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Background. ! e development of high-quality human capital is an important objective 
that involves value orientations, cultural dimensions and psychological characteristics of 
activity. ! is article presents a cross-cultural comparison of value orientations and psycho-
logical parameters of activity among youth from Russia, Kazakhstan, and Latvia.

Objective. ! e study addressed three questions: (1) Are there values and attitudes 
related to the readiness for activity among youth in the three countries? (2) Are there 
any di" erences between values and parameters of the psychological system of activity in 
the Russian, Kazakhstani and Latvian samples? (3) What values and attitudes predict the 
youth’s readiness for activity in each country?

Design. University students from Russia, Kazakhstan and Latvia were invited to par-
ticipate in the study. ! e study sample was selected according to age, sex and period of 
living in the country. Value orientations, cultural dimensions and attitudes were measured 
by the Values Survey Module, World Values Survey questionnaire, ! e Subjective Evalu-
ation of Basic Values Realisability. Personality Research Form, Quality of Life Enjoyment 
and Satisfaction Questionnaire, Subjective Happiness Scale, Self-Organisation of Activity 
Questionnaire, Di" erential Test of Re# exivity, and  Satisfaction with Life Scale question-
naires were applied to evaluate the psychological parameters of activity. To analyse the 
relationship between value orientations and psychological parameters of activity, we used 
analysis of variance, Pearson’s correlation coe$  cient and stepwise linear regression.

Results. ! e cross-cultural variance was established for most values and cultural di-
mensions in the Russian, Kazakhstani, and Latvian samples, but Personal readiness for 
activity only di" ered on the tendency level between the Kazakhstani and Latvian sam-
ples. Di" erent values and attitudes accounted for near 57% of the Personal readiness for 
activity index in Russia and Latvia, but just less than 29% in Kazakhstan.

Conclusion. ! e activity of university students from Russia depends on their need for 
achievement and level of happiness. In the Kazakhstani and Latvian samples, the most 
important factor was the quality of life enjoyment and satisfaction index.
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Introduction 
Traditionally, the de% nition of social progress and human capital as its part has been 
based on economic terms (a so-called GDP-oriented approach). However, a more 
people-oriented approach has emerged amongst scholars over the last decades. ! ere 
are a growing number of published studies that focus on high-quality human capital. 
! ese aim at exploring social progress index (Porter, 2013), social capital (Kwon, 
He# in & Ruef, 2013; Leyden & Link, 2015), personal potential (Leontiev, 2011), 
professional self-determination (Alimbayeva, Baimukanova, Sabirova, Karipbaev & 
Tamabayeva, 2018) and others. ! us, addressing the issue of youth’s value orienta-
tions, cultural dimensions and psychological characteristics of activity in the context 
of their personal and professional development seems to be relevant to the modern 
world’s challenges. 

Cultural dimensions are supposed to contribute to our better understanding of 
the interplay between personal and environmental aspects when analysing the prob-
lem of high-quality human resource development (Atamanova, Bogomaz & Filip-
pova, 2019). Evidence from the various literature is that one’s beliefs and evaluations 
about diversity do a" ect one’s perceptions and behaviour (Bell, Connerley & Coc-
chiara, 2009; Mor Barak, 2014). Also, a positive approach to diversity leads to better 
outcomes (Homan, van Knippenberg, Van Kleef & De Dreu, 2007, Lauring & Selmer, 
2013). Various measurement models of national culture have been created over the 
рast decades; the development of theoretical models went from identifying a list of 
parameters by which one can compare di" erent cultures to identifying factors of a 
higher level. ! ese factors represent cultural values, “the principles and fundamental 
convictions which act as general guides to behaviour, the standards by which par-
ticular actions are judged to be good or desirable” (Halstead & Taylor, 2000, p. 169). 
In other words, each value guides our behaviour and could regulate our activity and 
readiness for it. ! e most dominant models of cultural dimensions, which gained 
recognition and popularity, are the following: Hofstede’s (1983), Schwartz’ (1994), 
and Inglehart’s (1997) models. 

! e studies conducted highlighted the role of young people’s basic values and 
their subjective evaluation of possibilities to realise these values in their sociocul-
tural environments (Bogomaz, Kozlova & Atamanova, 2015). Bogomaz et al. (2015) 
also showed that the higher a young person’s personal potential, the more possibili-
ties they revealed in their local settings for their personal and professional develop-
ment. Baumann and Winzar (2017) point out that the extent to which values drive 
behaviour is a function of the circumstances in which individuals % nd themselves 
and the relative importance of competing values in particular circumstances. De-
cades of research have shown that the relationship between attitudes and behaviour is 
complicated (Ajzen, 1988; Glasman & Albarracín, 2006), so an intermediary linking 
value and behaviour could be a psychological parameter characterising one’s activity. 
Such a parameter for integrating one’s value orientations, cultural dimensions and 
psychological characteristics of activity could be one’s personal readiness for activ-
ity (Atamanova et al., 2019).  Our studies show that the index of personal readi-
ness for activity depends on the innovativeness index, traditional values, openness 
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to experience, index of motivation, and maintaining: the individual’s adherence to 
the values of survival negatively a" ects the manifestation of personal readiness for 
activity (Buravleva & Bogomaz, 2020). ! us, personal readiness for activity seems to 
be a universal characteristic and it could accompany both innovative and traditional 
activity. Also, personal readiness for activity correlates with emotional intelligence 
(Bogomaz, Boyko & Yashina, 2019).

Accordingly, it is captivating to explore cultural dimensions of countries that 
were recently a single unit. ! e collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991 generated a 
unique situation when 15 countries simultaneously started their pathways to building 
independent national communities (Atamanova et al., 2019). ! e 30 years of post-
Soviet development in these countries were full of political, cultural, and economic 
transformations that brought many changes to the way of life and the population’s 
mentality. Since all the former Soviet Republics removed themselves from the USSR, 
they may have been strongly in# uenced by the in# ux of western culture. ! e e" ect 
of major political changes on the higher education of post-Soviet states and youth’s 
values were explored in studies by Yakavets (2016), Azimbayeva (2017), Fedotova 
(2017), and Mykhailenko, Blayone, Usca, Kvasovskyi & Desyatnyuk (2020). However, 
cultural and psychological di" erences are not particularly well researched because 
these changes are very slow due to the signi% cance of local cultural values. However, 
we believe that enough time has passed since the collapse of the Soviet Union to see 
cultural and psychological di" erences among young people living in various post-
Soviet countries.

Today’s young generation in the former Soviet Union countries is an indicator 
of the social and economic alterations that have occurred since the turbulent turn 
of the century. Youth is known to be the age category most sensitive to change, so it 
represents a major research interest in the context of the future trends of social devel-
opment. A deeper understanding of the cultural context requires a research focus on 
what is going on in the countries. However, youth’s personal and professional devel-
opment intertwines with each country’s high-quality human capital from a long-term 
perspective.

Our research includes youth from three ex-Soviet Union countries with di" er-
ent economic and political pathways to building independent national communities: 
Russia, Kazakhstan, and Latvia. Also noticeable is the geographical di" erences of 
these countries: Kazakhstan is in Asia, Latvia is in Europe, and Russia is in both Asia 
and Europe.

Our objectives were to test hypotheses of cross-cultural di" erences in value ori-
entations and readiness for activity among the Russian, Latvian, and Kazakhstani 
samples made up of university students. ! is would allow a di" erentiated approach 
to discovering the relationship between these individual personality characteristics 
and students’ personal and professional development activities. ! e study addressed 
three questions: (1) Are there values and attitudes related to the readiness for activity 
among youth in the three countries? (2) Are there any di" erences between values and 
parameters of the psychological system of activity in the Russian, Kazakhstani and 
Latvian samples? (3) What values and attitudes predict youth’s readiness for activity 
in each of the countries?
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Methods
We used several existing or specially developed scales to analyse va lue orientations 
and attitudes in these three countries and (2) psychological parameters of activity. 
Value orientations and attitudes included indicators such as traditional values versus 
secular-rational values (T/S-RV), the need for achievement and a$  liation, subjective 
evaluation of possibilities for basic values realisability in the local settings, quality of 
life enjoyment and satisfaction and subjective happiness, and cultural values, namely 
Hofstede’s six dimensions. Psychological parameters of activity include purposeful-
ness, planning, systemic re# ection and satisfaction with life, and the personal readi-
ness for activity index, which is the average of the four parameters mentioned. In 
order to estimate all these psychological characteristics, the study participants were 
asked to % ll out several questionnaires. ! e internal consistency coe$  cients (Cron-
bach’s alpha) for each dimension are presented for all the subsamples to be analysed 
and the total sample, respectively, in Table 1. Cronbach’s alphas ranged from .91 to 
.65; such scores are considered to be acceptable values (Taber, 2018).

1. Va lues Survey Module (VSM 2013) by Hofstede (Hofstede & Minkov, 2013). 
! is consists of 24 items with a 5-point Likert scale response format, ranging from 
“of utmost importance” to “of very little or no importance”. VSM 2013 Hofstede’s six 
dimensions of culture values entailed the independent variable values. ! e depend-
ent variables included the Power distance index (PDI), Individualism index (IDV), 
Masculinity index (MAS), Uncertainty avoidance index (UAI), Long-term orienta-
tion index (LTO), and Indulgence versus restraint index (IVR). A reliability test for 
the VSM 2013 should be based on the country mean scores; however, the number of 
countries is insu$  cient in our case. According to Hofstede and Minkov (2013), the 
reliability of the VSM at the country level is taken for granted, and can indirectly be 
shown through the validity of the scores. To estimate this, we performed correlation 
analysis between value orientations, attitudes and psychological parameters of activ-
ity, which showed a satisfactory level of consistency (Table 3).

2. World Values Survey questionnaire (WVS) by Inglehart (Inglehart & Welzel, 
2005), modi% ed by Khabibulin (2015). ! e scale consists of 13 items with a 7-point 
Likert scale response format, ranging from “totally disagree” to “absolutely agree”. ! e 
scale includes two axes: Traditional values versus Secular-rational values (T/S-RV) 
and Survival values versus Self-expression values (S/S-EV). In our study, we only 
used the T/S-RV dimension since the Cronbach’s alpha values for the S/S-EV scale 
were inadequate for one of the subsamples.

3. ! e Subjective Evaluation of Basic Values Realisability (SEBVR) technique 
developed by Bogomaz (for more details, see Bogomaz. 2014; Atamanova et al., 2019; 
Filenko, Atamanova, Bogomaz, 2020) for examining one’s subjective evaluation of 
possibilities for basic values realisability in the local settings. ! e Subjective Evalu-
ation of Basic Values Realisability technique is a 20-item instrument based on the 
semantic di" erential method originated by Osgood and analogous to the Noetic Ori-
entations Test. ! e task is to evaluate each bipolar set using a 7-point Likert-like 
scale (3-2-1-0-1-2-3). For this study, four Metavalues of professional self-realisation 
(MPrS), Metavalue of public self-realisation (MPuS), Metavalue of vital self-reali-
sation (MVS) and Metavalue of existential self-realisation (MES)) and the SEBVR 
index were used (see Filenko, Atamanova, Bogomaz, 2020). 
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4. ! e Personality Research Form (PRF) developed by Jackson (1984), in Konda-
kov’s modi% cation (1998), is a 6-item questionnaire using a 5-point response scale, 
ranging from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree”. ! is version of the PRF estimates 
two subscales: Need for achievement and Need for a$  liation.

5. A short version of the Quality of Life Enjoyment and Satisfaction Question-
naire (Q-LES-Q) is a self-report instrument by Ritsner and colleagues (2005) in 
Rasskazova’s adaptation (2012). ! e questionnaire consists of 17 items with a 5-point 
response scale from “hardly ever” to “constantly”. ! e Q-LES-Q includes % ve meas-
ures: Physical health, Subjective feelings, Leisure time activities, Social relationships, 
and the Q-LES-Q index.  

6. ! e Subjective Happiness Scale (SHS) was constructed by Lyubomirsky and 
Lepper (1999) and adapted by Leontiev and Osin (2000). It was designed to assess a 
person’s current psychological state. ! e questionnaire is a 4-item measure using a 
5-point response scale from “totally disagree” to “absolutely agree”. However, we used 
only three items according to the recommendation from Leontiev (Osin & Leontiev, 
2020). 

7. ! e Self-Organisation of Activity Questionnaire was developed by Mandriko-
va (2010) to evaluate the maturity of tactical planning and strategic goal-setting skills. 
! e questionnaire was extended from the basis of the Time Structure Questionnaire 
– TSQ. ! e Self-Organization of Activity Questionnaire consists of 25 items. For our 
study, we used only two subscales: Purposefulness (one’s ability to concentrate on a 
goal) and Planning (one’s involvement in tactical planning according to certain prin-
ciples). ! e items were evaluated by a 5-point Likert-like scale ranging from “com-
pletely disagree” to “completely agree”. 

8. ! e Di" erential Test of Re# exivity (DTR) by Leontiev and Osin (2014) is a 30-
item questionnaire using a 4-point response scale, operationalising Leontiev’s 3-com-
ponent model of re# exive processes. According to the model, systemic re# ection (a 
tendency to look at oneself within the context of situations and life in general) is a 
productive form of re# ection conducive to dialogue with the world. We used only 
one subscale modi% ed for our study (7 items) — systemic re# ection. Our study ap-
plied a 5-point Likert-like scale to evaluate the items.

9. ! e Satisfaction with Life Scale (SWLS), developed by Diener, Emmons, Lars-
en and Gri$  n (1985) and adapted by Leontiev and Osin (2008), has a good reliability 
level with satisfaction with life. ! is 5-item scale is assessed according to a 5-point 
scale depending on the agreement-disagreement with the statement.

It should be noted that the Self-Organisation of Activity Questionnaire and Dif-
ferential Test of Re# exivity in a modi% ed version (the 5-point Likert-like scale was 
applied), as described above, as well as the Satisfaction with Life Scale were used to 
evaluate the study participants’ personal readiness for activity index as an integrative 
parameter of the psychological system of activity. ! e personal readiness for activity 
index is the average of the following indicators: Purposefulness, Planning, System-
ic re# ection and Life satisfaction, as mentioned above. ! ese transformations were 
made to develop a research tool adequate to the objective of characterising one’s psy-
chological system of activity via an integrative psychological parameter, namely per-
sonal readiness for activity (Atamanova & Bogomaz, 2018; Atamanova et al., 2019). 
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Table 1
Cronbach’s alpha coe"  cients for study variables 

Study variables Russia  Kazakhstan Latvia Total sample

T/S-RV .67 .65 .67 .68
Need for achievement .68 .65 .63 .66
Need for a$  liation .76 .67 .83 .75
SEBVR index .88 .87 .88 .88
MPrS .77 .65 .68 .73
MPuS .66 .65 .67 .66
MVS .70 .73 .84 .73
MES .80 .75 .72 .78
Q-LES-Q index .88 .91 .88 .89
Physical health .82 .72 .81 .79
Subjective feelings .84 .84 .84 .82
Leisure time activities .75 .68 .68 .67
Social relationships .76 .76 .69 .68
Subjective Happiness .85 .82 .81 .84
Purposefulness .83 .82 .72 .79
Planning .88 .82 .85 .86
Systemic re# ection .78 .79 .69 .77
Satisfaction with life .77 .83 .84 .81
Personal readiness for activity index .84 .88 .78 .86

Note. T/S-RV = Traditional values versus Secular-rational values. SEBVR =  Subjective Evaluation of Basic 
Values Realisability. MPrS = Metavalue of professional self-realization. MPuS = Metavalue of public self-
realization. MVS = Metavalue of vital self-realization. MES = Metavalue of existential self-realization. Q-
LES-Q = Quality of Life Enjoyment and Satisfaction Questionnaire.

Participants 
! e study was conducted from 2018 to 2019. ! e initial sample for establishing the 
cross-cultural variance consisted of 818 people (477 women, 352 men), aged from 18 
to 35 (18.32(2.39) M(SD)). Of these, 550 people participated in the study in  Russia; 
192 in Kazakhstan; 76 in Latvia. ! e groups di" ered signi% cantly in age and sex. 
To compare the indicators, student age and sex were selected from this sample (18–
26 age range).

! e % nal sample (Table 2) for comparing the factor structure invariance in-
cluded 601 people (330 women, 271 men) from Russia (n = 344), Kazakhstan 
(n = 192), and Latvia (n = 65). ! e mean age of respondents was 20.33 ± 2.20 years 
( Russia = 20.18 years; Kazakhstan = 20.44 years; Latvia = 20.85 years) and 54.9% were 
women ( Russia = 57.6%; Kazakhstan = 49.5% ; Latvia = 53.8%). ! e samples did not 
di" er signi% cantly in age (χ2(2) = 7.01, p = 0.06) and sex (χ2 = 2.866, df = 2, p = 0.239). 

All the respondents have lived in their respective country for more than % ve years. 
! e average period of living in their countries was 17.6±4.8 years (Russia = 17.7 years; 
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Kazakhstan = 16.7 years; Latvia = 19.4 years).  In this study, the birth nation does not 
exclude the respondents, as they might have lived there only for a short period or 
perhaps were born when their parents stayed in that particular nation and never lived 
there. ! e study participants were majoring in various subjects, but this aspect was 
not in question in this study.

Table 2
Demographic characteristics of the Russian, Kazakhstani and Latvian samples

Russia (n = 344) Kazakhstan (n = 192) Latvia (n = 65)

Age (Mean(SD) 20.18 (1.66) 20.44 (2.96) 20.85 (2.01)
Sex (M/F) 146/198 96/96 30/35
Period of living in the country 6–24 years 5–23 years 5–26 years

Procedure
! e present study was designed based on a snowball sampling technique. ! e study 
participants were asked to complete a series of questionnaires, their participation in 
the study was voluntary. ! e paper-and-pencil forms were o" ered in Russian. ! e 
university students from Kazakhstan and Latvia who participated in the study could 
understand the Russian language. 

Analysis
! e data collected was then statistically treated applying the IBM SPSS Statistics 23. 
Descriptive analysis and analysis of variance (ANOVA, the F-test criterion), Pearson’s 
correlation coe$  cient and stepwise linear regression were used to compare the sub-
samples. Correlation analysis was performed to determine a signi% cant relationship 
between value orientations and activity dimensions. In addition, analysis of variance 
was done to check if there are any signi% cant di" erences between the three countries 
among value orientations and activity dimensions. Finally, regression analysis was 
performed for the personal readiness for activity index in the countries under study, 
and the six dependent variables: Traditional values versus Secular-rational values, 
Need for achievement, Need for a$  liation, the SEBVR index, the Q-LES-Q index, 
Subjective happiness, as well as the respondents’ period of living in their countries.  
Regression analysis was carried out separately for each subsample under the study. 
! e idea was that psychological variables involved in the study could fully character-
ise young people’s psychological system of activity, when viewed as predictors of their 
personal readiness for activity index.

Results
We conducted descriptive statistics (mean and standard deviation) and correlation 
analysis between value orientations and Personal readiness for activity index for the 
total sample (n = 601). ! e results show that out of 13 value orientations, 9 are sig-
ni% cantly related to Personal readiness for activity index (see Table 3). In general, 



! e Relationship Between Value Orientations and Personal Readiness…  125

Ta
bl

e 3
M

ea
ns

 (M
), 

St
an

da
rd

 D
ev

ia
tio

ns
 (S

D)
, a

nd
 C

or
re

la
tio

ns

Va
lu

es
M

(S
D

)
1

2
3

4
5

6
7

9
10

11
12

13

PD
I

50
.0

(1
8.

18
)

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

ID
V

52
.2

(1
3.

62
)

–.
06

7
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

M
AS

42
.4

(1
6.

04
)

.1
81

**
–.

16
4**

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

UA
I

47
.4

(1
6.

91
)

.1
57

**
.0

14
.0

71
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

LT
O

57
.9

(1
5.

64
)

.1
20

*
–.

21
7**

.0
72

.0
63

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

IV
R

60
.2

(1
3.

09
)

–.
11

1*
.1

84
**

–.
12

6*
–.

21
3**

–.
09

8
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

T/
S-

RV
4.

3(
0.

98
)

.0
89

–.
21

5**
–.

03
5

–.
03

5
.3

07
**

–.
01

7
 

 
 

 
 

 

N
ee

d 
fo

r 
ac

hi
ev

em
en

t
4(

0.
67

)
.0

31
–.

01
9

.0
20

–.
05

4
.1

31
*

.0
68

.2
10

**
 

 
 

 
 

N
ee

d 
fo

r 
a$ 

 li
at

io
n

4(
0.

81
)

.0
49

–.
02

2
–.

04
2

–.
04

2
.0

58
.0

69
.2

95
**

.4
31

**
 

 
 

 

SE
BV

R 
in

de
x

5.
5(

1.
05

)
.0

54
–.

10
6*

–.
02

1
–.

01
6

.1
92

**
–.

00
9

.2
38

**
.2

20
**

.2
07

**
 

 
 

Q
-L

ES
-Q

 in
de

x
15

.6
(3

.3
0)

–.
02

4
.0

09
.0

17
–.

20
6**

.0
62

.0
80

.2
07

**
.2

31
**

.3
03

**
.3

14
**

 
 

Su
bj

ec
tiv

e 
ha

pp
in

es
s

10
.8

(2
.7

1)
–.

03
6

–.
07

8
–.

08
7

–.
28

1**
.0

76
.1

64
**

.3
31

**
.2

31
**

.2
41

**
.2

81
**

.4
39

**
 

 Pe
rs

on
al 

re
ad

in
es

s 
fo

r a
ct

iv
ity

 in
de

x
3.

6(
0.

53
)

–.
00

2
–.

00
6

–.
09

8
–.

11
6*

.1
26

*
.1

61
**

.3
71

**
.3

82
**

.4
03

**
.2

04
**

.2
87

**
.4

04
**

No
te.

 P
DI

 =
 Po

we
r d

ist
an

ce
 in

de
x. 

ID
V 

= 
In

di
vi

du
al

ism
 in

de
x. 

M
AS

 =
 M

as
cu

lin
ity

 in
de

x. 
UA

I =
 U

nc
er

ta
in

ty
 a

vo
id

an
ce

 in
de

x. 
LT

O 
= 

Lo
ng

-te
rm

 o
rie

nt
at

io
n 

in
de

x. 
IV

R 
= 

In
du

lge
nc

e v
er

su
s r

es
tra

in
t i

nd
ex

.  T
/S

-R
V 

= 
Tr

ad
iti

on
al

 va
lu

es
 ve

rsu
s S

ec
ul

ar
-ra

tio
na

l v
al

ue
s. 

* —
 p

 <
 .0

1; 
**

 —
 p

 <
 .0

01
. 



126  E. I. Perikova, I. V. Atamanova, S. A. Bogomaz et al.

Ta
bl

e 4
An

al
ys

is 
of

 m
ea

ns
 (M

), 
sta

nd
ar

d 
de

vi
at

io
ns

 (S
D)

 an
d 

va
ria

nc
e a

cr
os

s c
ou

nt
rie

s

Va
lu

es
Ru

ss
ia

M
(S

D
)

Ka
za

kh
sta

n
M

(S
D

) 
La

tv
ia

M
(S

D
)

AN
O

VA

M
ai

n 
e#

 e
ct

 F
; 

p 
va

lu
e

Bo
nf

er
ro

ni
 p

os
t h

oc

Ru
ss

ia
 V

S 
Ka

za
kh

sta
n

Ru
ss

ia
 V

S 
La

tv
ia

Ka
za

kh
sta

n 
VS

 L
at

vi
a

PD
I

50
.4

1(
18

.1
2)

48
.6

7(
18

.4
2)

52
.0

3(
17

.8
3)

.8
55

.4
26

.8
34

1.
00

0
.8

13
ID

V
53

.5
7(

13
.7

)
49

.7
4(

13
.1

6)
 

51
.9

8(
13

.7
5)

4.
67

4
.0

10
.0

07
1.

00
0

.7
11

M
AS

43
.3

7(
17

.0
7)

41
.7

1(
14

.5
1)

44
.2

0(
14

.7
2)

.9
07

.4
04

.6
32

1.
00

0
1.

00
0

UA
I

47
.9

2(
17

.1
7)

44
.7

7(
15

.5
1)

52
.0

0(
18

.4
1)

5.
64

8
.0

04
.0

96
.1

38
.0

04

LT
O

56
.1

4(
15

.8
4)

62
.2

2(
13

.7
5)

54
.0

6(
17

.2
3)

 
11

.5
86

.0
00

0.
00

0
1.

00
0

.0
01

IV
R

60
.5

0(
13

.7
3

59
.3

5(
12

.0
8)

60
.9

2(
12

.5
5)

.4
79

.6
20

1.
00

0
1.

00
0

1.
00

0

 T/
S-

RV
4.

07
(0

.8
6)

4.
72

(1
.0

3)
4.

02
(0

.8
3)

40
.4

73
.0

00
0.

00
0

1.
00

0
0.

00
0

N
ee

d 
fo

r a
ch

iev
em

en
t

4.
00

(0
.6

6)
4.

14
(0

.6
4)

3.
88

(0
.6

3)
6.

45
2

.0
02

.0
11

.5
24

.0
06

N
ee

d 
fo

r a
$  

lia
tio

n
4.

02
(0

.8
2)

4.
10

(0
.7

6)
3.

74
(0

.8
9)

4.
86

3
.0

08
1.

00
0

.0
18

.0
07

SE
BV

R 
in

de
x

5.
29

(1
.1

5)
5.

88
(0

.7
9)

5.
87

(0
.7

9)
23

.0
50

.0
00

.0
00

.0
04

1.
00

0

M
Pr

S
5.

47
(1

.3
6)

5.
95

(1
.0

0)
5.

97
(1

.3
4)

14
.4

14
.0

00
.0

00
.0

00
.7

61

M
Pu

S
4.

64
(1

.2
6)

5.
28

(1
.0

8)
5.

05
(1

.3
4)

20
.8

12
.0

00
.0

00
.0

02
1.

00
0

M
VS

5.
77

(1
.2

8)
6.

21
(1

.0
6)

6.
09

(1
.5

3)
10

.4
02

.0
00

.0
00

.0
08

1.
00

0

M
ES

5.
35

(1
.3

6)
5.

60
(0

.7
9)

5.
71

(1
.4

2)
19

.2
91

.0
00

.0
00

.0
06

1.
00

0



! e Relationship Between Value Orientations and Personal Readiness…  127

Va
lu

es
Ru

ss
ia

M
(S

D
)

Ka
za

kh
sta

n
M

(S
D

) 
La

tv
ia

M
(S

D
)

AN
O

VA

M
ai

n 
e#

 e
ct

 F
; 

p 
va

lu
e

Bo
nf

er
ro

ni
 p

os
t h

oc

Ru
ss

ia
 V

S 
Ka

za
kh

sta
n

Ru
ss

ia
 V

S 
La

tv
ia

Ka
za

kh
sta

n 
VS

 L
at

vi
a

Q
-L

ES
-Q

 in
de

x
15

.1
9(

4.
0)

16
.4

3(
2.

24
)

15
.4

3(
2.

35
)

18
.6

01
.0

00
.0

00
.0

20
.0

00

Ph
ys

ica
l h

ea
lth

13
.1

8(
3.

62
)

14
.7

0(
2.

84
)

13
.2

5(
3.

81
)

17
.5

20
.0

00
.0

00
1.

00
0

.0
00

Su
bj

ec
tiv

e f
ee

lin
gs

19
.2

4(
3.

76
)

20
.4

7(
3.

56
)

19
.0

3(
4.

05
)

11
.8

72
.0

00
.0

00
1.

00
0

.0
02

Le
isu

re
 ti

m
e a

ct
iv

iti
es

10
.6

6(
2.

40
)

11
.1

3(
2.

03
)

10
.6

0(
2.

25
)

4.
54

2
.0

11
.0

14
1.

00
0

.1
15

So
cia

l r
ela

tio
ns

hi
ps

19
.1

3(
3.

76
)

19
.4

0(
3.

40
)

18
.8

6(
3.

37
)

1.
17

7
.3

09
.6

51
1.

00
0

.5
54

Su
bj

ec
tiv

e h
ap

pi
ne

ss
10

.4
0(

2.
67

)
11

.6
7(

2.
63

)
9.

98
(2

.5
1)

17
.8

97
.0

00
.0

00
.4

84
.0

00

Pu
rp

os
ef

ul
ne

ss
3.

91
(0

.7
2)

4.
11

(0
.6

4)
4.

01
(0

.6
1)

.5
5

.5
77

0.
01

2
0.

88
2

1.
00

0

Pl
an

ni
ng

3.
31

(0
.9

6)
3.

37
(0

.8
7)

3.
27

(0
.9

2)
.3

7
.6

88
1.

00
0

1.
00

0
1.

00
0

Sy
ste

m
ic 

re
# e

ct
io

n
3.

95
(0

.6
0)

3.
89

(0
.5

6)
3.

89
(0

.4
8)

.5
5

.5
77

0.
98

6
1.

00
0

1.
00

0

Sa
tis

fa
ct

io
n 

wi
th

 li
fe

3.
27

(0
.7

4)
3.

48
(0

.7
9)

2.
97

(0
.8

0)
11

.3
9

.0
00

0.
01

6
0.

01
8

0.
00

0

Pe
rs

on
al 

 re
ad

in
es

s f
or

 
ac

tiv
ity

 in
de

x
3.

63
(0

.5
3)

3.
71

(0
.5

3)
3.

53
(0

.4
8)

3.
03

9
.0

49
.3

86
.3

86
.0

52

No
te.

 P
DI

 =
 Po

we
r d

ist
an

ce
 in

de
x. 

ID
V 

= 
In

di
vi

du
al

ism
 in

de
x. 

M
AS

 =
 M

as
cu

lin
ity

 in
de

x. 
UA

I =
 U

nc
er

ta
in

ty
 a

vo
id

an
ce

 in
de

x. 
LT

O 
= 

 Lo
ng

-te
rm

 o
rie

nt
at

io
n 

in
de

x. 
IV

R 
= 

In
du

lge
nc

e v
er

su
s r

es
tra

in
t i

nd
ex

. T
/S

-R
V 

= 
Tr

ad
iti

on
al

 v
al

ue
s v

er
su

s S
ec

ul
ar

-ra
tio

na
l v

al
ue

s. 
 SE

BV
R 

= 
 S

ub
jec

tiv
e E

va
lu

at
io

n 
of

 B
as

ic 
Va

lu
es

 R
ea

lis
ab

ili
ty.

 
M

Pr
S =

 M
eta

va
lu

e o
f p

ro
fes

sio
na

l s
elf

-re
al

isa
tio

n.
 M

Pu
S =

 M
eta

va
lu

e o
f p

ub
lic

 se
lf-

re
al

isa
tio

n.
 M

VS
 =

 M
eta

va
lu

e o
f v

ita
l s

elf
-re

al
isa

tio
n.

 M
ES

 =
 M

eta
va

lu
e o

f e
xi

s-
ten

tia
l s

elf
-re

al
isa

tio
n.

 Q
-L

ES
-Q

 =
 Q

ua
lit

y o
f L

ife
 E

nj
oy

m
en

t a
nd

 Sa
tis

fa
cti

on
 Q

ue
sti

on
na

ire
.

Ta
bl

e 4
 (c

on
tin

ue
d)



128  E. I. Perikova, I. V. Atamanova, S. A. Bogomaz et al.

our % ndings focus on the relationship between Personal readiness for activity index 
and Uncertainty avoidance index, Long-term orientation index, Indulgence versus 
restraint index, Traditional values versus Secular-rational values, Need for achieve-
ment, Need for a$  liation, SEBVR index, Q-LES-Q index, and Subjective happiness. 
Power distance index, Individualism index, and Masculinity index were not found to 
be related to Personal readiness for activity index. However, this relationship could 
be di" erent in countries yet to be analysed, and more detailed results could be seen 
in regression analysis.

Table 4 shows the means, standard deviations, and range for all the variables used 
in the analysis, grouped across Russia, Kazakhstan, and Latvia. For example, in cul-
tural dimensions, the Individualism index score of Russia is signi% cantly higher than 
that of Kazakhstan (p = 0.007). While considering the Uncertainty avoidance score of 
Kazakhstan, it is found to be signi% cantly lower than that of Latvia (p = 0.004). More-
over, the contrast pattern can be seen in Russia (p = 0.00001) and Latvia (p = 0.001), 
and both have a lower Long-term orientation index than Kazakhstan. 

! e Traditional values versus Secular-rational values indicator is signi% cant-
ly higher in the case of Kazakhstan compared to Latvia (p = 0.000001) and Russia 
(p = 0.000000000001). Kazakhstan also has a higher Need for achievement dimen-
sion than both Russia (p = 0.011) and Latvia (p = 0.006). However, Latvian youth 
had a signi% cantly lower Need for a$  liation dimension than youth in Kazakhstan 
(p = 0.007) and Russia (p = 0.018). All basic metavalues, such as Metavalue of profes-
sional  selfrealisation, Metavalue of public self-realisation, Metavalue of vital self-re-
alisation and Metavalue of existential self-realisation, are signi% cantly lower in Rus-
sia than in Latvia (p = 0.004 for the SEBVR index) and Kazakhstan (p = 0.00004 for 
the SEBVR index). ! e quality of life enjoyment and satisfaction index in Russia is 
 signi% cantly lower than in Kazakhstan (p = 0.00006) and Latvia (p = 0.02) and signi% -
cantly higher in Kazakhstan than in both Russia and Latvia (p = 0.0001).

! e parameters of the psychological system of activity show that Purposefulness 
is signi% cantly lower in Russia than in Kazakhstan (p = 0.012). Satisfaction with life in 
Latvia is signi% cantly lower than in Kazakhstan (p = 0.00001) and Russia (p = 0.018) 
and signi% cantly higher in Kazakhstan than in both Russia and Latvia (p = 0.016). 
! e score of the Personal readiness for activity index is higher for youth from Ka-
zakhstan compared to Latvia on a tendency level (p = 0.052). 

Stepwise linear regression was conducted to identify which value orientations 
could be signi% cant predictors of Personal readiness for activity index in each coun-
try. ! e Russian sample collinearity tests con% rmed the independence of predic-
tor variables (the tolerance range = 0.80 to 0.96, the VIF range = 1.0 to 1.2), and the 
assumption of independent errors of residuals was met (the Durbin-Watson value 
was 1.94) in all four models. ! e Kazakhstani sample collinearity tests con% rmed 
the independence of predictor variables (the tolerance range = 0.78 to 0.93, the VIF 
range = 1.28 to 1.1), and the assumption of independent errors of residuals was met 
(the Durbin-Watson value was 2.08) in all four models. ! e Latvian sample collinear-
ity tests con% rmed the independence of predictor variables (the tolerance range = 0.90 
to 0.95, the VIF range = 1.05 to 1.5), and the assumption of independent errors of re-
siduals was met (the Durbin-Watson value was 2.39) in all two models.
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Table 5
Cross-cultural stepwise multiple-regression analyses between the Personal readiness for activity 
index as a dependent variable and values and attitudes 

Model Predictor variable b SE Beta p Adjusted R2 (p)

Russian sample
Model I Need for achievement .371 .039 .465 .000 .214 (<.000)

Constant 2.144 .157   .000

Model II Need for achievement .307 .036 .385 .000 .344 (<.000)
Subjective happiness .075 .009 .371 .000
Constant 1.615 .157 .000

 Model III Need for achievement .299 .035 .374 .000 .379 (<.000)
Subjective happiness .061 .010 .302 .000
T/S-RV .118 .029 .190 .000
Constant 1.315 .170

Model IV Need for achievement .267 .037 .334 .000 .391(<.011)
Subjective happiness .060 .010 .294 .000
T/S-RV .101 .029 .163 .001
Need for a$  liation .080 .031 .123 .011
Constant 1.209 .174 .000

Kazakhstani sample
Model I Need for a$  liation .293 .047 .411 .000 .165 (<.000)

Constant 2.508 .197   .000

Model II Need for a$  liation .239 .047 .335 .000 .233 (<.000)
T/S-RV .144 .034 .278 .000
Constant 2.041 .219   .000

 Model III Need for a$  liation .167 .050 .234 .001 .285 (.000)
T/S-RV .130 .033 .252 .000
Q-LES-Q index .231 .062 .256 .000
Constant 1.542 .250   .000

Latvian sample 
Model I Q-LES-Q index .602 .093 .638 .000 .398(<.000)

Constant 1.490 .317  .000

Model II Q-LES-Q index .514 .081 .546 .000 .565(<.000)
Need for a$  liation .223 .045 .425 .004
Constant .953 .290 .000

Note. T/S-RV =  Traditional values versus Secular-rational values. Q-LES-Q = Quality of Life Enjoyment 
and Satisfaction Questionnaire.
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Table 5 demonstrates the overall signi% cance of value orientations and attitudes 
in Personal readiness for activity across cultures. ! e need for a$  liation is just one 
signi% cant predictor of Personal readiness for activity index for all samples. ! e 
Russian sample regression model (F(1, 315) = 53.05, p < 0.000, R2 = 0.391, R2 Ad-
justed = 0.383) showed that Need for achievement, Subjective happiness, Tradi-
tional values versus Secular-rational values and Need for a$  liation were signi% -
cant predictors of Personal readiness for activity index, accounting for 38% of the 
variance.  Similarly, the Kazakhstani sample regression model also showed that 
Traditional values versus Secular-rational values (T/S-RV), Need for a$  liation 
and, in addition, the Quality of Life Enjoyment and Satisfaction index (Q-LES-Q 
index) accounted for 29% of the variance in mean scores for Personal readiness 
for activity index (F(1, 184) = 25,70, p < 0.000, R2 = 0.294, R2 Adjusted = 0.285). 
! e Latvian sample regression model showed that the Quality of Life Enjoyment 
and Satisfaction index (Q-LES-Q index), Need for a$  liation accounted for 57% of 
variance in the indicators concerned (F(1, 60) = 41,32, p < 0.000, R2 = 0.579, R2 Ad-
justed = 0.565).

Discussion
Cross-cultural comparison of university student samples showed that most di" er-
ences in the countries in question were between Kazakhstan vs Latvia and Russia 
in both value orientations and attitudes and Personal readiness for activity index. 
! e youth from Kazakhstan di" ers signi% cantly in the Long-term orientation index 
(the highest score) and Uncertainty avoidance index (the lowest score) compared to 
the youth from Russia and Latvia. In other words, Kazakhstan youth follow strict 
behavioural codes, rules, and laws, whereas Russian and Latvian youth face fewer 
regulations and reveal more acceptance of di" erent opinions. Kazakhstan youth, to 
a larger extent, have the present- and past-looking attribute, whereas Russian and 
Latvian youth demonstrate more the forward-looking attribute. Our data suggests 
a long-term orientation of Kazakhstan youth, which is consistent with the results of 
Minkov et al. (2018). Our study found signi% cant di" erences in the Individualism 
versus collectivism dimensions between Kazakhstan and Russian youth. Russian 
youth have looser ties and emphasise self-interest and ‘I’ consciousness, whereas 
Kazakhstan youth, to a greater extent, have strong social bonding and emphasise 
group harmony and ‘We’ consciousness. ! e results obtained were compared with 
the ones previously argued that Kazakhstan shared many attributes common to col-
lective cultures (Karibayeva & Kunanbayeva, 2016, Latova, 2016). ! is demonstrates 
the di" erences between collectivistic societies, where cognitive consistency is less 
important and conforming to situational pressures is more important than in indi-
vidualistic societies (Suh, 2002; Triandis, 2001). Our conclusion contradicts Temir-
bekova, Latovb, Latovac & Temirbekovd (2014) who studied 626 students from 
Russia, Kyrgyzstan, Kazakhstan and Ukraine. ! e authors revealed that Russian stu-
dents had the highest power distance, and Kazakhstan students stand out as more 
individualistic than other countries. Di" erences can be associated with both the 
characteristics of the sample and the timing of the study. Russian-speaking young 
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people majoring in di" erent % elds took part in our study. In the study from Temir-
bekova et al. (2014), the study participants majored in business administration. Last 
but not least, more than % ve years passed between these two studies, which could 
a" ect value orientations.

Kazakhstan youth also di" er signi% cantly from Russian and Latvian youth in the 
Traditional vs Secular-rational values indicator that depicts a continuum where the 
traditional side is associated with the importance of existential security, traditional 
family ties, and the strong presence of religion and hierarchy. Residents from Latvia 
more o) en choose secular-rational values, and residents of Kazakhstan, traditional 
values, Russian people occupy an intermediate position between them within the 
Traditional values versus Secular-rational values continuum.

Furthermore, the di" erences between Kazakhstan vs Latvia and Russia connect-
ed with personal well-being, such as the quality of life enjoyment and satisfaction 
scales (the total index and the physical health, subjective feelings, and leisure time 
activities scales), subjective happiness and satisfaction with life. ! is highlights the 
importance of collectivist and traditional values and feelings of happiness and well-
being among the youth of Kazakhstan.

In addition, higher scores in purposefulness and personal readiness for activity 
index in youth from Kazakhstan may also connect with their adherence to traditional 
values compared to those in Russian and Latvian youth. Such value orientations may 
result in a desire to follow a certain algorithm to achieve one’s purposes.

! e study participants from Russia and Latvia have more pronounced individu-
alism dimensions and secular-rational values, but these samples may di" er in their 
motivation. Russian youth seem to be more focused on personal achievements and 
social support, and they appreciate putting in hard work to achieve goals and the 
attention of others. Latvian youth showed a higher subjective evaluation of possibili-
ties for realising their basic values in their local settings in the case of Metavalue of 
professional self-realisation and Metavalue of existential self-realisation. ! is may 
signal their greater desire to rely on themselves and a more realistic view of their op-
portunities.

In general, our data reports on the reasonable links between the Personal readi-
ness for activity index and cultural dimensions, value orientations and psychological 
indicators, such as Uncertainty avoidance index, Long-term orientation index, Indul-
gence versus restraint index, Traditional values versus Secular-rational values, Need 
for achievement, Need for a$  liation, SEBVR index, Q-LES-Q index, and Subjective 
happiness. ! is could mean that active young people feel happier and more satis% ed 
than passive people. A predisposition to secular-rational values, a desire for a$  liation 
and achievement, a long-term perspective, hardiness and mindfulness characterises 
them. ! e mechanisms underlying the relationship between well-being dimensions 
and personality ones in the context of one’s readiness for activity involve psychologi-
cal factors. One possible explanation is that happy and successful individuals have 
more freedom to determine their own life pathways and make choices (Diener, Die-
ner & Diener, 1995). Attribution of success in life to one’s own actions may also con-
tribute to higher levels of well-being (Diener et al., 1995). ! is is partially consistent 
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with our results; Kazakhstan youth have a more pronounced feeling of happiness and 
well-being and a higher degree of personal readiness for activity.

We tried to answer the question of what cultural dimensions, value orientations 
and psychological characteristics could be predictors of personal readiness for activ-
ity in Russian, Latvian, and Kazakhstan youth. ! ere was only one dimension: the 
need for a$  liation was common across all countries as a predictor of young people’s 
personal readiness for activity. However, in all samples, the need for a$  liation de-
scribed a small part of the variance in the mean scores for the Personal readiness for 
activity index. Personal readiness for activity in Russian students depends on their 
desire for achievement and level of happiness. In the Kazakhstani and Latvian sam-
ples, the most important input was provided by the Quality-of-Life Enjoyment and 
Satisfaction index. ! e Russian sample di" ered more from the samples of Kazakh-
stan and Latvia, which have more similarities.

Conclusion
1. Cultural dimensions, traditional versus secular-rational values, need for achieve-

ment and affiliation, feelings of happiness and well-being have medium and high 
correlations with personal readiness for activity.

2. Cross-cultural variance was established for most values and cultural dimensions 
in the Russian, Kazakhstani, and Latvian samples. The cross-cultural similarity 
was established in the psychological system of activity for the three countries; 
personal readiness for activity was different on a tendency level.

3. Need for affiliation is common in all countries as a predictor of young people’s 
personal readiness for activity, but it describes a small part of the variance. The 
Russian university students’ personal readiness for activity depends on their need 
for achievement and level of happiness. In the Kazakhstani and Latvian samples, 
the most important input was provided by the Quality-of-Life Enjoyment and 
Satisfaction index.
To sum up the study outcomes, it should be noted that the study focus was on 

examining the relationships between value orientations, attitudes and the psycho-
logical system of activity in young people in post-Soviet countries. To reveal cross-
cultural di" erences, if any, in psychological variables in question and relationships 
between them, three samples of youth (Russia, Kazakhstan and Latvia) who do not 
di" er in age or gender were involved in the study concerning the period they had 
lived in the countries. Our research continues the tradition of cross-cultural studies 
investigating cultural diversity in the post-Soviet space (Minkov et al., 2018; Becker 
et al., 2018) and expands the research by considering youth as a platform represent-
ing social progress, human capital and socio-economic and political development 
(Lebedeva & Tatarko, 2019; Atamanova et al., 2019). We have found that value ori-
entations a" ect personal readiness for activity. However, there are more di" erences 
in these relationships than similarities between youth from Russia, Kazakhstan and 
Latvia. It is important to consider the cross-cultural value di" erences in the context 
of youth’s personal and professional development.
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Limitations
One of the limitations of this study is that all the participants were Russian-speaking 
young people. Di" erences probably exist in value orientations and parameters of 
the psychological system of activity among Kazakhstan and Latvian youth who do 
not speak the Russian language. ! e second limitation concerns the generalisabil-
ity of the % ndings because of the study design (a snowball sampling technique was 
applied). In order to achieve more robust results in cross-cultural research, the se-
lected samples should include participants from a wider range of social and regional 
groups.
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