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Background. In today’s hectic civilization, it is very important for a person to maintain 
personal boundaries which help him or her keep his/her identity. Personal sovereignty 
(PS) is a trait that demonstrates the extent to which a person’s empirical Self is respected 
by his/her social environment. Whereas the genesis and correlations system of personal 
sovereignty in proximal relationships have been investigated widely, little is known about 
whether they are culturally sensitive or not.

Objective. In this study, we aimed to investigate the patterns and genesis of per-
sonal sovereignty in relation to age and gender, by comparing individuals from Arme-
nian, Chinese, and Russian cultures. Our sample consisted of 780 respondents, of whom 
223 were from Armenia, 277 from China, and 280 from Russia; 367 were adolescents 
(Mage = 13) and 413 were youth (Mage = 21); there were 361 males and 419 females.

Method. The “Personal Sovereignty Questionnaire–2010” was used.
Results. The results suggest that culture, age, and gender all impact on the sense of 

personal sovereignty. Although there were no differences between cultures on the main 
PS score, we did find different PS patterns within all three cultures and when comparing 
males versus females. The PS scores in youth were higher than in adolescents, except in 
Armenia where the results were inverted. All age trends in PS were found in females, but 
not in males. Gender differences in PS within each culture were found in youth but not 
in adolescents. 

Conclusion. We discussed and explained the outcomes with reference to the speci-
ficity of the way each culture endorses traditional or secular-rational values, which values 
determine the prevalent attitudes towards gender roles and demands on adolescents and 
youth.

Keywords: personal sovereignty, empirical Self, psychological space, culture, personal 
boundaries, values, gender roles
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In its widest possible sense, however, a man’s Self is the sum 
total of all that he CAN call his, not only his body and his 
psychic powers, but his clothes and his house, his wife and 
children, his ancestors and friends, his reputation and works, 
his lands and horses, and yacht and bank-account. All these 
things give him the same emotions.

William James, The Principles of Psychology 

Introduction
Overpopulation and a very hectic environment represent some of the strongest 
challenges of  contemporary society; thus, most people, especially those living in 
big cities, have to constantly share or distribute their resources, life spaces, and 
time. Hence, they try to take other people into account, and to protect their own 
identities and authenticity. This is why personal features and traits are required to 
help people defend their empirical Selves (James, 2013; Ingold, 2000; Schraube & 
Højholt, 2015). 

Previous research has emphasized different aspects of the empirical Self: per-
sonal space1; authenticity2; secrecy and self-concealment3, personal things (Csik-
szentmihalyi & Rochberg-Halton, 1981); and privacy (Altman, 1975; Westin, 1967; 
Wolfe, 1975). According to Westin, “privacy is the claim of individuals, groups or 
institutions to determine when, how, and to what extent the information about 
them is communicated to others” (1967, p. 7). Objects to be protected by privacy 
include territory, social contacts, and information. All of them contribute to the 
individual’s sense of psychological well-being and social adaptation.

The concept of personal sovereignty. In the current study, we used the concept of 
personal sovereignty (PS) as the quality which links together all the parts of the em-
pirical Self. In the authors’ opinion, personal sovereignty (souverain (French)–the 
carrier of the supreme authority) is the most crucial concept of both contemporary 
civilization and modern psychology. 

As PS is a relatively new term, it is necessary to make some preliminary re-
marks on this topic. We consider a person to be a physical-territorial-existential 
integrity (Nartova-Bochaver, 2006, 2017). So, according to the modern non-Carte-
sian paradigm, every person not only reflects an “objective” reality, but also projects 
him/herself onto this reality, owns this being, and creates his own personalized 
sense of being in the world, “Dasein” (Lang, 1993). Mutual relationships between 
a person and his/her environment reflect the fact that a person constantly adopts 
things from the outside world, and alienates something from himself into his envi-
ronment. Thus every individual has his/her own visible or invisible environmental 
“bubble” which can be described in terms of reality. Only the connection to his/her 
personal environment provides a person with a feeling of integrity and “ontological 
security” (Laing, 1960), and prevents self-alienation (Wood et al., 2008). 

1 Gosling, Ko, Mannarelly, & Morris, 2002; Sommer, 1959.
2 Robinson, Lopez, Ramos, & Nartova-Bochaver, 2013; Wood, Linley, Maltby, Baliousis, & Joseph, 

2008.
3 Finkenauer, Engels, Branje, & Meeus, 2004; Wismeijer, 2008.



Personal Sovereignty in Adolescents and Youth from Armenia, China, and Russia  55

Contemporary psychologists inevitably use metaphorical concepts traditionally 
applied to the description of objective being. What’s more, concepts that originally 
had purely topological content, such as “space” (inner, psycho-semantic, social), 
“distance”, “above-below”, “nearer-further”, and “boundaries” find practical use in 
psychology (Bateson, 1972; Dorfman, 1976; Federn, 1929). The term “attachment” 
is also being used more broadly than previously; researchers talk about attachment 
to things and belongings, to place, home, and animals (Fine, 2010; Kleine & Baker, 
2004; Reznichenko, Nartova-Bochaver, & Kusnetcova, 2016).

Thus we can conclude that personality has a complex mixed nature, and man 
can identify himself with different parts of reality. This allows psychologists, on the 
one hand, to study a personality by means of its environmental expressions and 
“behavioral residues” (Gosling et al., 2002), but, on the other hand, to research the 
personal boundaries defining where the personality is located in its multidimen-
sional reality. In addition, this approach to personality as an empirical phenom-
enon is in line with the trend in contemporary psychology to maintain the ecologi-
cal validity of research; as Lang (1993) stated, psychology should not investigate 
objects in artificial labor conditions but rather people with their possessions in 
their rooms. That is why it is very important to investigate the personal character-
istics which participate in preserving the empirical Self. One of them is the sense 
of personal sovereignty.

There are several definitions of this phenomenon: 1) a person’s ability to protect 
his/her psychological space; 2) a balance between a person’s needs and the needs of 
other people; 3) the condition of personal boundaries; and 4) a system of explicit 
and implicit rules regulating relationships between people (Nartova-Bochaver, 
2017). To sum up, personal sovereignty is a low-order trait demonstrating the ex-
tent to which a person can control his/her empirical Self. 

Genesis of personal sovereignty. In accordance with the theory of personal 
sovereignty, its evolutionary and social aim is the maintenance of self-control by 
means of incorporating specific influences from outside. Initially sovereignty ap-
pears as a single person’s answers to the situations he/she faces, as a result of coping 
with everyday deprivations, challenges, and stress. Later, it becomes a habit, and is 
transformed into a low-order trait by adolescence. After adolescence, personal sov-
ereignty becomes a very important trait, which strongly contributes to a person’s 
well-being and achievements. Thus, it is a generalization of the usual activities the 
person adopted against non-favorable influences which he/she faced (Silina, 2016a, 
2016b). Moreover, every person aspires to keep or increase his/her level of personal 
sovereignty.

Structure of personal sovereignty. Based on theoretical analysis and psychother-
apeutic cases, we identify six sovereignty domains: 1) body (BS); 2) territory (TS); 
3) things (belongings) (TBS); 4) routine habits (RHS); 5) social contacts (SCS); and 
6) tastes and values (TVS) (Nartova-Bochaver, 2008). Hence, every person has his/
her own preferences in these dimensions of psychological space, and can develop 
his/her own specific sovereignty pattern, or profile. In accordance with our theory, 
personal sovereignty depends on the person’s real environment; it goes back to the 
territorial instinct and is a social form of a biological program. The family is a 
source of both invasions into one’s personal space and a strengthening of personal 
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boundaries. If a child is developing in a friendly family atmosphere, and his/her 
wishes are respected and satisfied, the child has no need for extra defense, and 
her/his personal boundaries are kept whole and inviolate. To sum up, the level of 
personal sovereignty reflects the extent to which a family is ready to respect the 
growing child’s needs. 

Adaptive functions of personal sovereignty. A lot of empirical studies confirm 
that PS performs many adaptive functions in adolescence and youth. It contrib-
utes positively to self-esteem and self-representation, and is positively connected 
with authenticity and resilience, effective coping skills, and humanistic attitudes 
(Buravtsova, 2009; Kopteva, 2009; Panjukova, & Panina, 2006). It also predicts neg-
atively non-chemical addictions, and prevents symptomatic depression and crimi-
nal behavior (Astanina, 2011; Bardadymov, 2012). Furthermore, sovereign people 
can more effectively communicate with others: sovereignty is positively connected 
with trust in the world, and negatively with avoidance and anxiety in close rela-
tionships (Nartova-Bochaver, 2014b). It has been found that sovereignty levels are 
higher in males than in females, and in youth as compared with adolescents (Nar-
tova-Bochaver, 2017).

Finally, it has been shown that the protective function of sovereignty is stron-
gest in youth and decreases in adults (Nartova-Bochaver, 2015). These dynamics 
are to be expected: by the time of their youth, people have adopted resources from 
outside, and sovereignty helps in doing that; but in adulthood, mature people un-
dertake other developmental tasks and start giving resources back (Havighurst, 
1972). At this developmental stage, they do not need the sovereignty trait as much 
as they did earlier. What’s more, to become mature adults, they first need to be 
sovereign youth. 

An eco-psychological approach to personal sovereignty. Although the previous 
data were very impressive, they were collected in Russian culture only, and this 
serious limitation damages their representativeness. Cross-cultural research on 
personal sovereignty is in its infancy now, and there are few studies demonstrating 
its cultural specificity as relates to its content and dynamics (Martirosyan, 2014; 
Telegina, 2016). Why do we expect to find any cultural differences  in personal 
sovereignty as a trait? 

According to Bronfenbrenner (1986), a child grows up in a complex system 
of sub-environments, and the family, in turn, is influenced by the community and 
culture. Thus, the child’s sovereignty level may also indirectly depend on his/her 
culture: as Kağıtçıbaşi stated (2013), the proximal environment (family) is always 
determined by a distal one (culture). It is culture which determines which parts of 
the empirical Self (and personal needs hidden behind them) are to be acknowl-
edged and supported. Thus, cross-cultural study may uncover specific opinions 
about more or less important realities inherent in a culture.

As noted earlier, little is known about personal sovereignty in other cultures. 
To fill this gap, the current study investigates personal sovereignty profiles and dy-
namics during the transition from adolescence to youth depending on culture and 
gender. We have put forward the following hypothesis: Sovereignty patterns differ 
depending on culture, age, and gender.

To verify this hypothesis, we conducted an empirical study.
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Methods
Our survey was carried out in Armenia, China, and Russia. These cultures were 
chosen for the following reasons. First, they all have a socialistic past and are col-
lectivistic, which allows us to compare them. Secondly, they all have a long his-
tory of very tight business relationships, and there are many international families. 
At the same time, they have some features in common and some that diverge.1 
According to the World Values Survey (World Values Survey, n.d.), all endorse 
survival (not self-expression) values, which means they emphasize economic and 
physical security, a relatively ethnocentric outlook, and low levels of trust and tol-
erance. Armenia tends to maintain traditional values (stressing the importance of 
religion, parent-child ties, traditional gender roles and family values); China and 
Russia endorse secular-rational values (less emphasis on religion, traditional family 
values, and authority; acknowledgement of gender equality). Moreover, as gender 
roles and phenomena depend on the culture (Schmitt, Long, McPhearson, O’Brien, 
Remmert, & Shah, 2016), we predicted that there might be gender variance in the 
sovereignty level and patterns in Armenia, China, and Russia as well. 

Measure. To measure the sovereignty level, the Personal Sovereignty Question-
naire-2010 (PSQ-2010) was used. It consists of six subscales and 67 items (Nartova-
Bochaver, 2017). 

The PSQ-2010 has some specific features: most items were taken from real 
psychotherapeutic clients’ stories describing traumatic life situations. Several state-
ments were added into the pool by colleagues experienced in counseling, and by 
students studying environmental psychology and psychological counseling. Ac-
cording to the genesis of the sense of personal sovereignty, each item included a 
description of a real situation in the past and the person’s feelings about it. Hence, 
the outcome (i.e. increasing or decreasing sovereignty) is a result of the interaction 
between some provocative event and the person’s reflection on it.

For example, the statement “Even as a child I was sure nobody touched my toys 
when I was absent” can be evaluated by the respondent in several ways. First, he/
she can agree to it, saying “Yes.” Second, he/she could recall that he/she was sure 
somebody had touched the toys; in this case the answer was “No.” Third, the situ-
ation might not be relevant in his or her life at all; for example, if he had few toys 
and always kept them with him. In that case, there was no provocative situation, and 
the answer was “No.” The number of “Yes” responses to direct statements showed 
an increase in the sovereignty level; “No” responses showed a decreased level. “Yes” 
responses to direct items were marked “1”;“Yes” responses to reversed ones were 
marked “-1”. The more provocative the situations experienced by a person who can-
not cope with this challenge (and which arouse his/her negative feelings), the less 
the person’s sovereignty level. Thus, both the absence of such situations in the life 
experience, and personal resistance against them, ensure psychological sovereignty. 

The initial pool of these statements collected over the period of eight years ini-
tially included 102 items, and was divided into six subscales according to the six 
dimensions of the empirical Self (“Psychological space of the person”) listed above. 
After validation of the questionnaire, its six-factor structure was confirmed (Nar-
tova-Bochaver, 2017). 

1 Robinson, Dunn, Nartova-Bochaver, Bochaver, Asadi, Khosravi, Jafari, Zhang, & Yang, 2016; 
Wu, Schmitt, Nartova-Bochaver, Astanina, Khachatryan, Zhou, & Han, 2014.
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Examples of PSQ items
1. I often felt offended when adults punished me with slapping and cuffing 

(BS).
2. I always had a place (table, chest, box), where I could hide my favorite 

things (TS).
3. It annoyed me when my mother shook my things out of the pockets before 

laundering (TBS).
4. I often became sad when I didn’t finish my play because I was called by my 

parents (THS). 
5. My parents accepted that they didn’t know all of my friends (SCS).
6. I usually succeeded in having a children’s celebration as I liked (TVS).

Thus, by virtue of this questionnaire, we expected to assess the general sover-
eignty level and partial sub-scale scores in three cultures.

Sample. In total, 780 respondents participated in this survey: 223 from Arme-
nia, 277 from China, and 280 from Russia; there were 367 adolescents (Mage = 13) 
and 413 youth (Mage = 21); there were 361 males and 419 females (see Fig. 1). The 
adolescents were recruited in Yerevan, Beijing, and Moscow; the youth (students) 
were recruited in Yerevan, Xiamen, and Moscow. The data were collected in class, 
partly via on-line services, and partly using the “pencil-paper” procedure. Partici-
pation was voluntary, and participants were granted academic credits.

 

A-a-m; 37 
A-a-f; 46 

A-y-m; 70 

A-y-f; 70 

C-a-m; 71 

C-a-f; 73 

C-y-m; 43 

C-y-f; 90 

R-a-m; 70 

R-a-f; 70 

R-y-m; 70 

R-y-f; 70 

Figure 1. Structure of the sample.
Note. A=Armenia, C=China, R=Russia; a=adolescents, y=youth; m=males, f=females.
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We have performed multifactorial multivariate analysis of variance (ANOVA) 
by means of Statistica 8, which was relevant to the correlational cross-sectional 
design of the study.

Results
First of all, it was shown that all of the supposedly independent variables (culture, 
age, and gender) significantly differentiated respondents by sovereignty level (see 
Table 1). Moreover, we found interesting interaction effects (for instance, Culture х 
Age and Gender х Age), although other effects were not significant. 

Table 1
Multivariate Tests of Significance

Effect Test Value F Effect Error p

Intercept Wilks 0.49 133.15 6 763 0.000
Culture Wilks 0.96 2.95 12 1526 0.000
Gender Wilks 0.96 5.46 6 763 0.000
Age Wilks 0.96 5.82 6 763 0.000
Culture х Gender Wilks 0.99 1.10 12 1526 0.352
Culture х Age Wilks 0.96 2.83 12 1526 0.001
Gender х Age Wilks 0,97 3,60 6 763 0.002
Culture х Gender х Age Wilks 0.98 1.52 12 1526 0.111

Table 2
Means and Standard Deviations of the PS Scores in Three Cultures

PS_main BS TS TBS RHS SCS TVS*

Armenia M 1.32 .13 .22 .14 .19 .32 .33
SD 1.41 .38 .41 .33 .29 .41 .30

China M 1.50 .16 .24 .20 .22 .29 .40
SD 1.61 .36 .40 .37 .37 .36 .40

Russia
M 1.59 .22 .28 .22 .25 .33 .30
SD 1.83 .44 .42 .40 .38 .42 .39

Note. *=differences are significant at p<.05. 
PS_main=the main score of personal sovereignty; BS=body sovereignty; TS=territory sovereignty; 
TBS=things and belongings sovereignty; RHS=routine habits sovereignty; SCS=social contacts sove-
reignty; TVS=tastes and values sovereignty

Culture. A comparison of the three cultures showed that, despite the absence of 
differences in the main sovereignty scores, there were differences in tastes and val-
ues sovereignty (the highest in China, F(2, 768) = 3.69, p = .025) as well as two ten-
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dencies: in body sovereignty (the highest in Russia, F(2, 768) = 2.80, p = .061), and 
in the things and belongings sovereignty (the lowest in Armenia, F(2, 768) = 2.75, 
p = .064) (see Table 2). 

Age. In line with the results from Russia, the main sovereignty score was 
higher among youth (F(1, 768) = 6.68, p = .009) due to the territory sovereignty 
(F(1, 768) = 17.64, p = .000), and time habits sovereignty (F(1, 768) = 20.03, p = .000) 
(see Table 3). 

Table 3
Means and Standard Deviations of the PS Scores in Adolescents and Youth

PS_main* BS TS* TBS RHS* SCS TVS

Adolescents
M 1.30 .15 .18 .18 .16 .30 .32
SD 1.66 .42 .42 .38 .34 .40 .38

Youth
M 1.65 .19 .30 .20 .28 .32 .36
SD 1.61 .38 .39 .37 .35 .40 .37

Note. *=differences are significant at p<.01.

Gender. In the whole sample, we found no differences in the main sovereignty 
scores, but the territory sovereignty was higher in males (F(1, 766) = 6.12, p = .013), 
whereas the time habits and value sovereignty scores were higher in females (re-
spectively, F(1, 766) = 5.22, p = .023; F(1, 766) = 6.43, p = .011) (see Table 4). 

Table 4
Means and Standard Deviations of the PS Scores in Males and Females

PS_main BS TS* TBS RHS* SCS TVS*

Males
M 1.50 .20 .28 .21 .19 .33 .30
SD 1.62 .39 .41 .37 .36 .41 .35

Females
M 1.47 .15 .22 .18 .25 .29 .38
SD 1.67 .40 .41 .37 .35 .39 .38

Note. *=differences are significant at p<.05

Then, as we have significant interaction effects of factors, we performed an 
analysis of variance for each of the variable complexes in order to study how stable 
the sovereignty differences were. 

Culture х Gender. Despite the fact that the general model did not show any 
effects, we uncovered one partial difference: whereas in Armenia and Russia the 
social contacts sovereignty score was higher in males, in China this composition 
was reversed, and female respondents had higher scores (F(2, 768) = 3.41, p = .033) 
(see Fig. 2).
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�Figure 2. Th e social contacts sovereignty in three cultures.

�
Figure 3. Th e main sovereignty scores in three cultures.
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Culture х Age. As the general model showed signifi cant interaction eff ects, they 
were analyzed in detail. We found that the sovereignty level increased with age in 
China and Russia, but not in Armenia (F(2, 768)=3.31, p=.037) (see Fig. 3). Th is 
trend was due to the impacts of body sovereignty (F(2, 768)=4.64, p=.009) and time 
habits sovereignty (F(2, 768)=6.97, p=.001). 

Gender х Age. Our analysis showed that gender diff erences in the sovereignty 
scores don’t show up in adolescents, but are very salient in youth, due to a critical 
increase in thing and belonging sovereignty among females, and a simultaneous 
decrease among males (F(2, 768) = 10.19, p = .001). In addition, values sovereignty 
didn’t diff er between male and female respondents in adolescence, but in youth, it 
was higher in young women (F(2, 768) = 4.31, p = .038).

�

Figure 4. Th e main sovereignty scores in groups “Culture x Gender x Age”.

Culture x Gender x Age. Finally, since the main factors of culture, age, and gen-
der oft en “extinguished” each other, we analyzed the eff ects of interaction between 
all three variables. Th e lowest main sovereignty scores were found in female ado-
lescents from China and female youth from Armenia, and the highest ones were 
revealed in female youth from China and Russia (F(2, 768) = 3.30, p = .037) (see 
Fig. 4). Th is trend resulted from the impact of the social sovereignty: whereas in 
adolescence it didn’t diff erentiate groups, in youth there is a divergence between 
males and females: the lowest score was in female respondents, and the highest one 
in males (F(2, 768) = 3.74, p = .024) (see Table 5). 



Personal Sovereignty in Adolescents and Youth from Armenia, China, and Russia  63

Table 5

Means and Standard Deviations of the PS Scores in 12 groups “Culture x Gender x Age”

PS_main* BS TS TBS RHS SCS* TVS

A-a-m
M 1.34 .16 .18 .15 .18 .34 .33
SD 1.29 .46 .40 .28 .27 .38 .25

A-a-f
M 1.44 .22 .12 .13 .23 .38 .36
SD 1.24 .34 .35 .32 .27 .43 .31

A-y-m
M 1.49 .17 .30 .15 .15 .41 .31
SD 1.61 .38 .40 .39 .37 .34 .38

A-y-f
M 1.07 .03 .21 .13 .21 .17 .33
SD 1.80 .37 .43 .39 .35 .40 .45

C-a-m
M 1.31 .13 .20 .28 .14 .26 .29
SD 1.65 .45 .46 .36 .35 .41 .35

C-a-f
M .96 .05 .08 .10 .07 .29 .36
SD 1.92 .47 .44 .42 .36 .42 .41

C-y-m
M 1.50 .20 .34 .17 .24 .21 .35
SD 1.46 .34 .41 .36 .32 .40 .30

C-y-f
M 2.10 .25 .34 .24 .39 .34 .53
SD 1.51 .39 .42 .34 .28 .40 .33

R-a-m
M 1.65 .24 .31 .27 .16 .32 .34
SD 1.42 .32 .36 .37 .34 .41 .36

R-a-f
M 1.16 .15 .17 .12 .21 .25 .26
SD 1.35 .32 .36 .33 .32 .32 .35

R-y-m
M 1.65 .26 .33 .18 .28 .38 .22
SD 1.99 .41 .41 .42 .42 .47 .40

R-y-f
M 1.90 .23 .30 .30 .36 .34 .37
SD 1.69 .43 .38 .38 .36 .38 .38

Note. See legends to Fig. 1 and Table 1.
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Discussion
Our results show that, as expected, culture, age, and gender predict sovereignty 
level, patterns, and dynamics, but these connections are not linear: these variables 
interplay. That is why it is necessary to describe each culture separately. 

Contrary to our prediction, the sovereignty level did not differ among the 
three cultures. This impressive result confirms the evolutional and adaptive func-
tion of the sovereignty trait in everyday lives. It is no surprise that all cultures 
need and support its development; however, the sovereignty patterns and dy-
namics differed widely. In Russia, body sovereignty (natural needs for comfort, 
denial of asceticism, keeping preferred dietary identity) is a very important value 
which is passed from the society to the family. In Armenia, there is a denial of 
private possessions, shown by the things and belongings sovereignty scores being 
lower than in China and Russia. This reflects the fact that an obligation to share 
one’s belongings with other people is common in this culture. Finally, in China 
the sovereignty profile reflects the importance of defending one’s tastes, values, 
and worldview in general. 

While analyzing the highest scores in the sovereignty profile, we identified the 
typical resources of empirical Self (for each culture). In Armenia these were social 
contacts and the values. Indeed, Armenian people appreciate social relationships, 
friendship, family, and hospitability very much, and, at the same time, are proud 
of their sense of beauty, faith in Christianity, and long history. All these values are 
equally inherent in Armenian identity. In China, we found the  highest scores in 
the same areas, but more in tastes and values sovereignty than in social contacts. 
This means that preferences, opinions, and worldview in general are the most im-
portant values. Along with social contacts (in full accordance with the Confucian 
philosophy now popular in China), they form the very base of Chinese cultural 
identity. Finally, in Russia the leading position was in social contacts sovereignty 
rather than in tastes and values. In addition, the third most important PS area in 
all three cultures was taken up by territory sovereignty. Thus, Armenians, Chinese, 
and Russians present themselves as hospitable and spiritual, but at the same time 
are strongly attached to their (large or small) land; all of these aspects form their 
sense of identity.

Furthermore, we found interesting ambiguous differences concerning age. 
Youth are on average more sovereign than adolescents: they get their private terri-
tory and opportunity to arrange their time. Naturally, society respects youth more 
than adolescents, and provides them with more freedom. 

On the other hand, this finding concerned only the female group, and only in 
China and Russia. As these cultures endorse secular-rational values, including an 
acknowledgement of gender equality, it is no surprise that young women get more 
sovereignty. This increase is especially strong in China, in contrast to the very low 
sovereignty level of girls. As for Armenia, which endorses traditional values, the 
decrease in the sovereignty level seems to be related to traditional attitudes toward 
women: whereas Armenians are fond of their children, they are very demanding of 
young women whose everyday lives are accompanied by many restrictions. These 
restrictions are connected with limitations on social contacts sovereignty, which, in 
turn, may be influenced by Armenian traditions of match-making and marriage. 
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As for the stability of PS scores in male groups in all three cultures, it seems 
to be connected, first, with the variation by gender of many personal features (ac-
cording to Geodakyan (1989), females are more varied in their phenomena), and, 
secondly, with the variety of social demands and restrictions on males, including 
conscription. Boys and young men accept these demands from early childhood and 
become ready to answer them, even at the cost of their freedom. 

The gender differences in the sovereignty profiles demonstrate that girls and 
young women (on average) have much more freedom than boys and young men 
in arranging their daily schedule and expressing their own tastes and preferences. 
But boys and men are freer to have their own private territories, space, and plac-
es. Society and culture permit and support these forms of personal sovereignty. 
At the same time, gender differences in sovereignty are, in turn, influenced by 
age. In adolescence, social demands on both girls and boys are similar, and there 
are no significant differences in their sovereignty features. These results are also 
in full agreement with the outcomes of David Schmitt, who discovered that in 
traditional cultures, gender roles contrast greatly, but psychological phenomena 
do not (Buss & Schmitt, 2011). In youth, social expectations become more varied, 
taking into account social representations of gender roles; maturing youth accept 
these expectations and adapt to them, which is reflected in their personal sov-
ereignty levels and patterns. In addition, our sample was drawn from students, 
who, as the most progressive group of youth, no doubt endorse Western values 
of universalism and globalization. That is why gender differences in sovereignty 
increase with age.

Finally, when comparing culture x age x gender groups, we found the low-
est sense of personal sovereignty in Chinese girls and Armenian young women. 
This gives evidence of the unequal value of a child (depending on his/her gen-
der) in China: boys have more freedom, and their personalities and wishes are 
more respected than girls. In Armenia, young women are subject to control and 
restrictions from society, in line with traditional attitudes toward gender roles. 
As for the highest levels in sovereignty, they were found in Chinese and Rus-
sian young women. This result could be interpreted in the following way. First, 
young Chinese female students are a special group of youth who demonstrate a 
very high level of resilience and competitiveness, because entering university is 
a very difficult social and intellectual task requiring a lot of personal sovereignty. 
As for Russian young women, their high scores may be, first, a result of Russian 
history, as Russia has a culture where women have had a lot of social rights for 
many years; secondly, women in Russia do have not as many social restrictions 
as men do. 

Limitations
We would like to point out some limitations of this study. First, the youth sample 
consisted of students, and was not randomized by SES and region. This should be 
corrected in future surveys. Second, our work did not use tools other than the PSQ-
2010. In the future, the sense of personal sovereignty in these three cultures should 
be investigated together with other measures of well-being parameters. Finally, it 
might be very promising to include other cultures. 
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Conclusion
To sum up, our hypothesis was confirmed. As expected, the sovereignty patterns 
differed depending upon the culture: in addition, age and gender contributed 
to these differences. In general, the sovereignty level increased with age, mainly 
thanks to the female groups. In Armenia, on the contrary, in female groups, the 
sovereignty level decreased. 

Why have we received these outcomes? Culture determines attitudes toward  
individual sovereignty. In Armenia, family values and an empathic style of par-
enting stimulate sovereignty in adolescents, but in China and Russia gender non-
equality prevents personal sovereignty at this age. Furthermore, winning in social 
competition (because our youth were students at prestigious universities) stimu-
lates the sense of personal sovereignty in youth from China and Russia, whereas so-
cial demands (e.g., conscription) inhibit personal sovereignty in young men from 
Armenia, China, and Russia.

These outcomes may be useful in setting up personal growth programs, ethno-
psychological and educational research, and in social practice. 
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