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I ntroduction

Studying and comparing a great number of national
cultures today is completely possible as there are two
ways of presenting visually the common and different
things between them: typologizing and measuring. The
present elaboration deal s with the second one, following
Geert Hofstede’s model. The aim is to present the
Bulgarian national cultureaccordingto thefive dimensions
included in this model, to reveal its peculiarities and on
this basis to determine the group of which countries it
fallsinto, to project these peculiarities on the behaviour
of managers and managees and to find out the influence
which the national culture has on it and on the
organizationa cultureintypically Bulgarian organizations.

1. Typologizing and measuring of cultures

Studying and comparing a great number of national
cultures al over the world today is completely possible
asthere are ways of presenting visually the common and
different things between them. There are two ways:
typologizing of cultures and measuring. In both ways
the cultures which have something in common fall in
one group.

In typologizing cultures are grouped in a small
number of ideal types by using different criteria.
Typologization is easy to adopt but it creates problemsin
empirical research as the real cases rarely correspond
completely to one ideal type. Most cases are mixed and
rules for their classification in separate groups have to
beworked out. Nevertheel ss, thisway of culture grouping
has its adherents. Of practical value is culture
typologization by the criteria: way of gathering
information and time organization. These criteriainvolve
the names of famous anthropologists: Edward Hall,
Richard Lewis and Henry Gilbert?.

Different manifestations of culture which can be
measured in comparing with other cultures are used in
the measuring of cultures. One manifestation, respectively
dimension, combines several phenomena in a society,
which are empirically proved to occur together. In their
totality the measurements form a model of cultural

dimensions. We will present Geert Hofstede's five
dimensions model?. The first four dimensions are
formulated by him on the basis of the main problem
spheres common for the whole world and discovered by
the sociologist Alex Inkels and the psychologist Daniel
Levinson 20 years ago. Geert Hofstede defines these
spheres as power distance, individualism against
collectivism, femininity against masculinity and
uncertainty avoidance. Hofstede borrowed (as he puts
it) the fifth dimension (long-term against short term
orientation) from Michael Harris Bond —aCanadian, who
has been living for many years in the Far East and
describes the peculiarities of the Far East cultures®.

Practically, typologies and multi-dimensional
models can be viewed as mutually complementing. The
typological approach is often used in explaining the
particular dimensions. This is what Geert Hofstede
himself does. For any of the five dimensions he describes
two poles, which he views as ideal types.

2. Measuring of the national culturesaccording
to Geert Hofstede

Accordingto G. Hofstede, aswe haveaready stated,
the national cultures can be compared according to five
dimensions. In their totality they make five dimensions
model which describes and explains the national
differences. It is considered to be the most reliable model
of cultural dimensions. Created at the beginning of the
1980s it is constantly being renewed. For the purposes of
his study G. Hofstede compares only IBM employees
workinginitsbranchesall over theworld. Hisexplanation
of this choice is that you cannot compare a Frenchman
working for Coca Cola with a Greek working for ING
Bank, because part of the differences between them can
be due not to the national but to the organizationa culture.
For the same reason you cannot compare people belonging
to oneand the same national culture (employees, students,
pensioners, etc.), as the differences between them can be
due to the position they have in society. The only way to
compare cultures is to examine comparable quantities
which differ mainly according to one indicator (national

! For details see Bakardzhieva, M. Polikulturnostta i umenieto za efektivna mezhdukulturna komunikatsiya kato tsennosti na
savremenniya menidzhmant. // Biblioteka Obrazovaniei nauka, D.A.Tsenov Academy of Economics - Svishtov, 2, 2012, pp. 38 —43.

2 See Hofstede, G. Cultures and organizations: Software of the mind. Sofia, 2001, pp. 16 — 19.

3Thisdimensionisalso caled, Confucian dynamism” and coverscultural values, included in Confucianism.
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culture). Of course, in that case there could be distortion
of databecause of age and other differences, which should
also be taken into account where possible.

Herearethedimensions: 1) power distance (measures
the degree to which the weaker members of ingtitutions
and organizations in a country expect and accept the
unequal distribution in society); 2) individualism —
collectivism (measures the degree to which society prefers
the weaker commitment between members):
3) masculinity — femininity (measures the degree to which
society prefers male valueswhen there are clearly defined
social roles between genders); 4) uncertainty avoidance
(measures the degree to which society members feel
threatened or uncertain in unfamiliar situations); 5) long-
term — short-term orientation (measures the degree to
which society thinks in a long-term perspective).

G. Hofstede explaing®, that the five dimensions can
be usedin describing and comparing only of nations (and
ethnical groups), asonly they represent integrated social
systems. Gender, generation and class, according to the
theory of the six cultural layers®, are only part of the
social systems (a category of people and not groups)
and therefore al dimensions cannot be applied to them.
The culture of gender, generations and classes must be
described independently based on special research.

The Bulgarian researcher M. Minkov interpretsthe
first four dimensions of G. Hofstede as: non-isocracy
and isocracy; non-familiness and familiness; hardness
and softness; anxiety and calmness’.

2.1. Cultural dimension , Power distance”

Power distance measures the degree to which the
weaker members of institutions and organizations expect
and adopt the unequal distribution of wealth.

National culturesin which power distance is small
(Austria, Denmark) tolerate the participation of workers
and employees in management. Thus stereotypes are
created according to which the subordinates expect
always to have access to their manager, and the using of

4 For details see Hofstede, G. Ibid., part 1T, p.p. 27 — 245.
5 Hofstede, G. Ibid., p. 23.

power by itself isneither good nor bad —it all dependson
the goals and ways of using the power mechanisms.
And, what is more important — the managers and
subordinates view hierarchy asatemporary inequality of
the performed roles, so that today’s subordinate may
tomorrow become a manager.

In national cultures, in which power distanceislarge
and the perception regarding the existing differences in
social gatusisintense (theArab countries, India), managers
use the authority they were granted with after taking the
post to influencetheir subordinates’ behaviour. In cultures
of that type those having power enjoy certain rights and
privileges. Furthermore, managers and subordinates are
considered to be different categoriesof people. Such cultures
do not stimulate management through subordinates’
participation. They themselves have a negative attitude to
the possibility to make an important decision and to take
responsibility for itsimplementation. That justifiesthe use
of authoritarian style of management by the managers and
of the non-personal, information-seeking and authoritarian
style of interpersonal communication, which still increase
the power distance®.

2.2. Cultural dimension , Individualism —
collectivism”

In spite of the popularity of G. Hofstede's five
dimensionsthereisunanimity only regarding the continuum
» individualism — collectivism” , maybe because it is the
most suitable for comparing cultures in practice. Over
80% of humanity live in societies, which to one degree or
another divide people into ,,family” and , strangers’ and
oppose their family and friends' circle to the rest of the
people. These societiescan becalled , collectivist” or, using
M. Minkov'sterminology ., family”. That isalmost thewhole
world without the developed western countries — North
America, North-western Europe, Australia and New
Zealand. In western cultures family in many cases is of
little or of no significance, therefore they can be called
»individualistic” or ,,non-family”®. In fact, these are the

¢ Depending on , the collective programing of mind” we can speak of six cultura layers:
- national layer, according to the country (or countries—for people who migrate in their lives);
-regional and/or ethnical and/or religious and/or language layer, asmost nations are made up of regional and/or ethnical and/

or religious and/or language groups, which differ in cultural aspect;

- different gender layer, according to which an individual isborn aboy or agirl;

- generation layer, which differentiates grandparents from parents and children;

- social classlayer, related to educational capabilitiesand job or profession of theindividual;

- for the employed — organizational or corporate layer, depending on the way, in which employees are socialized by the organization,

in which they work” (Hofstede, G. Ibid., p. 13).

”Minkov, M. Zashto smerazlichni. Sofia, 2007, pp. 21, 77, 93, 119.

8 For details see Bakar dzhieva, M. Bizneskomunikirane, Svishtov, 2007, p. 97.

® An explanation is necessary here: some Bulgarian ideas of individualism differ seriously from what science means. The notion
“individualism” isnot equal to the notion “egoism”. Western peoplesare not egoists. They really do carefor their familieslessthanin the
other countries, but at the same time they join a great number of citizens' initiativesto protect the rights of people (protecting the rights
of unfamiliar people al over theworld), of women, children, animals, the sick, the underfed, the victims of natural disasters, etc.
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countries using the Germanic languages'®. The list can be
extended by Finland and some of the Romance language-
speaking countriesin Europe, e.g. France, Babylon Belgium
and maybe North Italy. They have also set up societiesin
which there are manifestations of non-familiness to quite
ahigh extent, whereas Spain and especially Portugal seem
to be still collectivist (family) cultures or somewhere in-
between. Greece hasardative family culture. The Central
European and Baltic countries are in the middle, of which
Sloveniais closest to the western culture.

Inorder not to confusethe notions of ,, individualism”
and ,,collectivism” we will complement the presented so
far by the explanation which M. Minkov makes:
~Individualism and collectivism, ascultural dimensionsdo
not refer to the inclination of forming groups and working
individualy or collectively, but they refer to how privileges
are distributed: on the grounds of one's own merits or on
the grounds of belonging to a group. In collectivist, family
societies people can get privileges only because they
belong to a certain group —afamily or afriends’ circle. In
individualistic, non-family societies that phenomenon is
seldom met. Belonging to a family is not that important.
What isimportant is who and what individual you are’*.

2.3. Cultural dimension ,, Masculinity —femininity”

G. Hofstedeintroduced the ,, masculinity —femininity”
dimension in order to designate the place of qualitieslike
insistence, dominance and independence within the
framework of the national culture. In order to understand
what is referred here we will explain that masculinity is
characteristic of societies which clearly differentiate
between social gender roles (men are expected to be
pushy and tough, to have a competitive spirit and to be
oriented to material success, and women are expected to
be modest, tender and concerned about the quality of
life), and femininity is characteristic of societiesin which
socia gender roles overlap (both men and women are
expected to be modest and concerned about others and
the interrelations with them, to emphasize equality,
solidarity and quality of work life, to solve conflicts by
means of compromises and negotiations, to sympathize
with the weaker, etc.).

In countries in which , masculinity” prevails as a
cultural dimension (Japan, Italy and Switzerland) people
consider it normal to direct their efforts to career
advancement. ,, Femininity is characteristic of cultures
which emphasize such values as mutual help and
interdependence, sympathy and concern about the quality
of life and environment (Sweden, Norway and Holland).

2.4. Cultural dimension ,, Uncertainty avoidance’

Uncertainty avoidance is a cultural manifestation
which is related to stress and its accompanying
phenomenalike nervousness, intolerance, tension, anxiety,
uneasiness, etc. which appear in a situation of risk and
uncertainty. There are two types of uncertainty
avoidance: high and low. The high level of uncertainty
avoidance is expressed in the very great need of risk
avoidance and uncertainty and of increasing foreseeability
through using a multitude of written and unwritten rules
and procedures. The cultures with a high level of
uncertainty avoidance (Greece, Portugal, Belgium, etc.)
perceive the different as dangerous, whereas for those
with alow degree of uncertainty avoidance, the different
is fun. Cultures with high values for this dimension are
characterized with more stress in work, unwillingness
for changes, fear of risk ventures and strict adherence
to the rules. Underlying that is the fear of uncertainty.

2.5. Cultural dimension , Long-term — short-
term orientation”

This is the fifth cultural dimension which
G. Hofstede, aswas shown, borrowed from M. Bond who
caledit, Confucian dynamism” or ,,timeorientation”, asit
includes cultural values of Far East cultures, underlying
Confucianism. The values referred here are insistence,
thriftiness, sense of shame, reputation preservation and
respect for traditions. , Confucian dynamism” determines
to what extent an individua is attached to the values of
his’her culture.

3. Bulgarian national culture according to
G. Hofstede's five dimension model

According to most cultural dimensions, includedin
G. Hofstede's model Bulgaria is quite an obvious case.
Only thedimension ,, masculinity-femininity” creates some
problems.

We will begin with the dimension ,, individualism-
collectivism”. Probably because of the different
interpretations of the notions , individualism” and
»collectivism” (see above) some of the Bulgarian
researchers, incl. T. Chavdarova?, S. Karabeliova and
H. Silgidzhiyan®® provein apurposely empirical study that
Bulgarian cultureispredominantly individualistic and that
collectivism is not perceived as a psychological source
of identity and social prosperity. The only sphereinwhich
collectivist cultural practices continue regulating the
everyday relationsin Bulgariaaccordingto S. Karabeliova
and H. Silgidzhiyan is the working environment.

Theresults of other Bulgarian studiesincluding those

10 The group of Germanic languagesincludes English, German, Dutch and the various Scandinavian languages and dial ects.

2 Minkov, M. lbid., p. 26.

2Chavdarova, T. The Small Entrepreneur: Culture and EconomicAction (The Case of Sofiaand Skopje), www.cas.bg/obg/downloads/

3_3/Tanya_Chavdarova project_results_ed.doc

18 Karabeliova, S., Silgidzhiyan, H. Priemstvenost i promyana na tsennostite i kulturnite praktiki v Bulgaria, p. 3 (sonia-
karabelioyahaiganush-silgidjian-doklad. Type: AdobeAcrobat Document)
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of Y. Genov*, M. Minkov*® and T. Davidkov?é, however,
position Bulgariain the collectivist part of the continuum.
Thisis confirmed by G. Hofstede's attitude'’, according
to which Bulgaria is collectivistic rather than
individualistic. Like in many non-western European
cultures in our country society is divided into two main
groups. my family and friends and | (inside group) and
al the others (outside group), or aswe pointed out above
into ,,family” and , strangers’. ,, Family” enjoys favours
and concessions, cares, preferences in applying for a
job and in creating partnerships in business, very often
the professional qualities being shelved. According to a
study of Y. Genov around 70% of the people surveyedin
our country think that nothing depends on the individual,
that life is controlled by chances, that chance is very
important, that success in not achieved through high
professional competence but through luck, pulling strings,
etc.’®. Furthermore, Bulgarians prefer indirect
communication and the use of a vague language instead
of ahard refusal or direct criticism (except in bursts of
anger), they do not feel to blame personally, aspire to a
personal expression, but at the same time they make use
of every opportunity to hide behind the team, etc.

All this contrasts sharply with the culture of
Northwestern Europe and especially of North America,
whichisindividuaistic, non-family. With the globalization
and Bulgaria's EU accession more and more Bulgarians
begin behaving like representatives of non-family culture,
but thefinal transition from collectivismto individualism
in all spheresisstill far ahead in the future.

Regarding the other cultural dimensions, according
tothestudiesof Y. Genov, S. Karabdliova, H. Silgidzhiyan,
T. Davidkov, M. Minkov®® and other researchers of the
national culture and according to the author’s own
observations and comparisons with other countries and
cultures, the Bulgarian national culture is

— with large power distance. The power distance
is the largest in the systems of authority and labour
activity, followed by the family and it is the smallest in
the sphere of political ideas. And that is obvious.
Contradicting a manager in the workplace is considered
to be rather dangerous, or at least a nonsensical deed.

Because of the paternalistic approach an ideal manager is
assumed to be the , good father”, who knows what is
best for his,, children”. The subordinates are expected to
carry out his commands and not initiate unnecessary
interpersonal communications.

Put in another way, the Bulgarian managers are not
inspired by managing with their subordinates’
participation. The subordinatesthemsealvesliketo be asked
regarding their feelingsand preferencesin one or another
respect, but they are not inspired when it comes to them
to make an important decision or to take the responsibility
for itsimplementation. They would rather their manager
did it. All this points to large power distance at an
organizational level.

Such is the power distance at a national level?,
especialy if the significant dependence of Bulgarian
government on the decisions of international institutions
and the apparent weakness are taken into account, when
these institutions give the government the opportunity to
make decisions important for Bulgaria and to take
responsibility for their implementaiton.

A certain reduction of power distance is observed
at family and school levels. Indications for this are the
changed relationsin thefamily and at school: the parents’
and teachers' roles are diminishing and so does the
dependence on them. At political ideas level the
independence as such is attractive, but it does not always
work.

The power distance index as a whole depends on
the preceding historic development, on the belonging to
one or another language group, as well as on the impact
of such important factors like the country’s geographic
lattitude, the number of the population and wealth. None
of these factors is indicative of a forthcoming rapid
reduction of power distance in our country?,

— moderate feminine. There are problems only
regarding this dimension and maybe because of that there
isadifference between the evaluation of the authors cited
aboveand G. Hofstede. In hisopinion Bulgariaisfeminine
rather than masculine which means that the total index
of masculinity is below 50. That assumption is proved
by the studies of S. Karabeliova and H. Silgidzhiyan —

4 Genov, Y. Zashto tolkova malko uspyavame. Razmisli varhu tova kolko mnogo prechat nyakoi nazadnichavi cherti na nashata

kultura. Sofia, 2004.

5 Minkov, M. Hofstede i znachenieto na negovite trudove za Bulgaria— Hofstede, G., Ibid., p. XIII.

16 Sotirova, D., Davidkov, T. Novata administrativna kultura. Organizatsionni i lichni strategii zapromyana. Sofia, 2005, pp.106 — 110.

7 Work is not the most important thing for the Bulgarians: The expert on intercultural studies Prof. G. Hofstede in The Capita
newspaper (interview with G. Hofstede), // In: , The Capital”, issue. 42, 2001.

18 Genov, Y. Kulturata kato osnovna determinanta na produktivnosttai vazmozhnostite za prosperitet. Sofia, 2002.

1% See Minkov, M. Hofstede i znachenieto na negovite trudove za Bulgaria— Hofstede, G., Ibid., pp. X = XVI.

2 The large power distance at anational level can be explained by the two models of one of the greatest punditsin the use of political
power —the Italian Nikolo Makiaveli —the model of the fox and the model of the lion. Countries of small power distance are accustomed
to themodel of the fox, which by cunningness managesto avoid thetraps, and countries of large power distance—to the model of thelion,

which relies on its strength to threaten the wolves.
2 See Hofstede, G. bid., pp. 57 — 63
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for 2005 they measured an index of 47.7 and defined
Bulgarian culture as moderately feminine?. In earlier
studies (2001) Y. Genov and S. Karabeliova reached the
conclusion that the people studied in our country arewith
prevailing ,feminine” attitudes®®. The most important
index of society’sfeminine orientation isthe value attitude
toward achievement and success. In Bulgariapeople envy
those who are successful and sympathize with those
who are less successful. That additionally increases the
preference for the behaviour models common for the
two gendersin which modesty, and individual anonimity
in particular, dominates.

Inthe context of organizational behaviour femininity
emphasizes such values as equality by gender, ethnicity,
religion, solidarity, caring for others, mutual assistance,
tendency to improve the quality of working life, etc.

— with high uncertainty avoidance, expressed in
avery great need of increasing the foreseeability by using
anumber of written and unwritten rules and procedures.
Thehigh uncertainty avoidanceisa cultural manifestation
caused by high levels of stress with accompanying
phenomena such as nervousness, intolerance, tenseness,
anxiety, uneasiness, etc. Stressin Bulgaria startsfrom an
early age and continues at school, where children are
taught to differentiate between the explicitly forbidden
from the explicitly allowed things, the wrong from right,
the incorrect from correct, etc. Unshakable truths are
sought which are not subject to personal interpretation.
One and the same problem is thought to have two or
more correct solutions. The high uncertainty avoidance
at the workplace in organizations and in authorities is
expressed in tenseness, weak initiative, striving to avoid
risk, unwillingness for teamwork, negative attitude and
resistance to change, suppression of non-standard ideas,
total frustration with everything. At this background the
appeals for greater initiative, teamwork, accepting
the change as something normal and inevitable, etc.
become easily explainable. Unfortunately appealsare one
thing but reality — another. In the above cited study
S. Karabeliovaand H. Silgidzhiyan register anincreasein
the uncertainty avoidance index — from 66.7 in 2000 to
71.51n 2005%. As of today it is probably higher because
of the high stress in the Bulgarian society, the rising
demand of law and order and the increased frustration
not only with work but also with the state and life as a
whole. Politiciansusually refer thisfrustration to poverty,
which in G. Hofstede's words is not binding. There are

2 Karebdiova, S., Silgidzhiyan, H. Ibid., p. 3.

rich countries in which people are frustrated and are
awayscomplaining (Italy) and poor onesin which people
accept the hardships in life comparatively easily
(Indonesia, India).

—with prevailing short-term time orientation. This
is the only criterion according to which Bulgaria gets
closer to the western cultures. The readiness of the Far
East peoples to sacrifice personal time and efforts for
the sake of the organization for a comparatively low
payment, aswell asthewillingnessto carry out any orders,
at that consciously, and not for appearance’s sake — is
met neither in Bulgaria nor anywhere else in Europe or
America. These values, as is well-known are related to
Confucianism which is not popular in our countries. An
essential reason is also that people think short-term and
mainly about themselves but not about investing the profit
with the aim to develop the organization in future.
Stockholders in their greatest part are private persons
and institutions which are more interested in dividends
than in the organization’s success in the far future.
What is worrying is that this short-term orientation is
deepening —thetotal index of the long-term against short-
term orientation dimension decreased from 40.0 in 2000
to 38.0 in 2005%.

Conclusion.

It is obvious that according to the national culture
dimensions every country can be compared to the others,
particularly to those which it wants to establish stable
cooperation with in the different spheresof life. Thelarge
power distance and the very strong trend of uncertainty
avoidance refer Bulgaria to the group of South and East
European countries, which suprises neither G. Hofstede
nor Bulgarian researchers. In Edward Hall’ stypologization
according to time organization this is the group of
polyactive cultures?®.

National culture influences the behaviour of
managers and managees at all levels, organizational in
particular, as well as the organizational culture. This
elaboration makes it clear that the emphases in
organizational behaviour argue for collectivistic
organizational culture, rather thanindividualistic one, for a
culture of explicitly expressed femininity and fear of
uncertainty. These common characteristics influence its
specificity and it becomes process-oriented rather than
result-oriented; employee-oriented rather than job-oriented;
ordinary rather than professional; closed rather than open;
liberal rather than strict; normative rather than practical®’.

% Genov, Y., Karabeliova, S. Heabhodimi promeni v tsennostnite orientatsii na balgarite v protsesa na evrointegratsiya. // Human
resource management: National conference with international participation. — Borovets, 2001.

% See Karabdiova, S., Sylgidzhiyan, H. Ibid., p. 4.
% 1bid., p. 3.

% For details see Bakardzhieva, M. Polikulturnostta ...., pp. 40 — 42
2" For details regarding the six dimensions of organizational culture see Hofstede, G. Ibid., pp. 263 —270.
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That conclusion stands good only for organizational
culture in typically Bulgarian organizations. In
polycultural organizationsbased in Bulgariathe personal
values of the managers, who are in most cases not
Bulgarian, also have their influence.
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Bakepaxiera M. IloBeninka kepiBHUKIB i
MiJJIerNINX Yy KOHTEKCTi 0co0JMBoCTell foJrapcbkoi
HALIOHAJIBHOI KYJIBTYPH

BuBdenHs i 3icTaBneHHs Oe311i4i HalliOHATBHUX KYITb-
Typ Hapas3i IIIKOM MOXITUBO, OCKUILKM 1CHYIOTh J[Ba CIIO-
coOM HAOYHOTO TIPEJICTARIICHHSI CXOXOCTI 1 BiZIMIHHOCTEH MK
HYMH: THIIOJIOTI3aIUs KYJIBTYP 1 BUMIPIOBaHHS. Y CIPaBK-
HBOMY BHKJIA/Ii IIPEACTABIICH IPYTHH ITiXi/] 3 BUKOPHCTAH-
HSIM MOJIEJTi I’ SITH BUMIPIOBaHb KYJIBTYPH, 3aIIPOIIOHOBAHOT
BCECBITHBO BiJJToMUM fociiankoM [ eprom Xoderene. Mera:
MIPEACTaBUTH OOIrapchKy HAlliOHAJIBbHY KYJIBTYpPY IO BKIIO-
YECHUX B IO MOJICNb BUMIPIOBAHHSX, PO3KPUTH il 0coOIH-
BOCTI 1 Ha ITilf OCHOBI BU3HAYNTH, B TPYITY SIKHX JICPXKaB I10-
TpaIuisie, CIIPOSKTYBATH 11l 0COOIMBOCTI HA TIOBEIIHKY THX,
IO YNPaBISIOTH 1 KEPOBAaHUX 1 BCTAHOBHUTH BIUIHUB, KU
HAIlIOHAJTbHA KYJIBTYpa HaJla€ Ha HHOTO 1 OpraHizalliiHy KyJb-
TYpY B THITOBO OOJITapCHKHUX OpraHizallisx.

¥ crarTi nokazaso, 1o st 00JIrapchKoi HalioHaIb-
HOI KYJABTYpPH XapakTepHHH BHCOKHH CTYIiHb JUCTAHINL
BJIaJIM, Y Hill JOMiHY€ KOJICKTHBI3M HaJI 1HIUBITya1i3MOM,
3 BUCOKHM CTYIIEHEM YHHKHEHHS HEBU3HA4YEHOCTI,
BUCOKHM ITOKa3HHKOM KiHOYOTO Ha4yaja, HiK YOJIOBIYOTO
1 OLITBITIOO MIPOFO 3 KOPOTKOCTPOKOBOIO OPiEHTAITI€I0, HIXK
3 IOBrOCTpOKOBOIO. OXxapaKkTepu3oBaHa TaKUM YHHOM,
Bonrapis moTparnuisie B rpyIry miBACHHO- i CXiTHO-EBpOMEH-
CKUX KpaiH, siKi, 3TiJiHO 3 THmoorizamieto Enxsapaa Xoi-
J1a, IOTPATUISIOTH JI0 TPYIH MONMIaKTUBHUX KYJIBTYP.

Jpyra koHcTaraiis: 0oJrapchKka HallioHaJIbHA KYJTb-
Typa, Moi0OHO 70 HAI[IOHALHUX KYJIBTYp 1HIIUX KpaiH,
POOHTH BIUIUB Ha MOBEAIHKY THX, IO YIPABILIIOTH 1 Kepo-
BaHUX Ha BCIX PiBHAX 1 0COOIMBO Ha OpraHizalliiHOMY, a
TaKOX 1 Ha OpraHi3aniiiHy KyJIbTypy. AKIICHTH B OpraHi-
3aIiiHI{ MOBEMiHIl, MBUAIIE 332 BCE, TOBOPATH MPO
KOJIEKTUBICTCHKY OpraHizaliiHy KyJabTypy, HXK ITPO 1HU-
BiIyalliCTHYHY, PO KYIBTYPY 3 SICKPABO BHPAKCHHUM
YKIHOYUM HA4aJIOM 1 CTpaxoM Iepea HeBu3HaueHicTo. 111
3arajbHi XapaKTePUCTHKU POOJIATE BIUTUB HA ii crienudi-
Ky. Bu3HavyeHa 3riJJHO IeCTH BUMIPIOBaHHSIM, po3po0iie-
HuM [ Xodcerene cnemianbHO U OpraHi3aifHuX KyJb-
Typ, BOHA OiJIBIIIOI0 MIpOIO OPiEHTOBAaHA HA TPOILIEC, YUM
Ha pe3yJbTaTh; OUTLII OPIEHTOBAHA HA CITYXKOOBIIIB, UM
Ha po0OTY, OLIBIIIOI0 MipOIO IPOCTOHAPOIHA, YUM TIpode-
cifiHa; 1l BiacTHBa 3aKPUTICTh, HIK BiJIBEPTICTh; BOHA
BiJIPI3HAETHCS OUITBIIOO JTiOSPaNTBbHICTIO, YUM CTPOTICTIO;
OLIBII HOPMATHBHA, HDK ITPAKTHYHA.

Iei BUCHOBOK NiliCHUI TITBKH JUISL OPTaHi3aliiiHol
KYJIBTYPH B TUIIOBO OOJITapChKUX OpraHizauisx. Y moii-
KYJIBTYPHHUX OpTaHi3allisix BILTUBAIOTH 1 IEPCOHATBHI KYITh-
TYpHI IIHHOCTI KEPIBHUKIB, sIKi B OLIBIIIOCTI BUIA/IKIB Ma-
I0Th IHITY HAI[IOHATBHICTB.

Kniouosi crosa. HalioHalbHA KyJIbTypa, Oonrap-
CbKa HalliOHaJbHA KYIbTypa, BUMIPIOBAHHS KYJb-
TypH, TOBE/IIHKA KEPIBHUKIB 1 eIJIETIINX, OpTraHi3alliiina
KYJIBTYpA.

Baxaprkuesa M. IloBenenue ynpasJsilomux M
ynpaBjseMbIX B KOHTEKCTe oco0eHHOcTeil GoJrap-
CKOH HAIMOHAJIBHOMN KYJbTYPHbI

W3yueHue u cOMOCTaBICHHE MHOKECTBA HALUO-
HaJIbHBIX KYNBTYp B HACTOSILEE BPEMs BIIOJHE BO3MOXK-
HO, TaK KaK CYIIECTBYIOT Ba CII0C00a HAIIISTHOTO TIpeS-
CTaBJICHUS CXOCTBA U Pa3IMIUil MEXIy HUMH: THIIOJO-
rusalus KyJasTyp U u3MepeHue. B HacTosmem usnoxe-
HUU IpPEeICTaBICH BTOPOH MOAXOJ C UCIONb30BaHHEM
MOJIENU ISITU U3MEPEHUH KyNbTypbl, IPEAI0KEHHON BCe-
MHUPHO U3BECTHBIM HcclienoBaTteneM I'eprom Xodcerene.
Iens: mpeacTaBUTh OOATaPCKYIO HAIMOHAIBHYIO KYIBTY-
PY II0 BKIIFOYEHHBIM B 3TY MOJIEIb U3MEPEHHUSM, PACKPHITH
ee 0COOCHHOCTH 1 Ha 3TO OCHOBE OIPE/ICIUTD, B TPYIIILY
KaKUX TroCyJapCcTB IONaJaeT, CIPOEKTUPOBATh 3TH OCO-
OEHHOCTHU Ha OBEACHHE YNPABISIONINX U YIPaBIsieMbIX
U YCTaHOBUTh BIUSIHUE, KOTOPOE HALIUOHANbHAS KYIbTY-
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pa OKa3bIBaeT Ha HEro U OPraHU3alUOHHYIO KYIBTYpY B
TUTIMYHO OOJTapCKUX OPTraHU3aIHsIX.

B cTatbe nokazaHo, 4To 171t 00JIrapcKoil HaloHab-
HOW KyJNBTYpBl XapaKTepHa BbICOKAas CTEIECHb IUCTaH-
UM BIACTH, B HEH JNOMUHHUPYET KOJUIEKTUBU3M Haj
WHIUBUIYaIU3MOM, C BBICOKOM CTENEeHbIO M30ekKaHUS
HEONPEeIEHHOCTH, BBICOKUM IOKa3aTesieM KEHCKOTO
Hayalla, HeXeJIH MYXKCKOTO H B OOINIbIICH CTENeHHu ¢
KpPaTKOCPOYHON OPHEHTALNEN, HEXKEIH C JOITOCPOYHOM.
OxapakTrepr30oBaHHas TaKUM 00pa3zoM, bonrapus monanaer
B IPYIIILY FOTO- U BOCTOYHO-EBPOIEHCKHUX CTPaH, KOTOPbIE,
COIJIaCHO THIIOJIOTHU3aluU DBapa XoJuia, IonajaaoT B
TPYIITY MOJUAKTUBHBIX KYIbTYP.

Bropas koHcTaTanus: Gonrapckas HaIMOHAIbHAs
KYJIBTYpa, TI0J00HO HAIIMOHAIBHBIM KYJIBTypam JIPYTUX
CTpaH, OKa3bIBACT BIMSHIE HA IOBEJICHUE YIPABIISIOMINX
U yIpaBiIAeMbIX Ha BCEX YPOBHSIX U 0COOEHHO Ha opra-
HU3ALMOHHOM, a TaKOKe U Ha OPraHU3alMOHHYIO KYJIbTY-
PY. AKLIEHTBI B OpraHU3allMOHHOM ITOBEAEHHH, CKOpee Bee-
0, FOBOPSIT O KOJUIEKTUBUCTCKON OpraHU3aIiMIOHHON KyJlb-
Type, HeXeH 00 HHIUBHIyaTHCTUICCKOH, O KYJIBType C
SIPKO BBIPA)KEHHBIM KEHCKAM HAYaJIOM M CTPaxoM Iepes
HEOINpPEAETICHHOCTHI0. DTH 001I1e XapaKTePUCTUKHU OKa-
3bIBAIOT BIMSAHUE Ha ee crenuduxy. OnpeneneHHas co-
obpa3Ho mIecTH n3MepeHusM, pazpaboranabm I Xod-
CTelle CIISIUAILHO JUIS OPTaHU3AIIUOHHBIX KYJIBTYp, OHa
B 0OJIBIIICH CTENIEHN OPHEHTUPOBAHA Ha ITPOIlecc, YeM Ha
pe3ynbTaThl; 0oJiee OPHEHTUPOBAHA HA CITYXKAIIUX, YeM
Ha paboTy, B 60JbLIEH CTeeH! IPOCTOHAPOAHA, YeM IIPO-
(heccuoHanpHa; el NpUCyIa 3aKPbITOCTh, HEXKEIHU OTKPHI-
TOCTb; OHA OTJIN4aeTCs OoJbIel THOEPaTbHOCTHIO, YEM
CTPOTOCTHIO; 00JIce HOPMATHBHA, YEM IPAKTHYHA.

DTOT BBIBOJ, IEHCTBUTENIEH TOJBKO AJISI OpraHHU3a-
[IUOHHOW KYJIBTYPBI B THIIMYHO OOJITAPCKUX OpraHU3aIld-
sX. B IONMUKYIBTYPHBIX OpraHU3alUsiX BIUSIHUE OKa3bl-
BAIOT U IEPCOHANILHBIE KYJBTYPHBIE IICHHOCTH YIPaBIISIO-
LI1X, KOTOPBIE B OOJIBIIMHCTBE CIy4aeB Julla He Oorap-
CKOIl HAIIMOHAILHOCTH.

Knioueguie cnosa. HamumoHambHAS KyIbTypa, 00I-
rapckasi HallHOHaJIbHAsl KYJbTYpa, U3MEPEHUS KYJIBTYPHI,
MOBeJICHHE YIPABIAIOIINX U YIIPABISIEMbIX, OPraHU3aLH-
OHHAs KyIbTypa.

Bakardzhieva M. Behaviour of Managers and
Managees in the Context of the Peculiarities
of Bulgarian National Culture

Studying and comparing a great number of national

cultures today is completely possible as there are two
ways of presenting visualy the common and different
things between them: typologizing of cultures and
measuring. The present elaboration deal swith the second
one, following Geert Hofstede's five dimensions model.
The aim is to present the Bulgarian national culture
according to the dimensions included in this model, to
reveadl its peculiarities and on this basisto determine the
group of which countries it falls into, to project these
peculiarities on the behaviour of managers and managees
and to find out the influence which the national culture
has on it and on the organizational culture in typically
Bulgarian organizations.

The analysis showsthat the Bulgarian national
culture has large power distance, and is collectivistic
rather than individualistic, with high uncertai nty avoidance,
feminine rather than masculine and short-term oriented
rather than long-term oriented. Characterized in that way
Bulgariafallsinto the group of South and East European
countries, which according to Edward Hall's
typol ogization belong to the group of polyactive cultures.

The second findingisthat Bulgarian national culture
likethe national cultures of the other countriesinfluences
the behaviour of managersand manageesat al levelsand
particularly at organizational level, as well as the
organizational culture. The emphasesin the organizational
behaviour argue for collectivistic organizational culture,
rather than individualistic one, for a culture of explicitly
expressed femininity and fear of uncertainty. These
common characteristicsinfluence its specificity. Defined
according to the six dimensions worked out by
G. Hofstede especially for organizational cultures it is
process-oriented rather than result-oriented; employee-
oriented rather than job-oriented; ordinary rather than
professional; closed rather than open; liberal rather than
strict; normative rather than practical.

That conclusion stands good only for organizational
culturein typically Bulgarian organizations. In polycultural
organi zationsthe personal cultural valuesof the managers,
who are in most cases not Bulgarian, also have their
influence.

Key words. national culture, Bulgarian national
culture, cultural dimensions, behaviour of managersand
managees, organizational culture.
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