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THE TOLERANCE ISSUE AMONG
KAZAKHSTANI STUDENTS

The research is devoted to the study of tolerance issue among Kazakhstani students. The Republic
of Kazakhstan is a polyethnic state that proclaims plurality and diversity and in this case study of toler-
ance is highly important. The aim of the research is to analyze and identify the existing level of tolerance
within Kazakhstani student community. The research participants (N=115) are students of 1-4 year of
study of one Kazakhstani university. In order to reach the aim of the research, this study applies “Index
of tolerance” and “Types of ethnical identity” questionnaires. Results differ from year of study and show
that vast majority of research participants posses the medium level of tolerance. It was found out that
students of third and fourth years are more tolerant than fresh joiners. It might be the influence of the
university environment and positive impact from the faculty and staff. However, some of the participants
express highly intolerant attitude that set the foundation for the further research of tolerance issue among
students in Kazakhstan.
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KaszakcTaH cTyAeHTTepi apacbiHAAFbl TOAEPAHTTbIK, MACeAeCi

Makana Ka3akCTaHAbIK CTYAEHTTEPAiH TOAEPAHTTbIAbIK, MOCEAECIH 3epTTeyre apHaAFaH. KasakcTaH
Pecnybamkacbl — MAIOPAaAM3M MEH BPTYPAIAIKTI >KapUSIAAMTbIH KOMYATTbl MEMAEKET, COHAbIKTaH
OYA >KaFAaMAa TOAEPAHTTbIAbIKTbI 3€pTTey 6Te MaHbI3Abl. 3epTTeyAiH MakcaTbl — Kas3akKCTaHAbIK,
CTYAEHTTEP KAybIMAACTbIFbIHAAFbl TOAEPAHTTIAbIKTbIH, KQAbINTACKaH AEHIeMiH TaAAdy XKOHEe aHbIKTay.
3eptreyre kartbicylibiAap (N = 115) — KasakCTaHABIK, >KOFapbl OKY OpbIHAAPbIHbIH, OipiHiH 1-4 Kypc
cTyaeHTTepi. KasakCTaHAbIK, CTYAEHTTEePAIH TOAEPAHTTbIAbIK, AEHreMiH AMArHOCTMKaAay yuliH 6i3
TOAEPAHTTbIAbIK, MHAEKCIHIH cayaAHamacbiH Y. CoapaToBa »KoHe «IDTHUKAAbIK, COMKECTIKTIH TYpPAEpi»
I.Y. CoapatoBa >xeHe C.B. PbikoBa. 3epTrey 6apbiCbiHAQ 8P TYPAi OKY KYPCbIHbIH, CTYAEHTTepi
apacblHAAFbl TOAEPAHTTBIAbIK, AEHreMiHiH ablpMalLbIAbIKTAPbl aHbIKTAAAbI. YLWiHWI >X8He TepTiHLI
KYpPC CTyAeHTTepi 6GipiHWi >koHe eKiHWi KypC CTyAeHTTepiHe KapaFaHAa TO3IMAIAIKTIH >KOFapbl
AEHreniH kepceTTi. MyMKiH, 6YA YHMBEPCUTETTIK OpTaHblH, (MaKpOOPTaHbIH) 8CepiHeH GOAYbI MYMKIiH:
CTYAEHTTEP MEH OKbITYILbIAAP Kypambl. JKaAmbl, 3epTTeyre KaTblCyLbIAAPAbIH 6acbiM  KOMLIiAiri
TO3IMAIAIKTIH opTalla AeHreriH KepceTTi. Ipiktemeae 6ackasapra AereH eTe LibIAAMCbI3 KaTbIHACTbI
GiAAIpETiH Kenbip CTYAEHTTEP aHbIKTaAAbl. MyHAQM MiHE3-KYABIKTbIH €PeKLIeAIKTepi Ka3akCTaHAbIK,
>KacTapAblH TOAEPAHTTbIAbIFbIH OAAH 8Pi 3epTTey YiliH Heri3 60Aa araAbl. Ker 3THOCTbIK, KOFaMAaFbl
Ka3aKCTaHAbIK, CTYAEHTTEPAIH TOAEPAHTTbIAbIFbIH OAQH 8Pi 3epTTey CTYAEHTTEPAIH TOAEPAHTTbIAbIFbIH
KAABINTACTBIPYAbI TEPEH TaAAQYAbl XKaHe BoAallak, yprakTapAarbl TOAEPAHTTbIABIK, MHAMKATOPAAPbIH
>KaKCapTy YLWIiH CEHIMAI KaAQMAAPAb! KQXKET eTeAl.

TyiiH ce3Aep: TOAEPaHTTbIAbIK, CTYAEHTTEP KAybIMAACTbIFbl, 3THUKAAbIK TOAEPAHTTbIAbIK,
MOAMSTHMKAABIK, KOFaM.
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Mpo6AeMa TOAEPAaHTHOCTU CPeAU Ka3aXCTaHCKUX CTYAEHTOB

Mccaepa0oBaHME MOCBALWEHO M3YYEHMIO MPOOAEMbI TOAEPAHTHOCTM Ka3axXxCTAHCKMX CTYAEHTOB.
Pecnybavka KasaxcrtaH — TOAMITHUYECKOE [OCYAQPCTBO, TPOBO3rAALLAIOILEE [MAIOPAAM3M U
pasHoobpasue, U B 3TOM CAy4Yae M3yyeHUEe TOAEPAHTHOCTM OYeHb BaXkHO. LleAblo mMccaepoBaHUS
SBASIETCS @HAaAM3 U BbISIBAEHME CYLLLECTBYIOLLErO YPOBHS TOAEPAHTHOCTU B Ka3aXCTAaHCKOM CTYAEHUYECKOM
coobuectse. YuacTHukn nccaepaoBanns (N = 115) — CTyAeHTbl 1-4 KypCOB OAHOTO M3 Ka3axCTaHCKMX
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BY30B. AAS AMArHOCTMKM YPOBHSI TOAEPAHTHOCTM Ka3aXCTaHCKMX CTY AEHTOB ObIAM MCMOAb30BaHbl AHKETbI
«MHaekc ToaepaHTHOCTU» Y. CoapaToBOM U «Tunbl 3THUYECKON naeHTMYHOCTU» Y. CoapaToBOM
n C.B. PbixkoBon. B pesyabrare nccaepoBaHmst GbiAM BbISIBAEHbI Pa3AMuMsl B YPOBHE TOAEPAHTHOCTM
Yy CTYAEHTOB pasHbiX KypcoB obyueHusi. CTYAEHTbl TPETHEro M YETBEPTOro KypcoB rnokasaau 6oaee
BbICOKMI1 YPOBEHb TOAEPAHTHOCTM, HEXEeAU CTYAEHTbl MepBbIX M BTOPbIX KypcoB. Bo3moxxHO, 3To
CBSI3aHO C BAMSIHMEM YHMBEPCUTETCKOM CpeAbl (MAaKpOCPeAbI): CTYAEHUECKOro W NpenoAaBaTeAbCKOro
KOAAEKTMBA. B LeAOM noaaBasioulee GOAbLUMHCTBO YYAaCTHUMKOB WCCAEAOBAHMSI MOKA3aAM CPEAHMIA
YPOBEHb TOAEPAHTHOCTU. B BbIGOpKE OblAM BbISIBAEHbI YaCTb CTYAEHTOB, KOTOPbIE BbIpAXKalOT KpainHe
HeTeprn1moe OTHOLLEHME K APYTMM CTYAEHTaM. AHaAM3 NMPUUYKMH TaKoro HeTEPINMMOTO MOBEAEHUS MOXKET
ObITb OCHOBOWM AAS AQAbHEMLLEr0 MCCAEAOBAHMS TOAEPAHTHOCTM CPEAM Ka3aXCTAHCKON MOAOAEXKMU.
KAtoueBble CAOBa: TOAEPAHTHOCTb, CTYAEHUYECKOe COOOWECTBO, 3THMYECKas TOAEPaHTHOCTb,

MOAM3THMYECKOe 06LWecTBo.

Introduction

One of the most important competencies of an
individual in modern society is tolerance — a concept
that means patience, perseverance, perseverance,
taste for something, the ability to resist harmful ef-
fects.

The principles of tolerance were firstly pro-
claimed in the Declaration of Principles of Toler-
ance by UNESCO (1995).

The scientific understanding of tolerance, both
in foreign and domestic psychology, is similar:
tolerance is attributed to volitional qualities, along
with endurance, self-control, perseverance and per-
severance; tolerance is a reactive response to mor-
ally wrong and abusive behaviors; manifests itself
in relation to some specific subject and indicates the
presence of some unpleasant situation (Afdal, 2005).

The main types of tolerance are: psychophysi-
ological, interpersonal, intergroup. The main com-
ponents of interpersonal tolerance are: motivation-
al-value, communicative, cognitive, affective and
behavioral.

Interpersonal tolerance performs complex func-
tions that are significant both for each individual and
for the whole society, among them stand out such
as the function of stability, developing, motivating,
adaptive, evaluative and prognostic, integrating, ax-
iological, communicative, relational, motivational,
activity.

The formation of tolerance is influenced by so-
cial status, age, as well as factors contributing to a
person’s tolerance or intolerance. The socio-psycho-
logical foundations of interpersonal tolerance of stu-
dents of pedagogical universities are the acquisition
of a new social status, adolescence, psychosocial
development, the development of stable personality
traits, the specification of interests, aspirations, at-
titudes.

The problem of interaction between differ-
ent cultures is focused on tolerance as an integral
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element of modern social relations. It is especially
relevant for Kazakhstan with its multinational and
multi-confessional specifics.

One of the main tasks of the educational process
in modern universities is the formation of tolerance
and the strengthening of interethnic and intercul-
tural interaction. Today the university is not only
an educational, research center, but also a center for
multicultural interaction.

The importance of our work is determined by the
deterioration of the global situation due to political,
economic, ethnic and inter-religious contradictions
that actually underlie manifestations of intolerance,
including among students (Asmolov et al., 2001).

Examination of tolerance as an ethno-cul-
tural norm indicates that in different eras and dif-
ferent ethnocultural contexts it acquires a differ-
ent meaning based on universal human values
(Lebedeva&Tatarko, 2002).

The formation of ethnic tolerance is closely
linked to the economic, political, social and cultural
conditions of the environment in which the student
develops (Dunne, 2013). The student life is not only
a period of future professional education, but also
a period of development of ethnic self-awareness
(Corneo, 2009). Uncertainty in social status encour-
ages young people to seek self-determination, insta-
bility in the field of values makes them more vulner-
able to various types of influences and as a result the
development of intolerant attitudes and excessive
identity in the ethnic self-identity.

According to theoretical analysis, the concept
of “tolerance” was used as a category of scientific
instruments in medicine, then gradually the concept
of “tolerance” had a foreign origin, and when trans-
lated into Russian, it was used in the meaning of
tolerance. The scientific understanding of tolerance
is similar in both foreign and domestic psychology:
tolerance is attributed to voluntary qualities along
with endurance, restraint, persistence, and persever-
ance. Tolerance is a reaction to wrong and morally
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abusive behaviors; It manifests itself in relation to
a certain topic and indicates the presence of some
unpleasant situation.

Tolerance in general psychological understand-
ing is the absence or absence of response to any
unfavorable factor as a result of the fluctuation of
sensitivities, the policies that have not been deterred
or destroyed.

The main types of tolerance are: psychophysi-
ological (individual) tolerance, personal (introspec-
tive) tolerance.

The main components of interpersonal tolerance
are: the motivational, communicative (verbal), cog-
nitive and intentional value

Tolerance between persons performs complex
functions important to each individual and society
as a whole, including the function of stability, de-
velopment, motivation, adaptation, evaluation and
prediction, integration, ecology, communication,
relational, motivational, and activism.

Some factors affect the development of toler-
ance, among them social factors (the general social
situation in which people live, and the situation in a
particular society in which the individual is an indi-
vidual and a specific type of culture of personal and
social relations), social — psychology (knowledge
about the diversity of cultures) and psychological
factors (value attitudes).

The social and psychological foundations of
interpersonal tolerance for educational university
students are the acquisition of a new social status,
adolescence, psychological and social development,
the development of stable personality traits, and the
identification of interests, aspirations, and attitudes.

Scientific research methodology

In order to measure the general level of individ-
uals’ tolerance, this research applies the “Index of
Tolerance” quick questionnaire of G.U. Soldatova
et al (2002) and “Types of Ethnical Identity” G.U.
Soldatova & S.V. Ryzhova (2008).

One of the indicators of a shift in ethnic iden-
tity is an increase in ethnic intolerance (intolerance).
Tolerance / intolerance is the main problem with
interracial conditions among the growing tensions
between people — it was an important psychologi-
cal variable in building this questionnaire. Identity
types of varying quality and intensity of ethnic tol-
erance highlighted on the basis of a wide range of
measures of ethnic concentration, ranging from ‘de-
nial’ (Afonasenko, 2011).

Identity, which reaches passivity and intoler-
ance towards its ethnic group, and ends with fanati-

cism — the deification of intolerance and the greatest
degree of negativity towards other ethnic groups.
The questionnaire contains six metrics: ethnonihil-
ism — is the form of lack of identity; ethnic indiffer-
ence — uncertainty about the ethnicity, absence of
ethnic identity; norm (positive ethnic identity) — is
a neutral and positive attitude; ethnic egoism — can
endure tension and discomfort when contacting oth-
er ethnic groups; ethnic isolationism — belief in the
supremacy of the certain group of people, xenopho-
bia; ethnic fanaticism — the desire to take action in
the name of those who somehow understand racial
interests, leading to ethnic “cleansing” and denial of
other peoples’ right.

In a multiethnic society, a positive ethnic iden-
tity has the character of the norm and characteris-
tics of the overwhelming majority. It strikes such
an optimal balance between tolerance of relation-
ship with our group and other ethnic groups, which
means that on the one hand we can accept plurality
and diversity, on the other hand — a condition of
peaceful interaction between cultures in a multi-
ethnic world. The increase in catabolism in inter-
racial relationships is due to shifts in ethnic self-
awareness to hyperactive identity type (Soldatova
& Ryzhova, 2008).

Research participants are students of 1-4 years
of one Kazakhstani university, the total number of
participants 115 (N=115). Among them women
(n=85) and men (n=30). Research participants are
divided based on the year of studies.

Results

The results of research shows that the tolerance
index varies among 1% year students to 4" year stu-
dents. Figure 1 shows that the majority of students
regardless their year of study refer to the medium
level of tolerance that is seems to be expected out-
come. The low-level shows that a person has and
the presence of intolerant attitudes in relation to the
world around him. Medium level results show both
tolerant and intolerant traits. In some cases, they can
be tolerant, in others they may be intolerant. High
level of tolerance shows that respondents are ma-
jorly tolerant to other people.

According to results, the main difference be-
tween tolerant and intolerant students lies in the
numerical indicators of a manifestation of the evalu-
ation of certain traits of a tolerant personality. For
tolerant students, they are always significantly high-
er. As it has been suggested, tolerance in interper-
sonal relationships is conditioned by different levels
of tolerance. Their effect is manifested in different
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situations of interaction is not the same. Each ex-
pert student, who observes his classmate for several
years in different situations, identifies his character-
istics, but the characteristics of these characteristics
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are the same for intolerant and tolerant students, and
thus it can be assumed that this is due to the psycho-
physiological characteristics of the students’ toler-
ance and intolerance.
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Figure 1 — The tolerance index of Kazakhstani students

For tolerant students, the threshold for respond-
ing to social and psychological stimuli is likely to
be lower. Their natural tolerance manifests itself
in social reactions. They are more impatient, less
aggressive, arrogant, etc. Meanwhile, they are not
making any efforts for the listed appearances. Their
behavior and reaction can be described in terms of
tolerance at the level of benevolence, response,
compliance, etc., but nevertheless, such an appear-
ance in social relations is almost tolerant, because
in relation to conscious tolerance, conscious re-
spect for the subject of social communication is out
of the question.

Interestingly, the percentage of participants with
high level of tolerance index changes dramatically
from year to year. Thus, in the first year 12% of par-
ticipants show the high level of tolerance, but then
this number drops down to 1,2% in the year 2. The
following year 3 and 4 show stability on the level of
9-10% of participants. The 2™ year results seem to
be the reflection of students’ adaptation to the uni-
versity life and their willingness to be the part of
community and not to be different from others. The
number of participants with low level of tolerance
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seem to be stable and decreases down to the 4™ year
of study.

For a more complete analysis of tolerance,
the results are divided into subscales: ethnic toler-
ance, social tolerance and tolerance as a personal-
ity trait. The stimulating material of the question-
naire consisted of statements reflecting: tolerance
as a personality trait that we define: general attitude
towards the environment peace; attitude towards
other people; social relations in various fields inter-
actions in which tolerance and intolerance towards
a person is manifested; social tolerance: attitude
towards some social groups (minorities, criminals,
the mentally ill, the poor); communicative attitude
(respect for the opinion of opponents, readiness for a
constructive decision conflicts, productive coopera-
tion); personality attitude to some social processes;
ethnic tolerance / intolerance, we reveal: attitudes
towards people are different race, ethnic group, to
your own ethnic group; field installations intercul-
tural interaction.

The vast majority shows the average level on
the subscales, which can reflect the general situation
with normal or medium level of tolerance index.
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Figure 3 — The results of ethnical identity

The results of ethnical identity questionnaire
show the interesting deviation on the scale of eth-
nonihilism to ethnic fanaticism. As it was told be-
fore the mean number among 4 groups based on the
year of study is almost the similar within the group.
Expectedly, the norm scale is the highest among all
other scales. The second highest scale for 1% year
students is ethnic egoism that can be shown in the
strong “my people” relation among the fresh stu-
dents. Comparing the scale among other students,
the longer they study, the lower their ethnic egoism

average result, which can be seen as the positive im-
pact of educational community on the ethnical cen-
trism and more tolerant attitude among the students.
Thus, according to the results of the study, predomi-
nantly average levels of severity of ethnic and social
tolerance in the group were revealed. Also, positive-
ly directed stereotypes were revealed in the diag-
nostic test of relationships, however, all scales were
of low intensity. This may indicate an ambivalent,
vague attitude towards both oneself and the people
around them: representatives of their own and other
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nationalities, as well as a low level of awareness of
the cultures of different countries and the absence of
positive ethnic stereotypes.

Conclusion

Analysis of the content of the definitions of toler-
ance available in psychology and their content made
it possible to classify tolerance as a psychological
and socio-psychological phenomenon. Based on
the basis of the subject-object of influence, psycho-
physiological (individual), interpersonal, intergroup
(social) and auto-tolerance were distinguished. At
the moment, research in social psychology does not
fully disclose the features of interpersonal intoler-
ance, its content and mechanisms, as well as factors
influencing the emergence and development of in-
terpersonal intolerance.

The conducted research to some extent confirms
the hypothesis that majority of Kazakhstani students
have the medium level of tolerance due to the life
in multiethnic society. However, it is evident that
some of the participants still intolerant and have
ethnic centric views that can lead to the hardships
in the further development. The further studies of
tolerance of Kazakhstani students in multiethnic so-
ciety require in depth analysis of the formation of
tolerance of students and what are the necessary fur-
ther steps to improve tolerance indicators among the
future generations.

The interpersonal tolerance of students of uni-
versities has its own specifics, depending on the year
of study. Thus, we can see that the longer students’
study at university, the higher tolerance index they
have and on contrary, for fresh joiners show rela-
tively average results. It was revealed that all lev-

els of tolerance in the system of interpersonal rela-
tions of students of universities develop and form
with the level of education. This dynamic is uneven.
The levels of acceptance and conscious tolerance
of students develop throughout the entire period of
study, and all other levels of interpersonal tolerance
change most intensively only in individual courses
of study at a pedagogical university.

The development and formation of personal tol-
erance among young students during their period of
social and psychological adjustment should provide
for the creation of an atmosphere of confidence,
creativity, safety, non-coercive and spontaneous in-
teraction in the study group, the formation of mu-
tual good relations within the student group, as well
as increasing the level of confidence in group and
group cohesion.

The organization of student training and edu-
cation at the university should be based on coop-
eration as the most appropriate and positive form of
building dialogue. Collaboration involves accepting
equality of attitudes in communication, developing
empathy, flexibility of thinking, feelings of a part-
ner, the ability to accept a representative of another
social group as it is, at the same time, the ability
to “see” his individuality and accept (appropriately)
his personality, as well as overcoming Stereotypes
in the perception of others. Students’ use of the
model of cooperation in interpersonal communica-
tion and interaction will contribute to demonstrating
interpersonal tolerance not only within the walls of
the university upon receiving an education, but also
after obtaining a diploma, when the specialist is in
a successful professional activity. To be adequately
qualified to communicate in the modern, multicul-
tural world.
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