY kil Q4 25k VA el
Vertical individualism ABFRRE - Bpkkkx .09* 3% .07 -.04 -.03 .18 16xr* VA el
Vertical collectivism 2% Sl -.04 -.01 .03 VA el RCH Rkl .35k AQrr* .36xH*
Horizontal individualism .15%**  18%**x .18 L23* .26B%F* .07 .04 -12* -.05 .06

Note: Numbers reflect the partial correlations afntrolling for age and gender of the particigant
*p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.005

‘k***p<.001
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Firstly, for Post-communist Turkic sample, thereravesignificant correlations
betweerhorizontal collectivisnandself-direction(r = .15, p<.05)universalism(r =
.28, p<.001)benevolencér = .31, p<.001)tradition (r = .17, p<.01)conformity(r
= .21, p<.001), andecurity(r = .26, p<.001); and for Turkish sample this diniens
was positively correlated withniversalism(r = .31, p<.001)benevolencér = .45,
p<.001),tradition (r = .16, p<.01)conformity(r = .36, p<.001) andecurity(r = .27,
p<.001).

Secondly, for Post-communist Turkic sample, theerewsignificant correlations
betweenvertical individualismandpower (r = .37, p<.001)achievemenfr = . 42,
p<.001),hedonism(r = .17, p<.005)stimulation(r = .19, p<.005), andelf-direction
(r = .15, p<.05); for Turkish sample this dimensioaswpositively correlated with
power (r = .51, p<.001)achievemenfr = .60, p<.001)hedonism(r = .13, p<.05),
tradition (r = .23, p<.001)conformity (r = .20, p<.005), andecurity (r = .37,
p<.001).

Thirdly, for Post-communist Turkic sampleertical collectivismwas found to be
positively correlated withself-direction(r = .13, p<.05), universalism(r = .27,

p<.001),benevolencér = .26, p<.001)tradition (r = .23, p<.001)conformity(r =

.24, p<.001), andecurity(r = .28, p<.001); for Turkish it was positively celated
with power (r = .17, p<.01)achievemenfr = .17, p<.005)universalism(r = .17,

p<.005),benevolencdr = .38, p<.001)iradition (r = .44, p<.001)conformity(r =

.52, , p<.001), andecurity(r = .42, p<.001).

Lastly, horizontal individualismwas found to be correlated wifpowe (r = .22,
p<.001),achievemenfr = .28, p<.001)hedonism{r = .20, p<.005)stimulation(r =
.23, p<.001)self-direction(r = .26, p<.001), andecuriy (r = .14, p<.05) for Post-
communist Turkic sample; and correlated wstimulation(r = .22, p<.001)self-

direction(r = .23, p<.001) and traditiorr € -.13, p<.05) for Turkish sample.
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3.2.3 Correlation of Culture Level Value Types withHorizontal and
Vertical I-C

In the third correlation analysis the relationshiptween Triandis’ vertical and
horizontal I-C and Schwartz’s culture level valypds were investigated (See table
3.7).
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Table 3.7Correlation of Culture Level Value Types with Hayntal and Vertical I-C

Intellectual Affective
Autonomy Hierarchy Egalitarianism Mastery Embeddedness Autonomy Harmony

POST-COMMUNIST
TURKIC COUNTRIES

Horizontal collectivism .15* -.00 TS R .04 2BFrE* .00 L19%*
Vertical individualism .15% .38***xx -.06 R .05 22%¥Fkx -.01
Vertical collectivism 13* .07 28xxxx A1 L 33rrw* .06 A
Horizontal individualism VA Gl 2 3FHE* .09 VA ekaiald .05 2BFr** .04
TURKEY

Horizontal collectivism .08 .01 . 38xFx* -.00 RN Rkl .01 L3 2%Hrk
Vertical individualism .05 NSY Rk -.03 BOxxx* L 32xxA* .14* -.00
Vertical collectivism -.04 A7 26xx** L7EEx 53xxk* -.06 LD 3rEA*
Horizontal individualism 23FHFRx .08 .08 .09 -.06 L1 9x** .01
OVERALL

Horizontal collectivism 3% -.02 Y ki -.01 AS Rk .02 VAR
Vertical individualism .07 ABrEE* -.06 RSy A Il 3% .01
Vertical collectivism .03 2%k 25%xkk L1 5 QB -.03 Al
Horizontal individualism 2B xx* L] Gxxxx .09* .1 8xxx* -.03 24xxw% .02

Note: Numbers reflect the partial correlations raftntrolling for age and gender of the particigant
*p<.05 **p<.01 ***n<.005 *%n<.001
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Firstly, horizontal collectivismwas found to be positively correlated with
intellectual autonomy(r = .15, p<.05), egalitarianism (r = .35, p<.001),
embeddednegs = .28, p<.001), andarmony(r = .19, p<.005) for Post-communist
Turkic sample; and positively correlated widlgalitarianism (r = .38, p<.001),

embeddednegds = .31, p<.001), andarmony(r = .32, p<.001) for Turkish sample.

Secondly, for Post-communist Turkic samplertical individualismwas found to be
positively correlated witlintellectual autonomyr = .15, p<.05)hierarchy(r = .38,
p<.001),mastery(r = .43, p<.001), andffective autonomyg = .22, p<.001); and for
Turkish sample it was positively correlated whilerarchy(r = .51, p<.001)mastery
(r = .60, p<.001)embeddednegs = .32, p<.001), andffective autonomyr = .14,
p<.05).

Thirdly, vertical collectivismwas found to be positively correlated wittiellectual
autonomy(r = .13, p<.05)ggalitarianism(r = .28, p<.001)embeddednegs = .33,
p<.001), andharmony (r = .23, p<.001) for Post-communist Turkic sampler F
Turkish sample, it was found to be positively ctated with hierarchy (r = .17,
p<.01),egalitarianism(r = .26, p<.001)mastery(r = .17, p<.005pmbeddednegs
=53, p<.001), andarmony(r = .23, p<.001).

Lastly, the correlations between horizontal indiatism and culture level value
types were reporteddorizontal individualismwas found to be positively correlated
with intellectual autonomyr = .27, p<.001)hierarchy(r = .23, p<.001)mastery(r

= .29, p<.001) andffective autonomyr = .26, p<.001) for Post-communist Turkic
sample; and for Turkish sample it was correlatetth witellectual autonomyr = 23,
p<.001), andhffective autonomyr = .19, p<.005).

3.2.4 Correlations of Value Dimensions with Vertickand Horizontal I-C

In the fourth and the last correlation analysis takationship between Triandis’
vertical and horizontal I-C and Schwartz's valuenénsions and the correlations
within the Triandis’ vertical and horizontal I-Crdénsions were investigated (See
table 3.8).
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Table 3.8Correlation of Value Dimensions with Horizontaldaviertical I-C

Openness to chang Conservation Self transcendenc Self enhancement
POST-COMMUNIST
TURKIC COUNTRIES
Horizontal collectivism .06 28Fx** 32Fx** .02
Vertical individualism — .23**** .05 -.04 7N Rl
Vertical collectivism .10 33Fx** VA lekaialed A1
Horizontal individualism .30**** .05 .08 30FF**
TURKEY
Horizontal collectivism .04 NN Refaialed 39Fx** -.00
Vertical individualism  .12* LJ2FFHE -.02 SeF***
Vertical collectivism -.06 53Fx** VA Geaiald 13*
Horizontal individualism .23**** -.06 .06 .10
OVERALL
Horizontal collectivism .07 VA Yeaieled 35*x** -.00
Vertical individualism  .12*** 26%*F* -.04 S4Fwrk
Vertical collectivism -.01 ABFrR* VA Geaiald S St
Horizontal individualism .28**** -.03 .07 .1 8****

Note: Numbers reflect the partial correlationsafntrolling for age and gender of the particigant
*p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.005 **+4n<.001
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Firstly, for Post-communist Turkic sample, sigrafit and positive correlations
were found betweehorizontal collectivismandconservationr = .28, p<.001) and
self-transcendencdr = .32, p<.001). For Turkish sample, parallel digant
correlations were found. The correlations witbrizontal collectivismdimension
and conservation(r = .31, p<.001) andelf-transcendenc@ = .39, p<.001) were
significant.

Secondly, for Post-communist Turkic sample, thererewsignificant positive
correlations betweervertical individualism and openness to changé = .23,
p<.001), andself-enhancemer{t = .41, p<.001). For Turkish sample the positive
correlations betweewertical individualismandopenness to chandge= .12, p<.05),
conservation(r = .32, p<.001) andself-enhancemenfr = .56, p<.001) were

significant.

Thirdly, for Post-communist Turkic sample, the etations betweenvertical
collectivismand conservation(r = .33, p<.001), andelf-transcendencé = .29,
p<.001) were found to be significant. For Turkisdmmgple, significantly positive
correlations were found betweeertical collectivismand conservation(r = .53,
p<.001),self-transcendencg = .27, p<.001) andelf-enhancemerit = .13, p<.05).

Lastly, the correlations betwediorizontal individualismandopenness to chande
= .30, p<.001), andelf-enhancemerft = .30, p<.001) were found to be significant
for Post-communist Turkic sample. For Turkish samghe correlation between

horizontal individualismandopenness to change= .23, p<.001) was significant.

3.3 Multiple Regression Analysis

In this section, Triandis’ culture dimensions; lzontal collectivism, horizontal
individualism, vertical collectivism, and verticadividualism were predicted on the
basis of both Schwartz’'s value dimensions by usingeries of hierarchical

regressions. In these regressions, in the firgt age and gender (dummy coded) of
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the participants were entered to control for tie#iects on the dependent variables

and in the second step value dimensions were ehdésra block.

3.3.1 Value Dimensions predicting Vertical and Horontal I-C

3.3.1.1 Value Dimensions predicting Horizontal Codictivism

In the first group of hierarchical regression asal; the criterion (dependent)
variable was horizontal collectivism and the préealie were value dimensions.

Analyses were repeated for both samples. The saselte summarized in Table 3.9.

Table 3.9Value dimensiongredicting Horizontal Collectivism

Variable Beta R2 t
Post- Turkey Post- Turkey Post- Turkey
Communist (N=286) Communist Communist
Turkic Turkic Turkic
Countries Countries Countries
(N=285)
] DRk ] QRrr
Openness to Change .03 -.08 .33 -.97
Conservation A7 19 2.15* 2.44~
Self transcendence 24 37 3.08*** 4. 77***
Self enhancement -12 -.16 -1.40 -2.07
*p<.05 **n<.01 ***p<.005  ****p<.001

For the Post-communist Turkic sample, in the flskick demographic variables
(gender and age) had a significant contributiontite prediction of horizontal
collectivism and they explained 2% of the totaliaace. In the second step, out of
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the 4 value dimensionspnservation(s = .17,p <. 05)andself transcendencg =
24, p <. 005) significantly predicted horizontal colletsm. Value dimensions

explained 12% of the total variance in the secaed.s

For the Turkish sample, in the first block genderd aage had a significant
contribution to the prediction of horizontal colleesm and they explained 3% of
the total variance. In the second step, out of 4healue dimensions, again
conservation(f = .19, p <. 05) and self transcendencé¢f = .37, p <. 001)

significantly predicted horizontal collectivism. Ma dimensions explained 19% of

the total variance in the second step.

3.3.1.2 Value Dimensions predicting Vertical Indivilualism

In the second group of hierarchical regressionyaeasl the criterion (dependent)
variable was vertical individualism and the preaglist were value dimensions.
Analyses were repeated for both samples. The sestdte summarized in Table
3.10.

Table 3.10Value Dimensions predicting Vertical Individualism

Variable Beta R2 t

Post- Turkey  Post- Turkey Post- Turkey

Communist (N=286) Communist Communist

Turkic Turkic Turkic

Countries Countries Countries

(N=285)

LG A Qe
Openness to Change-.11 -.19 -1.53 -2.65
Conservation .00 .19 .04 2.81
Self transcendence -.10 -.25 -1.56 3.7 2w+
Self Enhancement .37 .66 6.16* Q.73
*p<.05 *n<.01 = p<.005 =+ p<.001

55



For the Post-communist Turkic sample, in the fsick demographic variables did
not have a significant contribution to the predintiof vertical individualism. In the
second step, out of the 4 value dimensi@adf enhancemern(f = .37,p <. 001)
significantly predicted vertical individualism. e dimensions explained 19% of

the total variance in the second step.

For the Turkish sample, in the first block demodpiapvariables did not have a
significant contribution to the prediction of ved individualism. In the second
step, out of the 4 value dimensiommpenness to chang® = -.19,p <. 01), self
transcendencdf = -.25, p <. 001) andself enhancemen{f = .66, p <. 001)
significantly predicted vertical individualism. e dimensions explained 40% of

the total variance in the second step.

3.3.1.3 Value Dimensions predicting Vertical Collgorzism

In the third group of hierarchical regression amal; the criterion (dependent)
variable was vertical collectivism and the predistavere value dimensions.
Analyses were repeated for both samples. The sestdte summarized in Table
3.11.
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Table 3.11Value Dimensions predicting Vertical Collectivism

Variable Beta R2 t

Post- Turkey Post- Turkey Post- Turkey

Communist (N=286) Communist Communist

Turkic Turkic Turkic

Countries Countries Countries

(N=285)

. 12*** . 3 1****
Openness to Change-.01 -.16 -11 -2.04
Conservation .25 .55 3.28 7.6
Self transcendence .14 .05 1.76 .67
Self Enhancement -.00 -.05 -.02 -.67
*p<.05 = p<.01 =+ p<.005 = p<.001

For the Post-communist Turkic sample, in the falsick demographic variables did
not have a significant contribution to the predintiof vertical collectivism. In the
second step, out of the 4 value dimensions, cohservatiorsignificantly predicted
vertical collectivism g = .25,p <. 005). Value dimensions explained 12% of the

total variance in the second step.

For the Turkish sample, in the first block demodpapvariables did not have a

significant contribution to the prediction of vedi collectivism. In the second step,

out of the 4 value dimensions, agaionservation( = .55,p <. 001) significantly
predicted vertical collectivism. Value dimensiongplained 31% of the total

variance in the second step.
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3.3.1.4 Value Dimensions predicting Horizontal Indridualism

In the fourth group of hierarchical regression gses$, the criterion (dependent)
variable was horizontal individualism and the pcéalis were value dimensions.
Analyses were repeated for both samples. The sesidte summarized in Table
3.12.

Table 3.12Value Dimensions predicting Horizontal Individugath

Variable Beta R2 t
Post- Turkey  Post- Turkey  Post- Turkey
Communist (N=286) Communist Communist
Turkic Turkic Turkic
Countries Countries Countries
(N=285)
10%**  QB***
Openness to Change.17 .23 1.88 2.59*
Conservation -.06 -11 -.73 -1.34
Self transcendence .02 .00 .20 -.01
Self Enhancement .18 .04 2.04* 43
*p<.05 **p<.01 **p<.005  ****p<.001

For the Post-communist Turkic sample, demographigiables significantly
predicted horizontal individualism and demograplaciables explained 7% of the
total variance. In the second step, out of the {uevadimensions, onlyself
enhancemergignificantly predicted horizontal collectivisn® € .18,p <. 05). Value

dimensions explained 10% of the total variancéégecond step.

For the Turkish sample, demographic varialdemificantly predicted horizontal
individualism and they explained 5% of the totaliaace. In the second step, out of
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the 4 value dimensions, onbpenness to changegnificantly predicted horizontal
individualism @ = .23, p <. 05). Value dimensions explained 6% of the total

variance in the second step.
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CHAPTER IV

DISCUSSION

The main purpose of the present study was to imgadst the relationship between
culture and value concepts and to compare CensgnAuniversity students with
Turkish university students in terms of their crdliuproperties and value structures.
The concept of value (both at individual level andture level) was adopted from
Schwartz (1992, 1994) and the concept of cultum its correlates were adopted
from Triandis (1995, 1996). In the following sectsthe findings will be discussed.

4.1 Comparisons of Central Asian and Turkish Studets

Findings revealed that the comparisons betweentvioesamples can largely be
explained on the basis the propositions of theimeation-compensation hypothesis
and the propositions considered regarding the iatem between Schwartz’s value

types and Triandis’ culture dimensions.

According to Schwartz and colleagues’ (SchwartzB&di, 1997; Schwartz et al.
2000) acclimation- compensation hypothesis, Postrgonists were expected to
give higher importance to hierarchy and embeddeda@sl lower importance to
egalitarianism, mastery, intellectual autonomy affdctive autonomy.

The results of the comparison of the two groupscatiure level value types
(Hypothesis 1.1) yielded support to the proposgiaf acclimation-compensation

hypothesis. As expected, Post-communist Turkic $ammpported significantly
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higher levels of embeddedness and lower importahagalitarianism, intellectual
autonomy and affective autonomy as compared toiSlurktudents. These findings
reflected people’s adaptation to life in a commumiscial system. As expected,
people acclimated their value priorities; they seérto upgrade the importance of
values that were attained like tradition, confoynfgmbeddedness) and downgraded
the importance of values that were unavailableelittual autonomy, affective
autonomy and egalitarianism). Through compensatienohanism they upgraded the
importance of the values that were unavailable $keurity (embeddedness). The
findings concerning mastery and hierarchy valueesypvere not in line with

acclimation-compensation hypothesis.

The non-significant difference on mastery valuestyyould have been resulted from
several reasons one of which might be the charatitsr of Post-communist Turkic
sample. Rather than a representative sample (esgneg different age groups,
socio economic status and educational backgrounikls)Post-communist Turkic
sample was only composed of university studentslystg in Turkey and the
criterion which is set for the students who arengdb study abroad (e.g. in Turkey)
is not well-known by anybody. This mainly evoke® toubts about infusion of
widespread corruption in the selection procedureesicorruption (especially in
education) is a very prevailing problem in Centfdia (Cheryl, Hellman, &
Ryterman, 2004; Knack, 2006; Moore, 2004; Panr2éQ4; Utyaganova, 2003).
Corruptions are claimed to take place in many amfasducation sector such as
building of schools, recruitment, promotion and @ppment of teachers, conduct of
teachers, supply and distribution of equipmentsdfand textbooks, allocation of
specific fellowships, examination, diplomas andtiteation. Therefore, nowadays,
there is a significant out-migration of younger @etion, in search of better
opportunities for botheducationand employment (USAID Europe and Eurasia

Bureau Anti-Corruption Working Group, 2005).

The scope of corruption seems to be large scalathane Uzbek elementary school
teacher acknowledges, ninety percent of studemysore their parents’ money or

lucky circumstances and only ten percent rely @ir tknowledge (Moore, 2004).
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As a result of this unresolved corruption issue Gentral Asia, no reliable
information is available for the Post-communistKiarstudents studying in Turkey.
However, just by taking into account that they wenéversity students, they were
waited to be as ambitious as Turkish universitydshis and that might have been

why no difference was found in terms of masteryedlype.

The non-significant finding on hierarchy value typ®uld be resulted from the
reason that these states are in a democratic ticangieriod where there is an
increased acceptance of democratic values, suabgaality, human rights, and
supremacy of law. Therefore, greater adoption ek¢hvalues would diminish the
emphasis placed on hierarchy which also embodesaoversy with requirements
of democratic regime (Matveeva, 1999; Phillips,anés, 2001). In addition to this,
(sojourner) acculturationof Post-communist Turkic Students to Turkish Cwtu
would have taken place and this would explain tifier@nce on hierarchy. Berry
and his colleagues (Berry, 1994; Berry, 1997; Be&yKim, 1988) argued about
four different patterns of acculturatiomtegration, assimilation, separatioand
marginalization People who weréntegrated concerned about both maintaining
their own cultural identity and had extended relaghips with the host culture.
Those, who wereassimilated tried to integrate to the host culture more than
maintaining their own cultural identity. Theeparated subjects interested in
maintaining their own cultural identity more thaontacting with the host culture
and narginalized individuals had little concern for both (own andst) cultures.
Berry and Kim (1988) also suggested that if sojetsmtegrated or assimilatedto
the host culture, they would have minimum adaptatiifficulties. Therefore, if
Post-communist Turkic students have pragmaticalpsen to experience less
painful adaptation they would have been eithergrateed or assimilated to the
Turkish culture. In both case, they would have ptag but not rejected the value
structure of Turkey. And as there is no special legsgs on hierarchy in Turkish
value structure, the importance of hierarchy vahight have diminished in time for

Post-communist Turkic students.

Furthermore, generally speaking, the non-signitidardings might have resulted

from the reason that all Post-communist Turkic Gpnas were considered as one
62



group by paying attention to their communist hgeta However, the cultural,
societal or political properties of different Pastmmunist Turkic Countries might
differ from each other to a great extent (Capisa@00). For instance, as discussed
above, Uzbeks are the promoters of the Person-lslamlture (Bikzhanova,
Zadykhina, & Sukhareva, 1974), Tadjiks were theauartand the agricultural
population (Manz, 1994) and the Kazakhs were paogsainomadic life (Khazanov,
1992). The social lives under these conditions mngloduce some variations in

value structures.

4.2 Integration of Triandis’ and Schwartz’s Cultural Conceptualization

After integrating Schwartz’'s value dimensions amddis’ culture dimensions, a
new hypothesis was recently proposed by this sfadexplaining the differences
between Post-communist countries and countrieshwiiaee no communist heritage
by using Triandis’ (1995, 1996) conceptualizatidnvertical and horizontal I-C. It
was hypothesized that Post-communist Turkic stiedevere expected to report
lower levels openness to change, and higher levelsonservation than Turkish
students, and no significant difference was expkote self-enhancement and self-

transcendence value dimensions.

The analysis for testing these associations statdtese hypotheses showed that, as
expected, there was a significant difference betwgreups for openness to change
and conservation dimensions and there was no mgnif difference on self
enhancement and self transcendence dimension. Tihds®gs are also in line with
the propositions of acclimation-compensation hypsth which claimed that Post-
communists would report higher levels of traditioepnformity and security
(embeddedness) and lower levels of hedonism, stmonl and self-direction
(intellectual/affective autonomy). On self enhaneem the non-significant
difference meant also that groups did not differpmwer and achievement value
types and on self transcendence, the non-signifaiifierence meant that groups did

not differ on universalism and benevolence valpes$y The findings fully supported
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Schwartz’s (1994) hypothesis concerning the asBonm between individualism
and autonomy, and collectivism and embeddednesd; aso these findings
supported the generated hypothesis based on tkgration of Schwartz’ and

Triandis’ cultural conceptualization.

The analysis conducted to test Hypothesis 1.3 stothat, as expected, on
horizontal individualism, vertical individualism dnvertical colectivism there was
significant differences. Turkish sample reportedghleir levels of horizontal
individualism and lower levels of vertical collegim than Post-communist Turkic
sample and Turkish sample reported lower levelyestical individualism than
Post-communist Turkic sample. The result concertivegnon-significant difference
on horizontal collectivism was not overwhelmingcgras predicted by acclimation-
compensation hypothesis, Post-communists would rregower levels of
egalitarianism (horizontalism), and higher levdlembeddedness (collectivism).

Moreover, the regression results in which Schwanzlue dimensions were used as
predictors of Triandis’ culture dimensions wouldphé& enlighten the underlying
reasons for group differences on these culture mmeas. First, for both samples,
conservation and self-trancendence significantldmted horizontal collectivism.
For this dimension no difference was found as dtatsove and the finding was in
accordance with acclimation-compensation hypotheSexond, self-enhancement
predicted vertical individualism for Post-communisirkic sample and openness to
change, self-transcendence and self-enhancemenmificagtly predicted vertical
individualism for Turkish sample, which is quitdarmative about the controversial
finding on this dimension. In Turkey, vertical in@lualism seems to be understood
different from the conventional understanding ois tdimension. Therefore, the
Turkish case has to be considered on its own am@tistence of such cases has to
be considered as a challenge to the universalithede culture dimensions. Third,
conservation significantly predicted vertical cotigism for both samples and as
Post-communists were expected to report higherldewé embeddedness (or
conservation) according to acclimation-compensatiypothesis, the difference
between groups on vertical collectivism dimensiaswentirely meaningful. Fourth,

self-enhancement predicted horizontal individualifon Post-communist Turkic
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sample and openness to change predicted horizomalidualism for Turkish
sample. Turkish sample’s higher report of horizbmédividualism was parallel to
the propositions of acclimation-compensation hypsih that stated lower levels of
intellectual autonomy and affective autonomy wouté reported by Post-

Communists.

4.3. Relationships between value types/dimensionsich Vertical and

Horizontal I-C:

The associations proposed by Hypothesis 2.1 werevede from PVQ items
(Schwartz, 2006, Personal Communication). All tlmedpcted relationships were
evidenced by both Post-communist Turkic and Turkaimple. Even if all the value
types seemed to be positively correlated with eattler, the highest correlations
were consistent with the predicted relationshiper kstance, the correlation
between hierarchy and power was the highest comdptreall other significant
correlations in both samples.

The second hypothesis (Hypothesis 2.2.) was alsgelia supported. However,
contrary to expectations, power and achievemene @uind to be correlated with
horizontal individualism, and universalism and beslence were found to be
related with vertical collectivism for Post-commsiniTurkic sample. Also some
unpredicted results were evidenced such as, instiesttmulation and self-direction,
values like tradition, conformity and security wep®rrelated with vertical
individualism; and hedonism, universalism and befewe were not significantly
correlated with horizontal individualism but unigatism and benevolence were
positively correlated with vertical collectivism ifurkish sample. Among four of
the relationships between culture dimensions adiyistual value types proposed by
Triandis (1995, 1996), three of them were suppoded urkish sample and two of
them were supported on Post-communist Turkic samplehievement was
positively correlated with vertical individualisrmé benevolence was positively

correlated with horizontal collectivism and lasftyr only Turkish sample power
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was correlated with vertical collectivism. For Tistk sample, the correlations for
horizontal individualism dimension did not suppofriandis’ (1995, 1996)
hypothesis; however it supported Cukur, de GuznmahGarlo’s findings (2004). In
their study, Cukur, de Guzman and Carlo (2004) ssmasturally investigated the
relationship between Schwartz’s individual levelueatypes and Triandis’ culture
dimensions. They compared Philippine, American &atdkish cultures and found
out that universalism was not but stimulation aedtf-direction were positively
correlated with horizontal individualism. These sistent findings for Turkish

culture have challengetriandis’ (1995, 1996) hypothesis

The last hypothesis (Hypothesis 2.3) was largefypstted. First, as predicted for
Turkish sample the correlations between verticdlectvism and hierarchy and
embeddedness were significant, however hierarchs/neéa correlated with vertical
collectivism for Post-communist Turkic sample, gththis value type was
correlated with vertical individualism for both spi®s. Second, for Post-communist
Turkic sample, as predicted the correlations betweertical individualism and
mastery, intellectual autonomy, and affective aatoy were all significant. For
Turkish sample, intellectual autonomy was not dateel with vertical individualism
but embeddedness was found to be positively coectlavith this dimension for
Turkish sample which was contrary to expectatid@ensistent findings were also
observed in regression analysis mentioned aboveesepting the different
conceptualizations of vertical individualism in batultures. Third, the predictions
for horizontal collectivism were fully supported nse egalitarianism and
embeddedness value types were found to be couteldtk this dimension for both
samples. In addition to these, harmony was foundetgositively correlated with
horizontal collectivism for both samples and irgetbal autonomy was correlated
with this dimension only for Post-communist Turkample. Lastly, only two out of
four predictions were supported for horizontal uidiialism. It was positively
correlated with intellectual and affective autonorbut it was not correlated with
harmony and egalitarianism for both samples. Téahis dimension was perceived
as more related to autonomy, therefore, Post-congnwample reported lower
levels of it which was consistent with the hypothdsased on the integration of

Schwartz’s and Triandis’ culture conceptualizations
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4.4. Limitations of the Present Study and Suggestis for the Future
Study

There were several limitations that should be aered in interpreting the findings
of current study. The most important limitationtli® characteristics of the sample.
As mentioned before student samples can not fupresent all cultural
characteristics in both Turkic Republics and Turk&gpecially, given that all
Central Asian countries which are the former rejmshdf USSR were combined into
the single sample, the heterogeneity of the samplg have caused a high degree of
error variance in estimations and caused some ptuseproblems. Instead of
composing sample as such, sufficient number ofigieants from each Post-
communist Turkic Country (Kazakhstan, Turkmenistép,gyzstan, Tajikistan and
Uzbekistan) could have been included into the sarapt they had to be considered
as representing the culture of their own uniqueoreg e.g. Kazakh Culture) rather

than representing a general Post-communist Tutkiare.

Secondly, a longitudinal study would have yieldexttdér results since there was
almost no information about the effects of commemizn Post-communist Turkic
countries’ value structures. For instance, theimatlon-compensation hypothesis,
on which the comparisons were based in the studys developed for Post-
communist Eastern European Countries. Howeverereifit historical and social

properties of Turkic Countries necessitate differgrpothesis to be developed.

Thirdly, more detailed information about the papants would have been gathered.
For instance, the number of years Post-communigti@students spent in Turkey
and the number of years they plan to stay in Turkeyld have helped to elaborate

more on the discussion about acculturation hypahes

Lastly, the information about the past educatiagberiences of Post-communist
Turkic sample would have been asked. The reasoti®would be, for instance, if
they had a religious education during their acaddifd, their value structure might

have changed in accordance with this experience.
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4.5. Contribution of the Study

The main contribution of this study is to providamrical evidence on the
relationship between culture and value conceptsptopare students from Post-
communist Turkic Countries and Turkish studentebdam value structures and to
integrate Triandis’ and Schwartz’s culture concaprations. As a result, first, the
analyses of the present data provided evidenddéorelationship between value
and culture, second, significant differences wetenfl on value structures of Post-
communist Turkic sample and Turkish sample and &vsyme slight discrepances
were evident these findings provided support fatiamation-compensation
hypothesis which was first used for comparing Basiiropean Post-communist
countries and Western European Countries. Las$idyirttegration of Schwartz’s and
Triandis’ culture conceptualizations was accom@dhnd a new hypothesis for
comparing Post-communist Turkic and Turkish sam@e proposed and mainly

supported.
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APPENDIX A

DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION SHEET

Bu argtirma, ODTU Avrasya Cajmalari Yilksek Lisans programi kapsamindaki
bir tez calsmasi icin yapilmaktadir.

Bu ankette sizlere sosyal g ve tutumlarinizla ilgili sorular sorulmaktadir.
Sorulan sadece kendi duygu ve sidficelerinizi yansitacaksekilde ictenlikle
cevaplandirmaniz ¢ok onemlidir. Bu nedenle sorulaegin d@ru neyin yanly
olduguna gore dgl, gercekte sizin ne yadginiz ve hissetfiinize gbre cevap
veriniz. Anketteki tum sorulari, ilgili aciklamaladikkatlice okuyarak ve lzosoru
birakmadan cevaplayiniz.

Ankete verilen cevaplar toplu olarakgdelendirilecektir. Bu nedenle anket Uzerine
isim yazmaniza gerek yoktur.

Arastirmaya katildginiz igin ¢ok tgekkur ederiz.

Ogr. Gor. Ozlem D. Gumi )
ODTU Avrasya Cakmalari Yiuksek Lisans gbencisi

Cinsiyet cErkek Bayan____
Yas L

Vatandalik (grajdanstvo) :
Etnik kimlik (nationalnost)
B6lUm

Sinif o

Kag yildir Turkiye'de yalyorsunuz?: Yil, Ay

Dininiz nedir?

Misliman__ Protestan__ Katolik _~ Musevi__ Budist Hicbiri_ Dier

Ailenizin gelir diizeyini genel olarak 7 aralikh g@gk Utzerinde nasil g@erlendirirsiniz?
(Uygun goérdigliniiz rakamin yanina Xareti koyunuz).

[1 [ 2 [ 3 [ 4 [ 5 | 6 | 7 |
Ortalamanin Ortalama Ortalamanin
¢ok altinda ¢ok Ustlinde
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APPENDIX B

INDIVIDUALISM-COLLECTIVISIM SCALE
Asagidaki cumlelere ne derece katihp katilnfadizi &srenmek istiyoruz. Litfen
HER SORU iICIN verilen olcei kullanarak katiim derecenizi clmlenin gsadaki

kutucuklardan birine Xsareti koyarak belirtiniz.

1 2 3 4 5
Kesinlikle Ne katiliyorum Kesinlikle
katiimiyorum Katilmiyorum ne katiimiyorum Katiliyorum katilyorum
<
£
I 2
55 85t ¢
QL5 O =0 2 @ S
x> 2 E> 06 X5
CEE xXE =2 ==
8% B vE 8§ 8%
vxE v zC ¢ x&
1. Benim mutlulgum cevremdekilern 1 2 3 4 5

mutluluguna ¢ok baldir.

=
[N}
w
N
(6]

2. Kazanmak hegeydir

=
[N}
w
N
o1

3. Yakin cevrem igin lkiisel ¢ikarlarimdan

fedakarlik ederim.

=
N
w
N
(&)

4, Baskalari benden daha {mili olduysunda
rahatsiz olurum.

5. Yakin c¢evremdekilerin birbiriyle uyumunul 2 3 4 5

muhafaza etmek benim igin dnemlidir.

6. Isimi baskalarindan daha iyi yapmak benimk. 2 3 4 5

icin 6Gnemlidir.

7. Komsularimla ufak tefekseyleri paylamak 1 2 3 4 5

hosuma gider.

8. Is arkadalarimin iyiligi benim icin 6nemlidir. 1 2 3 4 5
9. Rekabet dganin kanunudur. 1 2 3 4 5
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10. Is arkadalarimdan biri 6dil kazansa gururl 2 3 4 5
duyarim.

11.  Ozgin bir birey olmak benim icin 6nemlidir. 1 2 3 45
12. Bagkas! benden daha gazaili oldyu zaman 1 2 3 4 5
kendimi gergin ve kamc¢ilansmhissederim.

13.  Cogu zaman kendi bilggm gibi yasarim. 1 2 3 4 5
14. Yakin cevremin kararlarina saygl gostermek 2 3 4 5
benim icin dnemlidir.

15. Baskalarina guvenmektense kendimd 2 3 4 5
guvenirim.

16. Ne fedakarlik gerekirse gereksin aile bireyled 2 3 4 5
birbirlerine kenetlenmelidir.

17.  Anne-baba ve ¢ocuklar mumkun ofgukadar 1 2 3 4 5
birlikte kalmalidirlar.

18. Baskalarindan bgmsiz bireysel kimgm 1 2 3 4 5
benim icin cok dnemlidir.

19. Kendi isteklerimden fedakarlik yapmakl 2 3 4 5
gerekse de aileme bakmak benim gorevimdir.

20.  Bireysel kimligim benim icin cok dnemlidir. 1 2 3 4
21. Ben bagkalarindan ayri 6zgun bir bireyim. 1 2 3 4
22.  Yakin gevremde gaunlugun isteklerine saygirl 2 3 4 5
gosteririm.

23. Kendine 6zgu ve B&alarindan farkli olmaktan1 2 3 4 5
hoslanirim.

24. Bir karar vermeden Once yakin arkgldea 1 2 3 4 5
dangip onlarin fikirlerini almak énemlidir.

25.  Maddi guclik icinde olan bir akrabamal 2 3 4 5
imkanlarim oél¢tsinde yardim ederim.

26. Rekabet olmadan iyi bir toplum dizenil 2 3 4 5
kurulamaz.

27. Insan hayatini &alarindan bgaimsiz olarak 1 2 3 4 5
yasamalidir.
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28. Cok houma giden bir seyden ailem 1 2
onaylamazsa vazgecgerim.

29. Baskalariyla gbirligi yaptigim zaman kendimi 1 2
iyi hissederim.

30. Baskalariyla rekabet edebilegien ortamlarda 1 2
calismak hguma gider.

31. Insanlarla aclk ve dosgu konymayi tercih 1 2
ederim.

32. Cocuklara vazifenin @enceden Once gelgi 1 2
ogretilmelidir.

33. Benimigin zevk bgkalariyla vakit gecirmektir. 1

34. Basarl hayattaki en dnemyeydir. 1 2
35.  Eger baarili oluyorsam bu benim yeteneklerimL. 2
sayesindedir.

36. Yakin cevremle fikir ayriiina digmekten hic 1 2
hoslanmam.

37.  Ailemi memnun edecegeyleri nefret etsem de 1 2

yaparim.
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APPENDIX C

PORTRAIT VALUES QUESTIONNAIRE

Simdi de gagida bazi kiler kisaca tanimlanmaktadir. Litfen her tanimiyakuve
bu kisilerin size ne derece benzguii ya da benzemegini disinin. Tanimda
verilen kkinin size ne kadar benzegthi gostermek igin sadaki kutucuklardan size
uygun olanina Xsareti koyunuz. Rakamlarin anlamlagagida belirtildigi gibidir.

1 2 3 4 5 6
Bana  hi¢ Bana Bana c¢ok Bana az Bana Bana c¢ok
benzemiyor benzemiyor az benziyor benziyor benziyor
benziyor
N S
S © ® N
= g g o2 @8 o of
OGN © N N ©N C ©'N
S5 365 806 86 8 8o
m 8 Mmoo Mo mao m N o
1. Yeni fikirler bulmak ve yaratici olmak 1 2 3 4 5 6

onun icin 6nemlidirisleri kendine 6zgu, orijinal

yollarla yapmaktan hganir.

2. Onun icin zengin olmak 6nemlidir. Cokl 2 3 4 5 6
parasi ve pahajeyleri olsun ister.

3. Dinyada  herkesin sg¢ muamele 1 2 3 4 5 6
gormesinin 6nemli oldgunu dindr. Hayatta

herkesin git firsatlara sahip olmasi gerektie

inanir.

4. Onun icin yeteneklerini gostermek cokk 2 3 4 5 6
onemlidir. Insanlarin onun yaptiklarina hayran

olmasini ister.
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5. Onun icin guvenli bir cevrede yamak 1
onemlidir. Guvenlilgi tehlikeye sokabilecek her
seyden kacinir.

6. Hayatta pek cok farklisey yapmanin 1
onemli old@gunu dgunur. Her zaman deneyecek
yeniseyler arar.

7. Insanlarin  kendilerine  soylenenleril
yapmalari gerek@ine inanir. Insanlarin her
zaman, hatta Bkalar izlemiyorken bile,
kurallara uymalari gerelgini disunur.

8. Kendisinden farkhh  olan insanlarl
dinlemek onun i¢in 6nemlidir. Onlarla ayni
fikirde olmadginda bile onlari anlamak ister.

9. Sahip oldgundan daha fazlasinil
istememenin  6nemli  old@gunu  diundr.
Insanlarin  sahip  olduklaryla  yetinmeleri
gerektgine inanir.

10. Eglenmek icin her firsati kollar. Zevk1
verenseyleri yapmak onun i¢in ¢cok dnemlidir.

11.  Yaptigi isler hakkinda kendi gana karar 1
vermek onun i¢in dnemlidir. Faaliyetlerini segip
planlarken 6zgur olmaktan §lanir.

12. Cevresindeki insanlara yardim etmel
onun igin ¢ok onemlidir. Onlarin iygi icgin
ugrasmak ister.

13.  Cok baarili olmak onun igin énemlidir. 1
Insanlar (zerinde iyi izlenim birakmaktan
hoglanir.

14.  Ulkesinin guivende olmasi onun igin gokL
onemlidir. Devletin iceriden ve ghridan
gelebilecek tehditlere k@r uyanik olmasi

gerektgini distnr.
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15. Risk almaktan hganir. Her zaman 1
macera pgnde kaar.

16. Her zaman uygunsekilde davranmak 1
onun icin 6nemlidir.insanlarin yan$i diyecesi
seyleri yapmaktan kaginmak ister.

17. Isin basinda olmak ve bgalarina ne 1
yapacaklarini sdylemek onun igin 6nemlidir.
Insanlarin onun soylediklerini yapmalarini ister.
18. Arkadalarina sadik olmak onun iginl
onemlidir. Kendisini ona yakin olan insanlara
adamak ister.

19. Insanlarin dpayi korumalari gerekgine 1
gonulden inanir. Cevreye bakip guzgilenek
onun i¢in dnemlidir.

20.  Dini inan¢ onun i¢in énemlidir. Dininin 1
gereklerini yerine getirmek icin ¢cok ¢aba harcar.
21. Esyalarin duzenli ve temiz olmasi onurl
icin  6nemlidir. Ortalgin  daginik ve Kkirli
olmasindan hi¢ htanmaz.

22.  Herseyle ilgili olmanin 6nemli oldgunu 1
distin0r. Herseyi merak etmekten ve anlamaya
calismaktan helanir.

23. Dunyadaki batin insanlarin uyum icindel
yasamas! gerekfine inanir. Dinyadaki butin
gruplar arasinda bam guiclenmesi onun igin
onemlidir.

24.  Hirsh olmanin énemli oldgunu dgandr. 1
Ne kadar yetenekli oldiwnu gostermek ister.

25. Isleri geleneksel yollarla yapmanin erdl
iyisi oldugunu ditnir. Gerendii gelenek ve

gorenekleri devam ettirmek onun igin dnemlidir.
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26. Hayattan zevk almak onun i¢in 6nemlidirl
Kendisini ‘simartmaktan’ hglanir.

27. Baskalarinin ihtiyaclarina cevap vermekl
onun icin énemlidir. Tanidiklarina destek olmaya
calisir.

28. Ana-babasina ve ya insanlara her 1
zaman sayg! gostermesi gergkte inanir. Onun
icin itaatkar olmak énemlidir.

29. Herkese, hatta hi¢ tanimgdiinsanlara 1
bile adil muamele yapilmasini ister. Toplumdaki
zayiflari korumak onun icin dnemlidir.

30.  Sdurprizlerden hganir. Heyecan verici bir 1
yasaminin olmasi onun igin dnemlidir.

31. Hastalanmaktan kaginmak icin ¢cok caba
gosterir. Salikli olmak onun icin 6nemlidir.

32. Hayatta bgararak 6ne gecmek onun icinl
onemlidir. Bgkalarindan daha iyi olmaya ¢ah

33.  Kendisini inciten insanlari gslamak 1
onun icin 6nemlidir. iclerindeki iyi yanlar
gormeye ve kin gitmemeye catl

34. Bagimsiz olmak onun igin 6nemlidir. 1
Kendi ayaklari Gizerinde durmak ister.

35. Istikrarli bir hiikiimetin olmasi onun igin1l
onemlidir. Sosyal dizenin korunmasi konusunda
endkelenir.

36. Baskalarina kagi her zaman nazik olmak 1
onun icin 6nemlidir. Bgkalarini hicbir zaman
rahatsiz ve huzursuz etmemeyegall

37. Hayattan zevk almayi gercekten istigi. 1
zaman gecirmek onun igin gok dnemlidir.

38.  Algakgonulla ve kibirsiz olmak onun igin 1

onemlidir. Dikkatleri Uzeringekmemeyecalsiir.
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39. Her zaman Kkararlari veren skiolmak 1 2
ister. Lider olmaktan hganir.

40. Dogaya uyum sgamak ve onla 1 2
kayngmak onun icin 6nemlidir. Insanlarin

dogay! dezistirmemesi gerekgine inanir.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

APPENDIX D

PORTRAIT VALUES QUESTIONNAIRE-PERSON PROFILES

Yeni fikirler bulmak ve yaratici olmak onun i¢cin&mlidir.
Isleri kendine 6zgil, orijinal yollarla yapmaktanstamir.
Onun icin zengin olmak dnemlidir. Cok parasi vealegeyleri
olsun ister.

Dunyada herkesins# muamele gérmesinin 6nemli olgunu
distndr. Hayatta herkesiiefirsatlara sahip olmasi
gerektgine inanir.

Onun icin yeteneklerini gostermek ¢ok 6nemlidirsanlarin
onun yaptiklarina hayran olmasini ister.

Onun i¢in guvenli bir cevrede yamak 6nemlidir. Guvenli

tehlikeye sokabilecek heeyden kacinir.

Hayatta pek ¢ok farkhey yapmanin énemli olgwnu dgtndr.

Her zaman deneyecek yaelyler arar.
Insanlarin kendilerine soylenenleri yapmalari gegaie
inanir.insanlarin her zaman, hattaskalari izlemiyorken bile,

kurallara uymalari gerelgdini distndr.

Kendisinden farkli olan insanlari dinlemek onumi¢nemlidir.

Onlarla ayni fikirde olmaginda bile onlari anlamak ister.
Sahip oldgundan daha fazlasiistememeninénemli
oldugunu ditinur.insanlarin sahip olduklariyla yetinmeleri
gerektgine inanir.

Eglenmek icin her firsati kollar. Zevk vergayleri yapmak
onun i¢in ¢ok dnemlidir.

Yaptigi isler hakkinda kendi kana karar vermek onun igin
Onemlidir. Faaliyetlerini secip planlarken 6zgumaktan
hoglanir.

Cevresindeki insanlara yardim etmek onun icin godndlidir.
Onlarin iyiligi igin ugrasmak ister.

Cok baarili olmak onun igin 6nemlidiinsanlar tizerinde iyi

izlenim birakmaktan hdanir.
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CREATIVITY

WEALTH

EQUALITY

CAPABILITY

FAMILY SECURITY

VARIED LIFE

OBEDIENT

WISDOM

MODERATE

PLEASURE

CHOOSING OWN
GOALS

HELPFULNESS

SUCCESS



14

15.
16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

Ulkesinin giivende olmasi onun igin gok 6nemlidievtin
iceriden ve diaridan gelebilecek tehditlere kauyanik olmasi
gerektgini distndr.

Risk almaktan hganir. Her zaman maceragiede kaar.

Her zaman uygugekilde davranmak onun i¢in énemlidir.

Insanlarin yanidiyecesi seyleri yapmaktan kacinmak ister.

NATIONAL
SECURITY

EXCITING LIFE
PROTECTING
PUBLIC IMAGES

Isin basinda olmak ve bgalarina ne yapacaklarini soylemek AUTHORITY

onun igin énemlidirinsanlarin onun séylediklerini yapmalarini

ister.

Arkadaglarina sadik olmak onun igin dnemlidir. Kendisiniso
yakin olan insanlara adamak ister.

Insanlarin dpay! korumalari gerekgine goniilden inanr.
Cevreye bakip glizeljgrmek onun igin 6nemlidir.

Dini inan¢ onun i¢in dnemlidir. Dininin gereklerigerine
getirmek icin cok caba harcar.

Esyalarin diizenli ve temiz olmasi onun igin dnemlidir
Ortaligin dginik ve kirli olmasindan hi¢ ktanmaz.
Herseyle ilgili olmanin énemli oldgunu diindr. Herseyi
merak etmekten ve anlamaya galaktan helanir.

Dunyadaki bittn insanlarin uyum icindesgemasi gerekgine
inanir. Dunyadaki bittin gruplar arasinda pargiiclenmesi
onun i¢in dnemlidir.

Hirsh olmanin dnemli oldgunu diindr. Ne kadar yetenekli
oldugunu gostermek ister.

Isleri geleneksel yollarla yapmanin en iyisi aidau digtnr.
Ogrendgi gelenek ve gorenekleri devam ettirmek onun igin
onemlidir.

Hayattan zevk almak onun icin dnemlidir. Kendisini
‘simartmaktan’ hglanir.

Bagkalarinin ihtiyaclarina cevap vermek onun igin oheim
Tanidiklarina destek olmaya gall

Ana-babasina ve ylinsanlara her zaman saygi gostermesi
gerektgine inanir. Onun icin itaatkar olmak énemlidir.
Herkese, hatta hi¢ tanimg&dinsanlara bile adil muamele
yapilmasini ister. Toplumdaki zayiflari korumak on¢in
Onemlidir.

Sirprizlerden hganir. Heyecan verici bir gaminin olmasi

onun i¢in dnemlidir.
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LOYALTY

PROTECTING

ENVIRONMENT

DEVOUTNESS

CLEANNESS

CURIOSITY

WORLD AT PEACE

AMBITION

RESPECT FOR
TRADITION

ENJOYING LIFE

TRUE FRIENDSHIP

HONORING

PARENTS&ELDERS
SOCIAL JUSTICE

EXCITING LIFE



31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

Hastalanmaktan kaginmak icin cok ¢caba gosteriiliga
olmak onun igin 6nemlidir.

Hayatta bgararak 6ne gegmek onun icin dnemlidir.
Bagkalarindan daha iyi olmaya ¢ah

Kendisini inciten insanlari gaslamak onun igin énemlidir.
Iclerindeki iyi yanlari gérmeye ve kin giitmemeyeigal
Bagimsiz olmak onun i¢in énemlidir. Kendi ayaklari tinde
durmak ister.

Istikrarli bir hikkiimetin olmasi onun icin 6nemlid8osyal

diizenin korunmasi konusunda egetenir.

HEALTH

DARING

FORGIVINGNESS

INDEPENDENCE

SOCIAL ORDER

Bagkalarina kag1 her zaman nazik olmak onun icin 6nemlidir. POLITENESS

Baskalarini hicbir zaman rahatsiz ve huzursuz etmemeye

caligir.

Hayattan zevk almayi gercekten isigi.zaman gegirmek onun PLEASURE

icin cok énemlidir.

Alcakgonulli ve kibirsiz olmak onun igin 6nemlidDikkatleri
Uzerinegekmemeyecalsir.

Her zaman kararlari vererskblmak ister. Lider olmaktan
hogslanir.

Dgaya uyum sglamak ve onla kayganak onun igin

onemlidir.insanlarin dgayi desistirmemesi gerekgine inanir.
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HUMILITY /
HUMBLE
SOCIAL POWER/
INFLUENTIAL
UNITY WITH
NATURE



