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ABSTRACT

As there doesn't exist a unique study of the workplace cultural characteristics of Armenians, this
paper tried to do just that, by revealing the cultural dimensions scores of Armenians. To find the
cultural dimensions scores, a survey was administered based on the 2013 Values Survey Module
developed by Geert Hofstede and Michael Minkov. The major findings were that Armenians
ranked moderately high on the Individualism dimension, the Long Term Orientation dimension
and the Masculinity dimension. The Indulgence dimension and Power Distance were ranked
moderately low and Uncertainty Avoidance had a very low score. Based on these findings,
relevant managerial recommendations were given; recommendations which can benefit foreign

companies who will conduct business activities in Armenia.

Keywords: Armenian Cultural Dimension score based on the Hofstede Cultural
Dimensions Theory
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Introduction

Before a company opens a business in a foreign country, they must firstly understand and
analyze the culture of that country. Without considering the culture of a country, a company
almost certainly cannot operate efficiently and profitably. According to Quintanilla and Ferner
(2003), cultural dimensions have the greatest influence on national human resource management
(HRM) practices and according to them, national culture greatly affects HRM practices.
According to Meshksar (2012), cultural dimensions also affect the development and structuring
of training and development programs in businesses. Ultimately, culture affects a wide array of
aspects of a business (Hofstede, Hofstede & Minkov, 2010). However, many international
companies that want to operate in Armenia are met with a dilemma; what is the culture like in
Armenia? Most companies use the same business techniques and strategies they implement in
Russia for Armenia and they group the former Soviet republics in one cultural segment.
Nevertheless, there are quite a lot of differences between Armenian and Russian cultures
(Bayadyan, 2012) and thus, there should be a distinctive approach for dealing with the Armenian
cultural characteristics. However, there doesn’t exist a unique study of the cultural characteristics
of Armenians. The most widespread study to understand workplace culture is Hofstede's cultural
dimensions theory based on the Hofstede model which provides strategically relevant cultural
insights for developing organizational roles, structure and leadership (Hofstede, Hofstede &
Minkov, 2010). However, Hofstede has not analyzed Armenia and thus Armenia’s cultural
dimensions are not known. Hence, this paper will try to reveal the cultural dimensions of
Armenians. Therefore to accomplish this, a survey which was based on the 2013 Values Survey
Module developed by Geert Hofstede and Michael Minkov, was administered to 50 Armenians

age 18 to 29. The major finding was that Armenians ranked moderately high on the



Individualism dimension, the Long Term Orientation dimension and the Masculinity dimension.
The Indulgence dimension and Power Distance were ranked moderately low and Uncertainty
Avoidance had a very low score. Based on these findings regarding the cultural dimensions of
Armenians, relevant managerial recommendations and comparisons with similar countries are
given, which will consequently benefit foreign companies in conducting business activities in

Armenia.

Literature Review

Hofstede's cultural dimensions theory has been extensively analyzed in the academic
community. In the 1970s, Hofstede got access to a large survey database about values and related
sentiments of people in over 50 countries around the world who worked in the local subsidiaries
of IBM. A breakthrough occurred when the focus was directed at correlations between mean
scores of survey items at the level of countries. Next, Hofstede got the opportunity to administer
a number of the same questions to nearly 400 management trainees from some 30 countries in an
international program unrelated to IBM. Their mean scores by country correlated significantly
with the country scores obtained from the IBM database (Hofstede, 2011). The four dimensions
(an aspect of a culture that can be measured relative to other cultures) were thus formed and they
were the Power Distance, Uncertainty Avoidance, Individualism and Femininity. In the 1980s,
on the basis of research by Canadian psychologist Michael Harris Bond, a fifth dimension, Long-
Term versus Short-Term orientation was added (Hofstede, 2011). In the 2000s, research by

Bulgarian scholar Michael Minkov using data from the World Values Survey (Minkov, 2007)



allowed the addition of a sixth dimension, Indulgence versus Self-Restraint (Hofstede, Hofstede

& Minkov, 2010).

Power Distance- related to the different solutions to the basic problem of human
inequality

Uncertainty Avoidance- related to the level of stress in a society in the face of an
unknown future

Individualism versus Collectivism- related to the integration of individuals into
primary groups

Masculinity versus Femininity- related to the division of emotional roles between
women and men

Long Term versus Short Term Orientation- related to the choice of focus for
people's efforts: the future or the present and past.

Indulgence versus Restraint- related to the gratification versus control of basic

human desires related to enjoying life.

Studies based on Hofstede's indices for studying cultural dimensions in business are

widespread. In Cultural Dimensions in Business Life: Hofstede's indices for Latvia and

Lithuania, Maik Huettinger (2008) explored the culture dimensions of Latvians and Lithuanians

in accordance with Geert Hofstede's indices. The survey was based on more than 800

questionnaires handed out to students in Latvia, Lithuania and Sweden. The Swedish scores were

used to calibrate the Lithuanian and Latvian values to the existing Hofstede database. The study

showed that respondents of both Latvia and Lithuania scored very similar for all five dimensions

of the Hofstede model. The results of the study were that the three Baltic countries have similar

scores and are much more similar to Scandinavia than Russia or Poland, thus international



business actors should therefore include the Baltic states in their Nordic strategy — rather than
adding them to central and Eastern Europe (Huettinger, 2008). In How Culture Makes a
Difference in Management: Applying Geert Hofstede's Cultural Dimensions to Management in
Germany and China, Brock Foster (2015) elaborates upon cultural concepts of German and
Chinese individuals and then goes on to use Hofstede's Cultural Dimensions Theory to make an
analysis on some of the issues that may arise when working with Germans and Chinese.
Germany and China have very different ways of conducting business and this is important to
detect from a business perspective. This work provides insight into the cultural values of
Germany and China, but also into the business applications for both of those cultures. In A
Comparative Study of HRM Practices Based on Hofstede Cultural Dimensions, Sahar Meshksar
(2012) demonstrates that cultural dimensions have an influence on conducting business,
specifically he demonstrated their influence on Human Resource Management (HRM) practices.
The outcomes of the study showed that high uncertainty avoidance has a weak influence on
using more written documents, high power distance has a weak relationship with centralized
decision making, in collectivistic countries the way of selecting employees is internally,
organizations in low masculinity countries have action programs for women, employees in low
power distance countries contact their managers directly and results did not show that variable
pay in collectivistic countries is based on team performance. Ultimately, this study confirmed
that HRM practices in different countries are shaped and influenced by cultural dimensions.
Kristian Lindholm (2013), in his The Implications of Culture in Business and the Cultural
Dimensions of Finland and India examined the implications of culture in business. Preliminary
evidence suggested that there was a correlation between national culture and internal work

culture and thus certain assumptions to managerial practices could be made. He looked into the



specific cultural dimensions of Finland and India, as a practical application of the theory. The
theoretical framework finds that Finland and India are on opposite sides of the cultural
dimensions spectrum and couldn’t be further apart. It was concluded that to solve dilemmas that
exist between cultures in the workplace, managers must approach the problem with awareness of
both cultures and to adjust in accordance to that knowledge. It is also apparent that ignoring the
cultural implications on an international business can have horrible consequences. He concludes
that it is important for businesses to increase their cultural knowledge to minimize conflicts
within their inter-cultural workforce to have a successful and growing business. In, Management
Culture in Comparison - East vs. West.The Cases of Bulgaria and Germany, the author
(Stoyanova, 2012) examines the relationship between culture and management practices and the
employees' attitude on these practices. It aimed at evaluating culture as a factor in international
business relationships. Through qualitative and a quantitative research, it compared the
management practices in Germany and Bulgaria. The findings of the study showed significant
differences between Bulgaria and Germany and thus contributeed to the already existing research

in cross-cultural management.

The closest research that has been conducted on Hofstede's cultural dimensions in
Armenia, was Stepan S. Khzrtian's and Thomas J. Samuelian's (2012) The Armenian Culture of
Negotiation: Research Approaches. This paper was part of a larger cross-cultural study in
ethnography of negotiation. The research was aimed to describe the most prominent
characteristics of Armenian negotiation culture using the Hofstede dimensions of culture (except
Indulgence vs Restraint dimension). They used an online survey and had a total of 120
respondents. The respondents were asked to watch two negotiation video role-plays, one was a

“Hard-Hard Negotiation™ (two very competitive, "hard" negotiators) and the second was a “Soft-
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Hard Negotiation” (a soft negotiator encountering a hard negotiator). Respondents were asked a
number of questions, the two most important ones being, which negotiator’s behavior is more
effective and which negotiator’s behavior is more typical of negotiations in Armenia. The results
showed that respondents consistently rated behavior that is not-typical of Armenian negotiation
culture as more effective. The survey results also provided data to support findings on three
dimensions — Power Distance, Individualism vs Collectivism, and Masculinity vs Femininity.
These findings were based on the behaviors which respondents considered to be typical of
Armenian negotiations. The researchers concluded that the Armenian culture has a high power
distance, Armenian culture tends to be individualist and Armenian culture is masculine.
However, for Uncertainty Avoidance and Long-Term Orientation, the researchers concluded that
further data collection and analysis are needed. However, preliminary findings indicated that
Armenian culture tends to be open to uncertainty and to be long-term oriented. This was a
immense study, the first of its kind in Armenia. However, it was only able to describe three (out
of six) characteristics of Armenians based on Hofstede's cultural dimensions theory. Also the
survey was done by showing videos to respondents, unlike this study, which utilized the Values
Survey Module developed by Hofstede. This means, they were not able to give a physical score
to Hofstede’s cultural dimensions and thus it makes it difficult to compare their results with other
countries. Also, the paper doesn't provide information on how these specific cultural
characteristics can be applied to doing business in Armenia. Also, the findings were based on
the behaviors which respondents considered to be typical of Armenian negotiations, but
Hofstede's cultural dimensions theory accounts for many more aspects than negotiations alone.
For example, in the above mentioned survey, 90% of the respondents indicated that a negotiator

who is a CEO and who sees no reason to consult with the board on a specific matter and is used
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to making sole decisions, is more typical in negotiations in Armenia. This, however, doesn't
specifically deduce that Armenians as a whole are an individualistic nation- they might be

individualistic in negotiations, but not in other aspects.

Another similar study is the book, Culture, Values, Beliefs: Behaviour Guidelines in
Changing Armenian Society by Narine Khachatryan et. al. (2014). The difference, however, is
that the researchers used the Schwartz Values Survey instead of Hofstede's cultural dimensions,
nevertheless the findings are relevant and can be compared with Hofstede's dimensions. The
authors conducted an extensive survey with a sample designed on the basis of the proportions of
population, distribution by age, gender, and location. The sample comprised 803 respondents
aged between 18 and 65 from Yerevan and the Shirak, Syunik, Armavir, and Vayotz Dzor
marzes. The sampling margin of error was 4.55%, with a 99% percent confidence interval. In
each marz, the survey was conducted in one urban and two to three rural settlements. The
questionnaire included 57 values that measured 10 basic values. The respondents rated the
importance of each on a 9-point scale (‘7° points indicating ‘a guiding principle in my life’, ‘0’
indicating ‘not important’, and ¢ -1’ indicating ‘opposed to my values’). The mean was
calculated for each of the ten values, which were then ranked accordingly. The survey concluded
that conservative values such as conformity and security are predominant, which entail an
inclination of maintaining social order and stability in relationships and refraining from actions
that contradict social expectations. Benevolence, which is the need for attachment with the
primary group, also ranks high. These values are primarily oriented towards the group and as
such, have a social focus. Achievements and self-direction, which are individualistic values
aimed at one’s own success and augmenting one’s own personal potential, have medium scores.

Other individualistic values such as the desire to overcome challenges, the significance of
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sensation and life satisfaction (stimulation and hedonism) have low scores. Ultimately, this
study's scores can be compared to Hofstede's Individualism and Uncertainty Avoidance index

dimensions.

Below is a list of the scores of each value:

Table 1 Cultural Scores for Armenia based on Narine Khachatryan's Study

Values M SD R a
Conformity 5.15 0.98 1 0.48
Tradition 3.69 1.20 7 0.56
Benevolence 5.09 0.89 2 0.66
Universalism 4.53 0.97 6 0.72
Self-Direction 4.55 1.01 5 0.56
Stimulation 331 1.57 9 0.62
Hedonism 3.22 1.64 10 0.64
Achievement 4.98 0.97 4 0.46
Power 3.58 1.23 8 0.51
Security 5.03 0.87 3 0.45

M: medium value, SD: standard deviation, R: Ranking, a: Cronbach's alpha




What is Culture?

To understand Hofstede's cultural dimensions, it's important to firstly understand what
culture is and why culture is important. According to UNESCO's definition, culture is, "the set of
distinctive spiritual, material, intellectual and emotional features of society or a social group and
it encompasses, in addition to art and literature, life styles, ways of living together, value
systems, traditions and beliefs” (UNESCO Declaration Concerning The Intentional Destruction
Of Cultural Heritage: UNESCO, 2003) According to Hofstede, "Culture is the collective
programming of the mind that distinguishes the members of one group or category of people
from others". (Hofstede, 2011). Culture includes the values, norms, the knowledge, beliefs, art,
morals, laws, customs, and other habits acquired by people a member of a certain society.
Understanding different cultures can make managers and executives more aware of how tasks
are completed and decisions are made in foreign companies, and how different perspectives lead
to differing outcomes globally. Culture also influences not only people's behaviors, but also the
reasons for which people choose to behave in one way or the other (Hofstede, Hofstede, &
Minkov, 2010, p. 315). Thus, understanding culture can help managers or executives preempt
future inter-company dilemmas and help them better understand their employee's motives and
intentions. Cultural values thus exert influence on a person's behaviors and motivations and it is
important for managers to understand cultures and base management styles and human resource
management techniques on the national culture. If national cultures are not accounted for, there
will be misunderstandings between managers and employees and inefficiencies and loss of
profits. Also in international business, it's important to know national cultures in order to avoid

interpreting different cultural behaviors in the wrong way or to avoid offending others (Meshksar
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2012). Hofstede (2011), also indicated that management practices and values are different from
country to country based on each nation's unique culture and traditions. These unique cultural
values significantly influence a country's economic, societal and political structure and further
affect the development of management practices and the ways of conducting business in each
country. Ultimately, because of different cultural backgrounds such as attitudes and values,
under similar circumstances different people can behave differently and thus managers must be
culturally aware and have a deep understanding of culture to mitigate any issues (Meshksar,

2012).

Hofstede’s Theory

As mentioned earlier, Hofstede's theory contains six dimensions. Power Distance is the
extent to which the less powerful members of organizations and institutions accept and expect
that power is distributed unequally. This represents inequality and suggests that a society's level
of inequality is approved by the followers as much as by the leaders (Hofstede , 2011).
Companies in high power distance countries tend to have very centralized organizations and
firmly established hierarchies. Thus there is a great deal of respect for authority and rank. A
lower power distance country encourages and emphasizes a flatter organizational structure and
there is more individual responsibility and personal autonomy in the workplace (Hofstede ,

2011).

Uncertainty Avoidance deals with a society's tolerance for ambiguity, that is, how they

would feel and would deal with unexpected situations. Societies with high uncertainty avoidance
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avoid taking risks, avoid the spread of new ideas and values and they try to eliminate the
unexpected. They try to minimize such unexpected situations by strict laws and rules, strict
moral codes and a disapproval of nonstandard opinions (Hofstede, Hofstede & Minkov, 2010).
Ultimately, the main goal is to make life as predictable as possible. On the other hand, societies
with low levels of uncertainty avoidance indicate are willing to take more risks, embrace change

and they are more entrepreneurial in business.

Individualism is the extent to which people in a society are integrated into different
societal groups. In individualist societies everyone has to look after and take care of only
themselves and their immediate families, thus they have weak interpersonal links with people
outside of their core family. Cultures on the opposite side of the spectrum have people integrated
in strong, unified groups and members continue protecting each other in exchange for
unquestioning loyalty (Hofstede , Hofstede & Minkov, 2010). In collectivist societies teamwork
is key and they are very loyal to their companies and expect the company to look after them. On
the other hand, individualist societies value and encourage individual performance, upward
mobility. Ultimately, it is the difference between I-thinking and We-thinking societies.

(Hofstede, 2011).

Masculinity versus femininity in a society refers to the allocation of values between the
genders. Being assertive is known as a masculine value and being modest is known as a feminine
value. In different societies, men's values range from being very assertive and competitive (very
masculine) to being modest and caring (very feminine) (Hofstede, Hofstede, & Minkov, 2010).
Ultimately, a society is called masculine if there is maximum gender and social role
differentiation between the genders; gender roles and values are clearly set apart, that is, men

only have masculine roles, while women must be modest, tender and have other feminine values.
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A society is called feminine if there is minimum differentiation between gender roles, that is,
gender roles overlap: both men and women share stereotypical feminine values. In business,
masculine societies are hard-edged and achievement based with an aggressive decision making
style. Feminine societies value a higher degree of consultation, humility and human interactions

are valued (Hofstede , 2011).

Societies with a high Long Term Orientation value thrift and perseverance, they place
emphasis on the future and have a sense of shame. Societies with Short Term Orientation desire
immediate gratification and value respect for tradition , fulfillment of social obligations, personal
composure and stability (Hofstede, 2011). These societies also emphasize short-term
performance compared with a more longer term perspective in Long Term Orientation societies,

which also encourages more long-term thinking and rewards for fulfillment of long term goals.

The Indulgence versus Restraint dimension stands for a society that allows satisfaction of
basic and natural human desires related to enjoying life and having fun, versus a society that
controls the gratification of desires and controls it by means of strict social norms (Hofstede,
Hofstede, & Minkov, 2010). In other words, cultures with high indulgence scores place greater
value on finding happiness and enjoying life, compared to cultures that lean toward restraint,
where more emphasis is put on suppressing gratification and indulgence and there is more
regulation of society's conduct and behavior through stricter social norms. In business, this
means that people in more restrained countries tend to conduct a business more restrained, they

are more pessimistic and they don't take many risks.
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Methodology

The questionnaire was based on the Values Survey Module 2013 (VSM 2013) and it was
translated into Armenian for the first time. VSM was developed for comparing culturally
influenced values and sentiments of similar respondents from two or more countries. It allows
scores to be computed on Hofstede’s six dimensions of national culture. With four questions per
dimension, it has a total of 24 content questions. All content questions are scored on five-point (1
to 5) Lickert Scale. According to Hofstede, the ideal size for a homogeneous sample is 50
respondents and comparisons should be based on matched samples of respondents (Hofstede, &

Minkov, 2013)

According to Hofstede, next to nationality, answers to the 24 content questions will also
reflect other characteristics of the respondents, such as their gender, age, level of education,
occupation, kind of work and the point in time when they answered the questions. Therefore
comparisons of countries should be based on samples of respondents who are matched on all
criteria other than nationality that could systematically affect the answers (Hofstede, & Minkov,

2013).

Thus, by following Hofstede's guidelines, the sample age group that was used in our
study was 18 to 29 year old Armenians who are current or former students (have higher
education). Simple random sampling was used to distribute the survey. The survey took place on
the streets and some universities of Yerevan, Armenia. Two screening questions were placed at

the beginning of the survey to determine the eligibility of respondents. The screening questions
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were regarding the age and education level of the respondent and those who did not fit the

criteria, were asked to not fill out the rest of the survey. In total, there were 50 eligible

respondents to the survey. There were 28 respondents from the 18-24 age category and 22 from

the 25-29 age category. There were 21 male respondents and 29 female respondents.

Table 2 Sample distribution by age

Age Category Indicated by Participants Overall
18-24 28
25-29 22
Total Participants 50
Table 3 Sample distribution by gender
Gender Category Indicated by Participants Overall
Male 21
Female 29
Total Participants 50

There were three different types of questions based on a five point scale; the first type

included questions on a five point scale with strongly agree being 1 and strongly disagree

being 5, the second type included questions with of utmost importance being 1 and of very
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little or no importance being 5, and the third type included questions with always being 1 and

never being 5. Below is the average score for each question based on a 5 point scale.

Table 4 Mean scores of 24 content questions from samples

Q1 Have sufficient time for your personal or 2.56
home life

Q2 Have a boss (direct superior) you can respect 2.17
Q3 Get recognition for good performance 2.36
Q4 Have security of employment 2.58
Q5 Have pleasant people to work with 2.00
Q6 Do work that is interesting 1.97
Q7 Be consulted by your boss in decisions 2.17
involving your work

Q8 Live in a desirable area 2.47
Q9 Have a job respected by your family and 2.67
friends

Q10 Have chances for promotion 2.08
Q11 Keeping free time for fun 2.67
Q12 Moderation: having few desires 2.89
Q13 Doing a service to a friend 2.00
Q14 Thrift (not spending more than needed) 3.00
Q15 How often do you feel nervous or tense? 3.11
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Q16 Are you a happy person? 2.06
Q17 Do other people or circumstances ever 3.08
prevent you from doing what you really want to?

Q18 All in all, how would you describe your 2.03
state of health these days?

Q19 How proud are you to be a citizen of your 2.36
country?

Q20 How often, in your experience, are 3.06
subordinates afraid to contradict their boss (or

students their teacher?)

Q21 One can be a good manager without having 3.39
a precise answer to every question that a

subordinate may raise about his or her work

Q22 Persistent efforts are the surest way to 2.39
results

Q23 An organization structure in which certain 2.97
subordinates have two bosses should be avoided

at all cost

Q24 A company's or organization's rules should 2.89

not be broken - not even when the employee
thinks breaking the rule would be in the

organization's best interest
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To test whether being a male or female affected the means of each variable, a MANOVA
test was conducted with the variables. Only two variables, variable 12 and 21 had a
significant difference between male and female respondents as their P-value was less than
0.05. These variables were 'Moderation: having few desires' (V12) and '‘One can be a good
manager without having a precise answer to every question that a subordinate may raise
about his or her work' (V21). Ultimately though, the test found that the majority of results of
a particular variable among males is not significantly different from those among females.
This means that the fact that a respondent was male or female did not affect the results of the
means of each variable and in affect did not hinder the results of the survey. Also Welch's
two sample T-test was conducted for variables 12 and 21 to find out the individual means for
male and female respondents. For V12 the mean for females was 3.61 and for males it was

2.48. For V12 the mean for females was 2.69 and for males it was 3.78.

Figure 1 MANOVA Test with P-Value for V12

Response V12

Df Sum 5g Mean 5g F value Fri{=F)
VZs 1 18.740 10.7395 11.127 ©.002067 *=
Residuals 34 32.816 @.9652

S5ignif. codes: @ "***' @081 '**' 0.61 '*" @05 '." 8.1 " "1
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Figure 2 MANOVA Test with P-Value for V21

Response VZ1
Df Sum 5q Mean Sq F wvalue Pr{=F)
Vs 1 9.873 9.8733 6.1389 @.81835 *
Residuals 34 54.68Z 1.60@83

Signif. codes: @ "***' @.@@1 '**' ©.01 '"*" @.@5 '." 8.1 " ' 1

Next, to calculate the cultural dimension scores, Hofstede provided formulas for each
cultural dimension. Each of the national culture dimensions can be scored on a 0 to 100 scale.
If the score is lower and closer to zero, it means that the national cultural dimension of that
country has a very low or insignificant characteristic of that dimension in relation to all the
other countries in Hofstede’s study (2010). If the score is high and closer to 100, it means

that the dimension is quite significant.

Table 5 Formulas for calculating each Cultural Dimension Score

PDI = 35(m07 — m02) + 25(m20 — m23) + C(pd)

IDV = 35(m04 — m01) + 35(m09 — m06) + C(ic)

MAS = 35(m05 — m03) + 35(m08 — m10) + C(mf)

UAI = 40(m18 - m15) + 25(m21 — m24) + C(ua)

LTO =40(m13 — m14) + 25(m19 — m22) + C(ls)

IVR = 35(m12 — m11) + 40(m17 — m16) + C(ir)

In the formulas, M stands for the mean score for each specific question (mQ7 stands for

the mean score for question #7). Hofstede's cultural dimension index normally has a range
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between 0 and 100 and thus, C is a constant (positive or negative) that can be chosen by the
user to shift the scores to values between 0 and 100. The constant depends on the nature of
the samples and it does not affect the comparison between countries. To find the constant, the
cultural dimension score for a country is compared to that specific country's official Hofstede

score and the difference between them is used as the constant.

However, as Armenia was not previously studied by Hofstede, we cannot add a constant
to our values and thus we can’t arrange the values between 0 and 100. In theory, we have to
compare the score of Armenia from our survey to Hofstede's official score for Armenia and
calculate the difference, which would’ve been the constant. However, as there are no scores
for Armenia by Hofstede, we can’t use this method. Thus to overcome this problem, we can
utilize Huang Xiaomei’s (2016) Apply Hofstede’s National Cultural Dimension Theory to
Analyze Chinese Tourist Behaviors in Portugal Tourism study. As mentioned earlier, the
module that was used in this study was developed for comparing culturally influenced values
and sentiments of similar respondents from two or more countries. Thus, we can compare the
scores of Armenia with those of China. This Chinese study was chosen because it included
20-29 year olds with a higher education background. Consequently, it almost exactly had the
same criteria as in our study (similar respondents). The Chinese constants can therefore be
used to calibrate the Armenian values to the existing Hofstede database. Ultimately, we can
utilize the constants from this Chinese study and use them for our own study. From the
Chinese study, by subtracting the Chinese Indexes based on Xiaomei’s work from Hofstede’s
indexes for China, we can conclude that the constants are 28, 26, 46, 40, 93 and -15 for
Power Distance, Individualism, Masculinity, Uncertainty Avoidance, Long Term Orientation

and Indulgence respectively.
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Table 6 Cultural Dimension Scores for China and the Constant Score

Chinese Index | Chinese Index Difference
Based on Based on Between
Xiaomei’s Hofstede’s Dimensions
Work Work (Constant)
Power Distance
52 80 28
(PDI)
Individualism
-6 20 26
(IDV)
Masculinity
20 66 46
(MAS)
Uncertainty
Avoidance -10 30 40
(UAI)
Long Term
Orientation -6 87 93
(LTO)
Indulgence
39 24 -15
(IVR)

Ultimately, based on the formulas we calculated the Armenian dimensions to be 2.08,
25.28, 0.97, -29.00, -43.69 and 48.89 for Power Distance, Individualism, Masculinity,

Uncertainty Avoidance, Long Term Orientation and Indulgence respectively. However, by
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adding the constants to these dimensions, we can calibrate them to be between 0 and 100.

Thus, the major finding was that Armenians ranked moderately high on the Individualism

dimension, Long Term Orientation and Masculinity, with scores of 51.28, 49.31 and 46.97

respectively. The Indulgence dimension and Power Distance were moderately low with

scores of 33.89 and 30.08 respectively. Uncertainty avoidance had a low score of 11.

Table 7 Cultural Dimension Scores for Armenia

Armenian Constants Armenian
Index Based on Index With
Present Study Constants
Power Distance
2.08 28 30.08
(PDI)
Individualism
25.28 26 51.28
(IDV)
Masculinity
0.97 46 46.97
(MAS)
Uncertainty
Avoidance -29.00 40 11
(UAI)
Long Term
Orientation -43.69 93 49.31
(LTO)
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Indulgence
48.89 -15 33.89
(IVR)

In conclusion, a comparison can be made between the scores of Armenia and the official
scores for China, Russia, USA and Singapore. Armenia is similar to USA on the Power
Distance dimension. It's closer to Russia for the Individualism dimension and quite similar to
Singapore on the Masculinity and Uncertainty Avoidance dimensions. Armenia also shares a

similar score to Singapore on the Long Term Orientation and Indulgence dimensions

Figure 3 Cultural Dimension Scores for Armenia, China, Russia, USA, Singapore

Hofstede Dimension Scores of Selected

Countries
100
90
80
70
B Armenia
60
B China
50 .
W Russia
40 H USA
30 M Singapore

20
10

PDI IDV MAS UAI LTO IVR
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Recommendations:

Armenia's Power Distance Score: 30

This is a moderately low score and it means that Armenians believe they are quite an
equal country. As the survey includes the younger generation who were not part of the Soviet
Union, the results show that they generally feel more equal and don't believe in strict hierarchies.
Therefore, in Armenia, interactions across power levels are generally more cooperative and
friendly. There is a general equality among supervisors and employees, they are not afraid to
make jokes or have a fun time together. Subordinates would like to be consulted when decisions
are made, as respondents had an average score of 2.17 on this survey question. A flat
organization is recommended, albeit it will depend on the industry. Foreign managers should
involve as many people and as many skill sets into the decision making process. In the past,
during the Soviet Union especially, only the very top managers could make decisions, but today
this is becoming less and less true. Teamwork can also be utilized to solve problems and issues
and managers should delegate as much as possible to the locals. Preferably, all those directly
affected by a decision should be consulted. Overall, a low power distance also means that society
as a whole values fewer rules and they don't like very strict regulations, thus managers should
give some sort of independence in the company (Mind Tools Content Team, 2016). However, as
the score is moderately low, managers should acknowledge that Armenia has some tendencies
associated with high power distance countries, frequent corruption, uneven income distribution

and respect and fear for the elderly and of those in power.
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Armenia's Individualism Score: 52

This is a moderately high score and it means that Armenians tend to be more of an
individualistic nation. It is evident to the naked eye that Armenians value themselves and their
immediate families and have difficulties cooperating with groups. This score means that in
Armenia, a higher value is placed on people's time and their need for freedom, thus they don't
like to work more than their maximum working time. They would like to balance their personal
life and work. Also they try avoiding mixing work life with their social and private life. They
expect and like to receive individual rewards for hard work. Foreign managers should also
acknowledge individual accomplishments. Managers should encourage debate so that employees
can express their own ideas; Armenian employees love it when managers hear and appreciate
their comments or ideas. Managers avoid giving negative feedback to an individual in public
(Mind Tools Content Team, 2016). However, as the score is moderate, managers should
remember that some collectivist values still remain in the Armenian society, such as societal

pressure, conse rvative

Armenia‘s Masculinity Score: 47

Armenia has a moderate, medium score for masculinity. This score means that
Armenians balance between the traits of being assertive and modest. Armenians have a clearly
established emotional and social role differentiation between the genders and the population still
adheres to traditional, patriarchal values, for example, women should be modest and caring
(Matosian, Kazhoyan and Harutyunyan, 2013). However, this survey showed that Armenians
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also value some "feminine" traits such as balancing between family and work. Thus, Armenians
value workplace flexibility and work-life balance as evident from their score of 2.56 on the
survey regarding this question. Another so-called "feminine™ trait is focusing on the quality of
life and workplace, such as having pleasant people to work with and doing work that is
interesting, which had low scores of 2 and 1.97 respectively. Workplace flexibility may be
important, both in terms of the job design, organizational environment and culture. Foreign
managers should also motivate their employees by precise targets and by showing them that they
achieved these targets (Hofstede, 2011). Survey respondents had a score of 2.36 on the 'get
recognition for good performance' question. However, managers should be aware of the
possibility of differentiated gender roles, for example, most women work in administrative jobs
((Matosian, Kazhoyan and Harutyunyan, 2013), nevertheless, managers should practice equality

in the workplace.

Armenia's Long Term Orientation Score: 49

This is a moderate score and it means that Armenians balance between qualities of long-
term and short-term societies. In general countries that score high on long term orientation tend
to be pragmatic, modest, long-term oriented, and more thrifty (Hofstede, 2011). However from
the survey we can see being thrifty or not spending more than needed received a score of 3 which
means Armenians don't value thriftiness. On the other hand, Armenians like to be persistent,
which is a characteristic of long-term oriented countries. On the question, persistent efforts are
the surest way to results’, respondents had a score of 2.39. Cultures with high long-term

orientation also place strong importance on family, which Armenians do to as mentioned
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previously. Managers must decide for themselves whether to use a short term reward system
versus long term system. Managers also have to understand that Armenian employees want their
managers to be competent, as the question '‘one can be a good manager without having a precise
answer to every question that a subordinate may raise about his or her work' received the highest

score of 3.39, which means most Armenians disagree with this statement.

Armenia's Uncertainty Avoidance Score: 11

This score is strikingly low, even compared with the world average. It seems that the
younger generation is more open to change and innovation. This score means that in companies,
employees are more inclined to open-ended learning or decision making. Managers should
ensure that people remain focused, but too much structure is not necessary. The business
atmosphere is more informal, more friendly. There should be less structure in the company as
employees are more entrepreneurial. Also there is a dislike of too many rules, thus managers
should not overdue it (Hofstede, 2011). For example, on the question 'A company's or
organization's rules should not be broken - not even when the employee thinks breaking the rule

would be in the organization's best interest', the score was 2.9 which is quite high.

Armenia's Indulgence Score: 34

This is a moderately low score, but still Armenians balance between being too indulgent and too
restrained. Armenians suppress satisfaction and gratification of needs and they regulates their

behavior by social norms, as on the question ' do other people or circumstances ever prevent you
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from doing what you really want to?', they had a score of 3.1. On the other hand however, the
question ‘are you a happy person?' had a low score 2.06. This means that Armenians are quite
happy, even though society sometimes prevents them from doing what they really want.
Managers should balance between the two extremes, by emphasizing flexible working hours and
work-life balance, making jokes and encouraging debate and dialogue in meetings or decision

making. Managers should also prioritize feedback, coaching and mentoring (Hofstede, 2011).

Overall Recommendations:

The cultural dimensions that relate to professionalism are the Power Distance (PDI),
Individualism (IDV) and Uncertainty Avoidance (UAI) indexes. According to Gray’s Theory of
Cultural Relevance, a higher ranking in IDV and a lower ranking in UAI and PDI is suggestive
of a preference for professionalism (Stander, Buys and Oberholzer 2017). This survey revealed
that Armenians had a high IDV score (52) and lower UAI (11) and PDI (30) scores, which

means Armenians should rank high in terms of professionalism.

The cultural dimensions that relate to uniformity versus flexibility are the Power Distance
(PDI), Individualism (IDV) and Uncertainty Avoidance (UAI) indexes. According to Gray's
Theory, a lower ranking in IDV and a higher ranking in UAI and PDI is suggestive of a
preference for uniformity over flexibility (Stander, Buys and Oberholzer 2017). This survey
revealed that Armenians had a high IDV score (52) and lower UAI (11) and PDI (30) scores,

thus suggesting Armenian employees value flexibility.

The cultural dimensions that relate to conservatism versus optimism are the Masculinity
(MAS), Individualism (IDV) and Uncertainty Avoidance (UAI) indexes. According to Gray's
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Theory, a lower ranking in IDV and MAS and a higher ranking in UAI is suggestive of a
preference for conservatism over optimism (Stander, Buys and Oberholzer 2017). This survey
revealed that Armenians had a high IDV score (52) and a MAS score (47) and a lower UAI (11)

score, thus suggesting Armenian employees value optimism.

The cultural dimensions that relate to secrecy and transparency are the Masculinity
(MAS), Power Distance (PDI), Individualism (IDV) and Uncertainty Avoidance (UAI) indexes.
According to Gray's Theory, a lower ranking in IDV and MAS and a higher ranking in UAI and
PDI is suggestive of a preference for preference for secrecy (Stander, Buys and Oberholzer
2017). This survey revealed that Armenians had a high IDV score (52) and a high MAS score
(47) and lower UAI (11) and PDI (30) scores, thus suggesting Armenian employees value

transparency.

According to Meshksar (2012), countries with high level of individualism and with low
level of uncertainty avoidance individual incentive compensation practices have a better fit. This
survey revealed that Armenians had a high IDV score (52) and a lower UAI (11), thus

suggesting individual incentive compensation is much better.

Countries with low power distance prefer decentralized and flat organizations and equal
privileges (Meshksar, 2012). He also argued that in low uncertainty avoidance countries,
employees prefer fewer rules. As Armenians had a low PDI score (30) and a low UAI (11), it
can be suggested that managers should try have decentralized and flat organizations with fewer

rules.

Countries with low power-distance societies prefer participative delivery of trainings and

education courses (Meshksar, 2012)., which can also apply to Armenia. Also, according to

33



Rousseau and Tinsley (1997) employers in individualistic cultures are more likely to hire
applicants on the basis of whether they have the necessary skills and abilities rather than if they
have a good university degree or if they are a good fit with the company's culture. Finally,
Meshksar (2012) concluded that highly structured interviews are the norm in individualistic

cultures like Armenia.

Conclusion:

This study was the first of its kind in Armenia as it classified the cultural values of
Armenians based on Hofstede's dimensions. However, there were some shortcomings, for
example, the sample size could be larger than 50 for more accuracy, even though Hofstede
argued that 50 is already an ideal size. Also, the study only included 18-29 year old Armenians
with a higher education. This was done in order to comply with Hofstede's guidelines in which
he states that comparisons should be based on matched samples of respondents. This was also
done to match with and be compared with the study done on 20-29 year olds in China. In any
case, this effects the representativeness of the study and it should be noted that this study may
not apply to all segments of the Armenian labor market. Also, this kind of study should ideally
compare two or more countries, that is, the survey should take place in more than one country
anf then the country scores should be compared. However, do to time constraints, a survey in
another country could not be conducted and thus, the country that Armenia was compared to was
based on Xiaomei's work on China. Nevertheless, this study can be paramount for companies
who are eager to employ young Armenian specialists in the burgeoning IT and communications,

financial, professional and other sectors of the economy. Ultimately, this study found that
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Armenians ranked moderately high on the Individualism dimension, Long Term Orientation and
Masculinity, with scores of 51.28, 49.31 and 46.97 respectively. The Indulgence dimension and
Power Distance were moderately low with scores of 33.89 and 30.08 respectively and
Uncertainty Avoidance had a low score of 11. These results are close to Khzrtian's and
Samuelian's results, as they concluded that the Armenian culture tends to be individualistic and
the Armenian culture is masculine. They also concluded that that Armenian culture tends to be
open to uncertainty and to be long-term oriented, which once again matched with the results of
this study. Based on this study's results, recommendations were made for companies that would
like to do business in Armenia. For example, it was concluded that Armenians rank high in terms
of professionalism, Armenian employees value flexibility, optimism, transparency. Also
individual incentive compensation was recommended for Armenians and foreign managers

should try have decentralized and flat organizations with fewer rules.
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Appendix:

The survey which was administered:

Udtnphlj wh Zudw) uwpwbp p wl wy un p h wnnh ptqh
opowbwlhbubpnid Jhup hppwjwbwgunid tup hwpgnid, npwkuqh

huuljwbhwihp huy tph dowlnr puy hpt uinwbdbwhwnlnr py nrubbpp:

Qtp Juwhtnpny mintlnipyniruutp (Jhdwlwgpwul wi

tyuunuwyukpny):

ugpnid tup uoky dtp muwphpp;

18-24 25-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60 | wl
wy bk h
O O O O O O

Anip huwbinhuwinid & p bbpyuy hu Jud twhlht ntuwhng (1 bkp

pupdpwgni] b Yppntpy nt ):

U n ns

39




Bph s ip hwinhuwint d 18-29 muptjwh jud Eplk wunuu hwutghp N2
Jipoht hupghtt, mymounphwuy n1pj nrt Atp dudwbwlh hudwp,

hmunpnid bup pwg pnnut] dbwgwd hwpgkpp:

ugppnid Lup wuwwhkpwgubt; 4Ep hpbu wjwl wp pwnu]uy pp,

hwpyh ywnbbtyny 4kp pupwghy wpjuuwnuipp (pk huy np wkq
wo juumid tp): Mugpnid Gup puwpt] Jhuw @t JEY wuwwuu uwb

jnLpwpwis jnipunnnt u:

Pnhug whiwh w) uuwnmwbp phwpk)pu, nppw &t Jupkinp Et 4dkq

hud wnp....

1= s wmpwquwbg Ywpbinp k, 2=2wwn jupkinp £k, 3 =hudkdunwp wp
Juptinp k, 4=ns ounfjwpbinp, 5S=towbwlnipjni snrh Jud

Runhwipwuwtu yupkinp s k

OL M ubkbuw puwjwpuwp dudwbwl dtp whdbwlwh (nbuwy hu) j wuph

h wd wip
1 2 3 45

02. M ubtuw nEjwuwup (whdhowjwt JEpuguwu) ntd §§wpnnwub wp

hwpqgt

1 2 3 45
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03. Unwbw) bEpwjwnwghuvntp) wt junupbp, gnJuuwbp wp juunwbp p

L w junupb] nt hud wp

1 2 3 45

04.Zudnqwd | pukp nps p Ynpgh dEp wy pwnwip p

1 2 3 45

05.Up fuwnk| { wy b hwdt| h dwupnpljwtig 2 po wyuun 1

1 2 3 45

06. M bEktuwy w) juwwnwip npp hEwwppppuw wpd Y1 hth dtq hwud wp

1 2 3 45

07. M ubkbuw) nhjwjwpnipynit,npp Yunphpypwlhgh dkq hkw, dkp

wy fpwnwip ht wn s ynn npnonidubp uw wguk| hu

1 2 3 45

08. Uyp bt gwtlw h Juy pnrd (punup, pun udwu, 2 pg wh)

1 2 3 45

09. Mubbw wy ppwwnwtp npp YJhwpgbtt 4&Ep puwwthpp Gt
pulpubpp

1 2 3 45

41



100 M ubuuy wn wg oupdyt]nt (qupunuuh puwpdpwugdul)

htwpunpnipjnth
1 2 3 45

Zbwki) wy hwy wwpwpnipy ntbukphg jnipwpwis ) nipp, nppw’ @
Juptinp E dkq hudwp, dtp whdtwjwt §j wopnid (Cuwpbk)] dhuy @

UbE] yuunuu juwit ) nt pwpwis j nip nnnnt U):

11. M bbb w wquundud whwl d¢wd whwttg h h wd wp

1 2 3 45
12. M ubuuy s uwhudnpnti p) wh, psny pujuwpybpnt
odunjwdnt p)ntl

1 2 3 45

13. Mubkbuw 4&4tp puybpubphtt, hwpwquunuibtphtt oqubkint

htwpwynpnipjnil
1 2 3 45

14 Thut] mubwbuny, wbhpwdbtowmhg wtk| s whunn
1 2 3 45

15.2kq qanD Ubkp iy wpnpuwy htt fud | wpd wsd :

Uho wn Z wd wju Gpphdt Zwqun by Gpptp
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O O O O O
16. ¥ n1p kpowthy | hunt U kp:
Uho n Z wd wju Gpphdt Zwquy by Gpptp
O O O O O

17.6pplbt {hunid tE,np wy | dwpnhl Jud hwiquiwbpukp pnijq

s Bl viu) hu dkq wbbk] wy t,husy gwbjwuni d tp:

Uy n,dhown | Uj n, hw& wp Gpphdu s , 2 wn Ns ,tppkp
h wq  wn &y
O O O O O

18. Cunhwinip wndudlp, huswh u Yujwpwgpkp dkp ukplhuy hu

wnnno wijwh yhdwlp:

Cuwn| wy

L un

P wip wip

YJuwn

Cuwn J wn

O

O

O

O

19.0ppw U kp hyuwpw,np nnip Akp kpyph pwuqupwght Lip:

Cwwn h yyup n

FPu wlj wt h

pnyp
s unhn

Ny 2 wnn

Zwwpuws U
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u hwyuwpwn h wqup n h yqup n

O O O O O

20. 2tpn Ympdhg, hwfwph bt bEupwjwibpp Juwpbintd hwjuwubk
hpkug nEjuwjwputpht (4 wd ntuwbnnubpp hpkug

ntuntghs ukpht):

Gpptkp Zwqun by Gpphdl Z wg wipa Uh2 wn

O O O O O

Oppw & &p hudwduyt YJud hudwduyt s$kp hbwkijug
huy mupwpnt py nrauiph htw (Cuwpk; dhuy ot JEY wuwuu uwb

jnLpwpuwis jnip wunnnt U):

1 = Lhnypt hudwduwy @ &d, 2 = Zudwduy @ &, 3 = 2qhwkd, 4 =

Zudwduy 1y BU,5=Cunhwipwytu hudwduy s &BU

2. UtYyp Yuwpnn £ hubk] jw] nEjwwp unt thul Epk s pdwiwm
wy jpwnwiph yEipwpbp) wp npno hwpgbph wuwnuu ppwbatp, npnup

hpbtupwjwubtpp uwpnn W hwpgubk) hpku...

1 2 3 45

22. Z ud wn w) puwnk | p wpn) nituph hwutbtint udbkuhg
wpn) ntbwEwnwdwbwyupht k..
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1 2 3 45

23. Mbwp L wdbkt quny hntuwht] w twhuh Jugqdwlbpunt pj wh
Junnigywsphg, npwkn npnowlh bLupwjwibkp niruku btplni

wbdhowjwh ntjwjwputp..
1 2 3 45

24, GuqUuuwlbpuwnip) wt Jwinbuubpp wkwp L Gppkp § uwjuwnbk,
unij thull wt duwdwbwl, Epp w pwnwlihgp YJuwpdnrd L, np

Jwuntp pwpnmb| p Y1 hth httg jugdwhbpwynt p; wt hwdwp wj k| h

o whwy kwn...

1 2 3 45

QEipduuhttnpny) minklnipynitububp (Jh& wlwgpwul wb

tyuunuwyukpny):

25.%n1p -

wn) widl wip 1 Yhu

Cunphwlw ni1pjnitbu hwpguwpkpphypipwguk] n1 hulwp:

45



