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Re-Examining The Validity of Hofstede's Power 
Distance Dimension: A Cross-Cultural 
Comparison of Organizational Employees In 
Four Countries 
 Jung-Soo Yi1  

Abstract: The present study examines the contemporary validity and applicability of Hofstede's power 
distance dimension. Since the introduction of Hofstede's cultural value framework in the early 1980s, 
cultural, social, political, and commercial relationships among countries have undergone substantial 
transformation. These changes may have influenced how individuals perceive and enact power relations 
across intercultural contexts, making a re-examination of the power distance dimension both timely and 
necessary. Data were collected using a questionnaire that was developed, pilot-tested, and administered 
to 2,000 organizational members in Mexico, France, Great Britain, and New Zealand. The data were 
analyzed using analysis of variance (ANOVA). The findings indicate that cultural differences in power 
distance across the four countries persist; however, the magnitude of these differences is less pronounced 
than Hofstede's original national rankings suggest. This pattern points to a narrowing of power distance 
gaps among countries while reaffirming the continued relevance of the dimension. The study contributes 
to intercultural communication research by highlighting the dynamic nature of cultural values and the 
need for context-sensitive interpretations of power distance. Future research should incorporate 
additional variables such as education, organizational position, religion, and degree of intercultural 
contact to provide a more comprehensive understanding of evolving power distance orientations. 

Keywords: Hofstede's Cultural Dimensions, Power Distance, Cross-Cultural Comparison, Organizational 
Employees, Intercultural communication, National culture, Gender differences 

1. Introduction 

Later considered a pioneer and pathfinder of cultural comparisons (Søndergaard, 1994), 
Hofstede (1980) introduced cultural value dimensions that have become one of the most 
influential contributions to the study of cross-cultural differences (Cooper, Calloway-Thomas, 
& Simonds, 2007). These dimensions include individualism and collectivism, power distance, 
masculinity and femininity, and uncertainty avoidance. As one of the earliest attempts to 
examine cultural values (Samovar, Porter, McDaniel, & Roy, 2017), this comparative approach 
shaped the basic themes of cross-cultural studies (Peterson, 2003) and became a good starting 
point for understanding cultural values (Chen & Starosta, 1998). Although Hofstede intended 
to conceptualize work-related values of organizational members (Hofstede, 1980), these 
dimensions have branched out to explore various cultural topics related to psychology (e.g., 
Sivasubramaniam & Goodman-Delahunty, 2011), communication (e.g., Madlock, 2012), 
organizational studies (e.g., Ghosh, 2011), medicine (e.g., Jippes & Majoor, 2011), marketing 
(e.g., Kim & Zhang, 2014), and the general social sciences (Smith, 2002). 

Hofstede's work initially measured cultural characteristics at a national level (Samovar, 
Porter, McDaniel, & Roy, 2017). However, the power distance dimension has expanded to 
analyze organizational and social circumstances from various perspectives, including the 
individual level (e.g., Kirkman & Shapiro, 2001), societal level (e.g., Diener, Diener, & Diener, 
1995), national level (e.g., Fischer, 2009), and cross-cultural level (e.g., Erez, 2011). These 
approaches have conceptualized and measured the extent of power distance across various 
social categories (Daniels & Greguras, 2014). For example, the power distance dimension has 
been most frequently used to investigate organizational-level phenomena in terms of acceptance 
of power (Kirkman, Chen, Farh, Chen, & Lowe, 2009), leadership (Pasa, 2000), employee 
productivity (Paquin, Roch, & Sanchez-Ku, 2007), management development (Khatri, 2009), 
and many other organizational issues. In addition, as scholarly attention turned toward diversity 
management in the workplace during the 1990s (Sorrells, 2013), this bipolar continuum became 
a valuable tool for exploring specific cultural issues at the individual level, such as job 
satisfaction (Hauff & Richter, 2015), attitude and behavior (Ng, Sorenson, & Yim, 2009), 
employee participation (Rafiei & Pourreza, 2013), empowerment (Zhang & Begley, 2011), 
employee motivation (Zhao & Pan, 2017), prejudices and discrimination (Patrick & Kumar, 
2012), and other issues connected to cultural influences on individual behavior. Moreover, 
cross-cultural-level comparisons have offered valuable guidelines for individuals involved in 
international encounters (e.g., Wu, 2006; Scholtens & Dam, 2007). 

Along with earlier attempts to identify and categorize cultural patterns (e.g., Parsons & 
Shills, 1951; Kluckhohn & Strodtbeck, 1961; Inkeles & Levinson, 1969), Hofstede's cultural 
framework made a significant impact on cultural studies and became the most widely used  
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(Ghosh, 2011) and recognized (Gong, Li, & Stump, 2007) concept for understanding national culture. However, it did not 
escape critical challenges. Scholars have disputed that Hofstede's study assumed domestic populations were homogeneous 
(Redpath & Nielsen, 1997), thereby ignoring variations within countries (DiMaggio, 1997). Others argued that theoretical 
constructs require re-examination (Orr & Hauser, 2008) and that "his data do not span a sufficient time interval to permit a 
valid test" (Smith, 2002, p. 127). In addition, sampling was criticized as flawed due to unevenly distributed participants across 
nations (McSweeney, 2000), which led to oversimplification of cultural differences (Signorini, Wiesemes, & Murphy, 2009). 
Furthermore, the study has been criticized as outdated and of limited contemporary value (Wu, 2006; Beugelsdijk & Welzel, 
2018). Regardless of these criticisms, other scholars have defended dimensional studies as appropriate for conceptualizing and 
operationalizing culture (Keillor & Hult, 1999; Steenkamp, 2001), and HHofstede'swork is still considered one of the most 
comprehensive and relevant studies of cultural differences (Holden, 2004). 

1.1. Power Distance 

Power distance is the degree to which people in a culture accept (Sorrells, 2013), tolerate (Cooper, Calloway-Thomas, & 
Simonds, 2007), and adapt (Chen & Starosta, 1998) to the unequal distribution of power in relationships, institutions, and 
organizations. Recognizing that individuals do not possess equal levels of status or social power (Lustig & Koester, 2006), 
people tend to act (Beamer & Varner, 2001) and interact (Javidan & House, 2001) accordingly, based on their power positions 
within families (Klopf, 1998), schools (Yoo, 2014), organizations (Hofstede, Hofstede, & Minkow, 2010), and even friendships 
(Neuliep, 2015). 

Different degrees of power distance tendencies exist across cultures (Gudykunst & Kim, 2003), but vertical or horizontal 
(Chen & Starosta, 1998) structures of social relationships tend to prevail. In high power distance cultures (e.g., the Philippines, 
Mexico, and Venezuela), where power and authority are facts of life (Samovar & Porter, 2001), people tend to accept 
hierarchical order (Klyukanov, 2005) and believe that authority figures should be respected (Yang, Mossholder, & Peng, 2007), 
trusted (Kirkman, Chen, Farh, Chen, & Lowe, 2009), and obeyed (Bochner & Hesketh, 1994). Consequently, people expect a 
high degree of power centralization in organizations (Adler, 1997), and employees tend not to question their superiors' orders 
(Gudykunst & Kim, 2003), often feeling afraid and unwilling to express disagreement (Hofstede, 2001). Similarly, children's 
opinions are often excluded from family decision-making processes (Calzada, Fernandez, & Cortes, 2010), and they are 
expected to obey their parents without challenge (Lustig & Koester, 2006), sometimes under the threat of corporal punishment 
(Westby, 2007). In educational settings, students are expected to be modest and deferential in the presence of teachers 
(Andersen, 2000), who are rarely contradicted or publicly criticized (Yoo, 2014). Moreover, individuals occupying specific 
professional roles (e.g., doctors, lawyers, professors) are held in high esteem (Fong & Chuang, 2004), reinforcing beliefs that 
hierarchy and inequality are appropriate and even beneficial for social functioning (Lustig & Koester, 2006). 

In contrast, in countries with low power distance indices (e.g., Austria, Israel, and New Zealand), people believe that 
inequality in organizations (Yildirim & Deniz, 2014) and society (Samovar & Porter, 2001) should be minimized. Because 
social strata and hierarchical distinctions are less pronounced (Javidan & House, 2001), organizational power hierarchies are 
generally viewed as arrangements for convenience rather than authority (Borden, 1991; Neuliep, 2015), and power is expected 
to be exercised only for legitimate purposes (Martin & Nakayama, 2010). As people prefer democratic participation (Lu, Rose, 
& Blodgett, 1999), subordinates expect to be consulted before decisions affecting their work are made (Hofstede, 1993; Sagie 
& Aycan, 2003), and they may even resist decisions implemented without discussion (Brockner et al., 2001). This perception 
suggests that individuals in positions of power are more likely to share authority with those in lower positions (Madlock, 2012). 
Employees also tend to demonstrate strong work ethics (Klopf, 1998), whereas unethical behavior may remain hidden in high 
power distance cultures due to subordinate loyalty and submissiveness (Khatri, 2009). In addition, because family members 
are generally treated as equals (Neuliep, 2015), parents encourage children's independence (Klopf, 1998) and teach them to 
seek reasons or justification for family members' actions (Lustig & Koester, 2006). In schools, learning environments are 
typically student-centered (Yoo, 2014), and teachers treat students more as equals (Cortina, Arel, & Smith-Darden, 2017). 
Thus, "students are expected to ask questions and perhaps even challenge their teacher" (Neuliep, 2015, p. 82) with little fear 
of confrontation (Borden, 1991). In general, members of these societies tend to view one another as equals and prefer to interact 
within this paradigm (Yuan & Zhou, 2015). 

With these traditionally practiced norms of cultural variability, perceptual changes are gradually surfacing in behavioral 
patterns, potentially shifting cultural gaps among countries. For example, the power distance index is lower among higher 
social classes in Britain than among working classes, although people generally continue to believe that inequalities should be 
minimized (Cook, 2023). However, strong cultural tendencies suggest that significant changes have not yet been fully 
measured. In New Zealand, individuals of different social statuses strive to minimize distinctions and often interact informally 
and socially (McCornack, 2010). Similarly, Mexican employees, despite being categorized as belonging to a high power 
distance culture, continue to believe that a clear understanding and application of power distance in communication behaviors 
are positively related to job satisfaction and organizational commitment (Madlock, 2012). Moreover, France continues to 
demonstrate relatively high power distance scores, indicating that French society still accepts specific degrees of inequality 
(Malhotra, 2021). 

Most cross-cultural studies explore cultural phenomena and individuals' perceptual understanding of their environments 
to suggest improved communication skills or culturally informed guidelines. As "many cultures are in a stage of great 
transition" (Neuliep, 2015, p. 49), it is advisable to examine how power distance indices across countries may have changed 
and how these changes can be accurately assessed to offer more precise guidelines for individuals engaged in intercultural 
contexts. 

1.2. Importance of Re-examining the Power Distance Dimension 

Hofstede was the first scholar to quantify cultural orientations (Beugelsdijk & Welzel, 2018) through his original survey of 
cultural values initiated in the late 1960s (Cooper, Calloway-Thomas, & Simonds, 2007). Despite ongoing debates over its 
validity and usefulness, the cultural value framework has consistently guided scholars and multinational practitioners. At the 
turn of the new century, however, international interrelationships began to change significantly across multiple dimensions, 
partially due to advancements in transportation, technology, and media as countries became increasingly interconnected, 
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interactions and information exchange among people diversified, involving men, women, minorities, and immigrants who 
brought differing perceptions and values while working and residing in increasingly borderless cultural environments. Although 
cultural dimensions are often assumed to have centuries-old roots (Hofstede, 1998) and deep cultural structures are considered 
resistant to change (Samovar & Porter, 2001), there is growing speculation that findings from earlier studies should be re-
examined in contemporary contexts (Wu, 2006; Beugelsdijk & Welzel, 2018). 

Globalization and organizational diversity in rapidly changing international environments require more precise 
interpretations of cultural and individual values to improve organizational effectiveness (Thomas, 2008; Daniels & Greguras, 
2014) and maximize employee contributions (Patrick & Kumar, 2012). For productive and healthy cultural interactions not 
only in organizational settings, but also in social, political, and educational contexts, understanding and applying Hofstede's 
cultural dimensions remains essential. Among these dimensions, power distance is particularly salient, as power is fundamental 
to all human relationships (Russell, 1938; Keltner, Gruenfield, & Anderson, 2003). With the increasing frequency of 
intercultural encounters, re-examining the power distance dimension is therefore necessary to assess its contemporary validity 
before offering updated guidelines for individuals operating within culturally interconnected societies. Previous scholarly 
efforts that clarified and emphasized the importance of cultural variation informed the objectives of the present study. By 
collecting and statistically analyzing data, this article aims to address the following research questions. 

RQ1: Do organizational members in Mexico and France (high power distance countries) present a higher degree of power 
distance tendencies than organizational members in Great Britain and New Zealand (low power distance countries)? 

Although Hofstede's original study focused primarily on power distance behaviors within organizational settings, more 
comprehensive outcomes may be achieved by incorporating multiple categories of power distance behaviors. Accordingly, the 
present study divides power distance into four subcategories—individual, family, organizational, and societal—and constructs 
questionnaire items based on these distinctions. Because previous research indicates that family behaviors (Wayne, Michel, & 
Matthews, 2022), including marital satisfaction (Tang, Huang, & Wang, 2017), significantly influence organizational attitudes, 
behaviors, and work–life balance, examining Hofstede's original findings across multiple influential contexts may provide more 
accurate guidance for understanding the power distance dimension. 

RQ2: Do organizational members in Mexico and France present a higher degree of power distance characteristics across the 
four subcategories than organizational members in Great Britain and New Zealand? 

2. Method 

Because the present study used a newly developed questionnaire, a pilot study was conducted to assess the reliability and clarity 
of the items. A total of 138 participants were included in the pilot study (Mexican, N = 31; French, N = 32; English, N = 39; 
New Zealander, N = 36), using English, Spanish, and French versions of the questionnaire. After the pilot study, adjustments 
to sentence structures, rearrangement and regrouping of question items, and the use of more equivalent word choices were 
made for the main study. Because people's behavior may be expressed differently across various levels of interaction, the 
present research divided the question items into four categories: individual, family, organizational, and societal levels. Each 
category contained ten question items presented in no specific order in the questionnaire. 

2.1. Respondents 

To administer the questionnaire, forty-six international members of the National Communication Association (USA) were 
contacted. Twenty-eight scholars were unable to participate due to academic and personal reasons. Among those who 
participated, an insufficient number of members from the highest- and lowest-power-distance countries in Hofstede's original 
rankings were included. Among the countries for which scholars consented to participate, Mexico (2nd) and France (9th) were 
selected to represent high-power-distance countries. In contrast, Great Britain (31st) and New Zealand (37th) were identified 
as low-power-distance countries. Because geographical locations within a country may influence the practice of cultural values 
(Madlock, 2012; Yi, 2004), two cities were selected in each country based on population size. 

Table 1 displays the number of respondents representing each country (N = 1,238; N = 702 males; N = 536 females). A 
total of 947 participants were employed in private organizations (N = 603 males; N = 344 females), and the remaining 291 
participants were employed in government-related organizations (N = 128 males; N = 163 females). In Mexico, 128 participants 
were recruited from organizations in a large city (Puebla: N = 79 males; N = 49 females), and 174 respondents were recruited 
from organizations in a small town (Irapuato: N = 88 males; N = 86 females). In France, 131 participants were from 
organizations in a large city (Paris: N = 75 males; N = 56 females), and 162 participants were from organizations in a small 
town (Lyon: N = 79 males; N = 83 females). In Great Britain, 165 participants were recruited from organizations located in a 
large city (Birmingham: N = 92 males; N = 73 females), and 131 participants were from organizations in a small town (Bristol: 
N = 81 males; N = 50 females). In New Zealand, 163 participants were recruited from organizations in a large city (Auckland: 
N = 102 males; N = 61 females), and 184 participants were recruited from organizations in a small town (Hamilton: N = 106 
males; N = 78 females). Seventy-two percent of participants (N = 891; N = 564 males; N = 327 females) indicated that they 
grew up and studied in cities similar to those in which they were currently employed. In addition, ninety-four percent of 
participants (N = 1,161; N = 653 males; N = 508 females) reported that their first language was the predominant or national 
language of their country of employment.  

Table 1: Number of Respondents by Countries, City Sizes, and Gender 

 Org. in a small city* Org. in a large city** Males Females Total 
Mexico (Irapuato) 174 (Puebla) 128 167 135 302 
France (Lyon) 162 (Paris) 131 154 139 293 
Great Britain (Bristol) 131 (Birmingham) 165 173 123 296 
New Zealand (Hamilton) 184 (Auckland) 163 208 139 347  

*A city with a population of less than 500,000 people, **A city with more than 1,000,000 people in population 

Age variations existed among respondents across the four countries. Mexican participants constituted the oldest group 
(average age = 39.4), followed by British respondents (average age = 37.6). The French participants were the youngest group 
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(average age = 31.6), and the New Zealanders were the second-youngest (average age = 33.8). The oldest participant was a 
Mexican female manager working at a local bank in Irapuato (55.6 years old), and the youngest respondent was also a Mexican 
female working at a department store in Puebla (20.2 years old). 

2.2. Procedure 

For both the pilot and the main study, the questionnaire was initially constructed in English and then translated into Spanish 
and French. Although 197 (65%) Mexican participants, 221 (75%) French participants, 231 (78%) participants from Great 
Britain, and 269 (78%) participants from New Zealand had college degrees, there was no guarantee that respondents in Mexico 
and France would clearly understand the terms used in the questionnaire. Therefore, a necessary step was taken to ensure 
respondents could express their thoughts without misunderstanding the language. After the translations were completed by 
Mexican and French native speakers who were professors in the modern languages department at a state university in the United 
States, back-translation procedures (Brislin, 1980) were conducted by other Mexican and French speakers who had not seen 
the original English version of the questionnaire. Although debates continue regarding the validity of translation in cross-
cultural research (Bullinger, 2003; Ozolins, 2008), this methodology has been shown to be effective (Gudykunst et al., 1992; 
Houchin & Wild, 2006) when carefully administered. With the increase in cross-cultural research, many scholars have used 
this validation tool to produce more accurate findings (e.g., Ayyash-Abdo, 2001; Choi, Kushner, Mill, & Lai, 2012; Wu, 2006). 

Of the 2,000 paper questionnaires distributed across eight locations in four countries, 1,284 were returned (a return rate 
of 64.2%), and 1,238 questionnaires (61.9%) were included in the statistical analysis. A total of 46 returned questionnaires 
were excluded for various reasons. 9 participants did not sign the consent form; 15 failed to answer demographic questions 
such as age, gender, or nationality; 12 respondents did not complete all 40 questionnaire items; and 10 participants reported 
nationalities that differed from their country of employment. Although there were no time restrictions for completing the 
questionnaire, respondents were advised not to interact or share ideas with others while completing the survey. This instruction 
was intended to prevent possible contamination or influence from other participants while respondents expressed their thoughts 
and ideas. 

2.3. Statistical Analysis 

Because the present study collected data from eight locations across four countries, a simple analysis of variance (ANOVA) 
was employed to compare calculated mean factor scores and determine whether statistically significant differences existed. 
Power distance level was the dependent variable, and the eight selected cities were the independent variables. After treating 
the total mean score for the forty items for each participant as a single unit of analysis, a second analysis was conducted in 
which the four subgroups of items were analyzed separately. Although demographic information was collected, gender and 
location within the country were the only variables included in the statistical analysis. 

Scoring for some questionnaire items was reversed. In these cases, items were worded negatively so that disagreement 
indicated agreement with the positive version. The purpose of reverse scoring and the use of a balanced scale was to control 
acquiescent responding (Crocker & Algina, 1986), thereby encouraging respondents to discriminate more carefully among 
items. Despite early warnings about reducing ambiguity in question wording (Cronbach, 1946), criticism persists regarding 
negatively worded items, as scoring may be affected by respondent carelessness (Schmitt & Stults, 1985), mindless consistency 
(Drolet & Morrison, 2001), and confusion (Sonderen, Sanderman, & Coyne, 2013). Nevertheless, when carefully designed and 
implemented, the inclusion of both positively and negatively worded items can produce more adequately fitting statistical 
results (Horan, DiStefano, & Motl, 2003). 

A Likert scale was used to collect data in the following format: "5” represented "strongly agree,” “4" represented “agree,” 
“3" represented “neutral,” “2” represented "disagree,” and “1” represented “strongly disagree.” During data analysis, factor 
analysis was conducted to examine item groupings and to assess whether these groupings were consistent with findings from 
previous research. This method allowed the researchers to determine whether the results could be interpreted as indicators of 
the dimension the present study aimed to investigate. In addition, the reliability of each item was assessed using Cronbach’s 
alpha coefficient for internal consistency. Finally, a Duncan Multiple Range test was conducted to examine specific differences 
between large pairs of means, followed by significant F-ratios to assess variations among group means.   

3. Results 

The findings of the present study confirmed the existence of perceptual and behavioral pattern differences in power distance 
among the four participating countries. Based on the statistically computed data, Research Question 1 was supported; however, 
Research Question 2, which examined four subcategories of power distance, yielded more nuanced results. Mexican 
participants presented the highest overall power distance predispositions (N = 302; M = 128.35; SD = 11.46), followed by 
French respondents (N = 293; M = 124.26; SD = 10.27), British organizational members (N = 296; M = 120.76; SD = 10.56), 
and New Zealanders (N = 347; M = 115.34; SD = 8.67). Table 2 indicates that these findings are consistent with Hofstede’s 
original ranking of forty countries on the power distance dimension (Mexico #2, France #9, Great Britain #31, and New Zealand 
#37). The results are also consistent with recent studies showing that Mexican organizational employees hold high levels of 
power distance by acknowledging and emphasizing power and status differences (Madlock, 2012), and that French managers 
and subordinates continue to accept inequality in power distribution (Zheng, 2010). 

Among the four countries, significant differences were found between Mexican and New Zealand participants, F(1, 649) 
= 3.24; p = 0.005, and between Mexican and British respondents, F(1, 598) = 2.89; p = 0.005. However, significant differences 
between male and female participants within the same country were not found in any of the four countries: Mexico, F(1, 302) 
= 1.27; p = 0.054; France, F(1, 293) = 1.72; p = 0.05; Great Britain, F(1, 296) = 1.87; p = 0.059; and New Zealand, F(1, 347) 
= 1.34; p = 0.055. Although scholars generally suggest that men’s perceptions of power distance are higher than those of women 
(e.g., Terzi, 2004), the underlying causes and contributing factors of gender differences have been largely neglected in prior 
research. 

Among male participants, the total score of Mexican organizational members was significantly higher than that of British 
respondents, F(1, 340) = 2.78; p = 0.059, and New Zealanders, F(1, 375) = 3.25; p = 0.062, findings that are generally consistent 
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with previous research. In contrast, among female participants, a statistically significant difference was observed only between 
Mexican and New Zealand females, F(1, 274) = 2.57; p = 0.060.   

Table 2: Power Distance Differences among Four Countries 

Countries Number of 
Items/Possible score 

Overall Mean Score 
(ranking) 

Male Mean Score 
(ranking) 

Female Mean Score 
(ranking) 

Mexico 40/200 128.35 (1) 129.69 (1) 126.19 (1) 
France 40/200 124.26 (2) 125.18 (2) 124.04 (2) 
Great Britain 40/200 120.76 (3) 121.27 (3) 118.34 (3) 
New Zealand 40/200 115.34 (4) 115.45 (4) 113.00 (4) 

Source: Calculated by the author 

Table 3 shows that Mexican organizational members in Irapuato presented the highest power distance tendencies among all 
eight locations (N = 174; M = 130.79; SD = 9.89), followed by participants in Puebla, Mexico (N = 128; M = 127.21; SD = 
10.02). Respondents in Lyon, France, constituted the third group (N = 162; M = 126.21; SD = 8.93), and participants in Bristol, 
Great Britain, ranked fourth in overall mean score (N = 131; M = 122.85; SD = 9.24). Participants in Paris (N = 131; M = 
122.24; SD = 10.43) comprised the fifth group, followed by respondents in Birmingham (N = 165; M = 118.05; SD = 10.02). 
Organizational members in Auckland, New Zealand, had the lowest power distance predispositions (N = 162; M = 113.48; SD 
= 8.49), while the second-lowest score was recorded among organizational members in Hamilton, New Zealand (N = 184; M 
= 116.39; SD = 9.45). 

Although the overall score for France was higher than that for Great Britain, participants in Bristol had a slightly higher 
score than organizational members in Paris, without a statistically significant difference, F(1, 262) = 1.28; p = 0.05. In this 
case, male participants in Bristol reported higher perceptions of power distance (N = 131; M = 115.04; SD = 10.84) than those 
in Paris (N = 131; M = 112.88; SD = 8.92), which influenced the ranking observed in the present study.  

Table 3:  Power Distance Differences among Eight Locations in Four Countries 

Countries Number of 
Items/Possible score 

Overall Mean Score 
(ranking) 

Male Mean Score 
(ranking) 

Female Mean Score 
(ranking) 

Irapuato,  
Mexico* 40/200 130.79 (1) 132.72 (1) 128.24 (1) 

Puebla, 
Mexico** 40/200 127.21 (2) 128.23 (2) 125.84 (2) 

Lyon,  
France* 40/200 126.21 (3) 126.98 (3) 125.08 (3) 

Paris,  
France** 40/200 122.24 (5) 123.68 (5) 122.09 (4) 

Bristol,  
Great Britain* 40/200 122.85 (4) 123.84 (4) 121.06 (5) 

Birmingham, 
Great Britain** 40/200 118.05 (6) 119.64 (6) 116.78 (6) 

Hamilton,  
New Zealand* 40/200 116.39 (7) 117.98 (7) 113.82 (8) 

Auckland,  
New Zealand** 40/200 113.48 (8) 113.29 (8) 114.49 (7) 

Source: Calculated by the author. *a city with a population of less than 500,000 people. **city with more than 1,000,000 people 
in the population 

Across all eight locations, female participants' power distance scores were lower than those of males in the same city, 
except in Auckland, New Zealand. Although this pattern was not observed in Hamilton, New Zealand, the higher scores for 
females than males in Auckland can be partially explained by the fact that high egalitarianism predominates in low power 
distance cultures, whereas low egalitarianism predominates in high power distance cultures (Gudykunst & Lee, 2003). This 
may have contributed to similar perspectives on power distance between men and women in New Zealand. New Zealand was, 
in fact, the first country in the world to grant women the right to vote in 1893 (CEDAW Report, 2010) and is currently ranked 
9th out of a total of 144 countries in terms of women’s gender equality (The Global Gender Gap Report, 2016). In the same 
report, Mexico is ranked 66th for gender equality, which may indicate lower levels of egalitarianism in the culture when 
compared with New Zealand and may represent one of the factors contributing to Mexico’s classification as a high power 
distance country. It is also worthwhile to note that one Mexican female participant from Irapuato made a comment on the 
questionnaire, stating, “I was exposed to discrimination in my childhood at home and in school, and I grew up without self-
confidence. Inequality was normal in my life, and I am scared of people with power." This participant marked "strongly agree" 
on 34 of the 40 questionnaire items. 

Table 4 presents participants' perceptions and behavioral patterns of power distance across four levels of interaction. The 
analysis includes individual, family, organizational, and societal levels. At the individual level, female participants from 
Irapuato, Mexico, scored the highest (N = 79; M = 32.72; SD = 4.26), followed by the male group in the same city (N = 49; M 
= 32.01; SD = 3.98). The female group in Hamilton, New Zealand, recorded the lowest score (N = 78; M = 27.99; SD = 3.86), 
while the male group in Auckland, New Zealand, recorded the second lowest score (N = 102; M = 28.22; SD = 4.02). The 
individual-level item with the most significant mean score difference was "I usually have a great deal of respect for older 
people." For this item, male participants from Irapuato reported the highest mean score (N = 88; M = 3.98; SD = 0.52), whereas 
the female group in Hamilton reported the lowest score (N = 78; M = 2.64; SD = 0.39), with a statistically significant difference, 
F(1, 166) = 2.47; p = 0.060. 
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Interestingly, although individuals in specific professional occupations are considered to hold power in high power 
distance cultures (Fong & Chuang, 2004), higher education alone did not affect perceptions of power distance across all four 
countries. The individual-level item "I have a great deal of respect for people with higher education" did not show a significant 
difference across the eight locations. The highest score for this item was reported by the female group in Puebla (N = 49; M = 
3.08; SD = 0.98), while the male group in Birmingham reported the lowest score (N = 92; M = 2.78; SD = 0.76), without 
statistically significant differences, F(1, 141) = 1.24; p = 0.05. This finding suggests that what individuals do with higher 
education may be more critical than simply possessing higher education, even in high power-distance cultures. 

Table 4:  Power Distance Mean Score Differences in Four Sub-Categories 

Countries Individual level* 
(male/female) 

Family level* 
(male/female) 

Organizational 
level* (male/female) 

Societal level*  
(male/female) 

Irapuato, 
Mexico** 32.01/32.72 33.23/31.96 34.24/30.78 33.24/32.78 

Puebla, 
Mexico*** 31.79/31.47 32.94/31.54 32.67/31.02 30.83/31.81 

Lyon, 
France** 31.77/30.45 32.03/31.56 32.56/31.28 30.62/31.79 

Paris, 
France*** 29.43/28.78 31.22/30.65 30.59/30.89 30.57/31.77 

Bristol, 
Great Britain** 30.92/30.27 31.88/31.02 30.24/30.27 30.80/29.50 

Birmingham, 
Great Britain*** 29.78/29.34 30.12/28.99 30.22/29.22 28.52/29.23 

Hamilton, 
New Zealand** 28.29/27.99 29.35/28.85 30.24/29.02 30.10/27.96 

Auckland, 
New Zealand*** 28.22/28.35 29.32/28.12 28.56/29.51 27.19/28.51 

Source: Calculated by the author, *Each category consists of 10 question items for a total of 50 possible points,  **city with 
less than 500,000 people in the population, ***city with more than 1,000,000 people in the population 

For the family-level power distance items, the male group in Irapuato recorded the highest score (N = 88; M = 33.23; SD 
= 3.69), followed by the male group in Puebla (N = 79; M = 32.94; SD = 5.49). These scores may be attributed to the fact that 
"Mexico has a huge central order of family that brings the society a sense of power, control, and influence" (Saenz, McGregor, 
& Nguyen, 2017, p. 229), and that families often maintain highly patriarchal contexts (Liu, Riosmena, & Creighton, 2018). In 
addition, French parents tend to emphasize their children's compliance and conformity to group values (Suizzo, 2002). In 
contrast, New Zealand parents emphasize a strong sense of independence in child development (Lee & Keown, 2018). One 
family-level questionnaire item asked participants, "Children should be taught not to question their parents' authority," and the 
item's scores were clearly consistent with family practices in these countries. For this item, the Mexican male group in Irapuato 
recorded the highest score (N = 88; M = 4.02; SD = 0.32), closely followed by the Mexican female group in Puebla (N = 49; 
M = 4.00; SD = 0.37). The lowest score for this item was reported by the New Zealand female group in Auckland (N = 61; M 
= 2.64; SD = 1.24), yielding a statistically significant difference when compared with the male group in Irapuato, F(1, 140) = 
4.27; p = 0.05. 

The third subcategory, the organizational level, produced similar scoring patterns, except that the female group in 
Auckland (N = 61; M = 29.51; SD = 3.87), the female group in Bristol (N = 50; M = 30.27; SD = 4.01), and the female group 
in Paris (N = 56; M = 30.89; SD = 3.34) scored slightly higher than the male groups in the same cities. The male group in 
Irapuato presented the highest mean score (N = 88; M = 34.24; SD = 5.29), followed by the male group in Puebla (N = 79; M 
= 32.67; SD = 4.89). One questionnaire item showing the most significant gap was observed between the male group in Puebla 
(N = 79; M = 3.92; SD = 1.02) and the female group in Hamilton (N = 78; M = 2.38; SD = 1.03), with a statistically significant 
difference, F(1, 157) = 2.48; p = 0.060. The item stated, "Everybody in a company accepts and respects all decisions made by 
the boss." The scores reported by participants across all four countries did not deviate from Hofstede's original ranking; 
however, the difference between participants from France (N = 293; M = 31.21; SD = 4.83) and Great Britain (N = 296; M = 
30.20; SD = 4.57) was smaller than expected, F(1, 589) = 1.21; p = 0.05. Given the political, commercial, and cultural closeness 
between these two countries, further research should explore the factors contributing to the narrowing gap in cultural values. 

The final subcategory, the societal level, produced outcomes similar to those observed in the other three levels of analysis. 
The male group from Irapuato recorded the highest score (N = 88; M = 33.24; SD = 6.02), while the lowest score was observed 
among male participants in Auckland (N = 102; M = 27.19; SD = 6.84). The item with the most significant score difference 
stated, "In this society, power is concentrated at the top rather than shared throughout the society." Mexican male participants 
from Irapuato reported the highest score on this item (N = 88; M = 4.01; SD = 0.59), whereas female respondents from Hamilton 
recorded the lowest mean score (N = 78; M = 3.10; SD = 0.78). 

Although the findings aligned with Hofstede's original national ranking of the power distance dimension, the gaps among 
countries were narrower than expected, with no significant differences observed between France and Great Britain or between 
France and New Zealand. Based on the 40-item calculation, the total mean score for Mexican participants was 128.35, 
representing 64.18% of the possible 200 points. The French participants' score was 124.26 (62.13%), the British respondents' 
score was 120.76 (60.38%), and the New Zealand group's score was 115.34 (57.67%). These results indicate that gender and 
geographical location are influential factors in evaluating cultural values. Consequently, examining gender and location, along 
with age and occupation, may contribute to more accurate assessments of national standings on cultural value dimensions. 

The reliability coefficient for the pilot study questionnaire items was α = 0.58. Following modifications and improvements 
to the items, the reliability coefficient for the 40-item scale increased to α = 0.88. For the subcategories, Cronbach's alpha 
coefficients were α = 0.89 for individual-level items (inter-item correlations ranged from −0.02 to 0.39) and α = 0.88 for family-
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level items (inter-item correlations ranged from −0.01 to 0.42). For the remaining two subgroups, the reliability coefficients 
were α = 0.90 for organizational-level items, with inter-item correlations ranging from −0.01 to 0.34, and α = 0.87 for societal-
level items, with inter-item correlations ranging from −0.02 to 0.33.  

4. Discussion and Implications 

Concerning Concerningion 1, the findings were generally consistent with HofsHofstede'sional rankings of the power distance 
index, indicating that individuals in Mexico and France continue to demonstrate behavioral and perceptual orientations 
associated with higher power distance. However, the scores reported by male participants from Paris, France, and Bristol, Great 
Britain, diverged from Hofstede's original classifications. These deviations suggest that culture should not be understood as a 
fixed, uniform construct but rather as a dynamic, evolving phenomenon. Such variation within traditionally categorized cultures 
highlights the importance of examining intra-national diversity and contextual influences when interpreting cultural value 
dimensions. Consequently, future research would benefit from a more profound exploration of how shifting social, economic, 
and institutional conditions reshape cultural perceptions of power over time. 

The findings related to Research Question 2 further support this dynamic interpretation of culture. Both male and female 
participants from Paris and Bristol demonstrated deviations at the individual and family levels across the four subcategories of 
power distance. These results suggest that transformations in the private and interpersonal domains may precede, or even drive, 
broader cultural change. In France, contemporary shifts in family structures and intergenerational relations appear to be 
fostering more egalitarian patterns of authority and interaction. As French families increasingly negotiate power relations 
through shared decision-making and adaptive role expectations, both men and women may be internalizing more moderate 
power distance orientations. Similarly, the British findings indicate that localized social contexts can produce value orientations 
that differ from national-level expectations. 

Taken together, these patterns point to an essential theoretical implication: power distance should be conceptualized not 
only as a national cultural characteristic but also as a multi-level and context-sensitive construct. The present study 
demonstrates that gender and geographic location within a country can meaningfully influence power distance orientations, 
thereby challenging the assumption of national homogeneity embedded in early cultural models. This insight contributes to the 
theoretical refinement of cultural dimensions by emphasizing the need to integrate micro-level social variables—such as gender 
roles, family dynamics, and local organizational norms—into models of cultural value formation. Incorporating additional 
factors, such as ethnicity, income, religion, and the intensity of intercultural exposure, into future studies may further illuminate 
the mechanisms by which cultural values evolve and diverge within national boundaries. 

Although Hofstede's original cultural dimensions were derived primarily from data collected from a specific occupational 
group during a particular historical period, their enduring relevance lies in their heuristic value rather than their immutability. 
The objective of the present study was not to invalidate Hofstede's framework but to reassess its applicability under 
contemporary conditions. Given that culture is inherently dynamic, revisiting established cultural dimensions is both 
theoretically and practically necessary. As global interconnectedness intensifies across social, political, educational, and 
commercial domains, understanding how perceptions of power distance shift over time becomes increasingly essential for 
scholars and practitioners of intercultural communication. 

The present findings suggest that while Hofstede's power distance dimension remains broadly applicable, the magnitude 
of differences between traditionally high- and low-power distance cultures has diminished. This observed "narrowing of 
cultural gaps" can be theoretically interpreted as the result of converging social practices driven by globalization, transnational 
mobility, expanded educational access, and evolving norms regarding authority and equality. Rather than signaling cultural 
homogenization, this convergence reflects selective adaptation, whereby societies retain core cultural values while recalibrating 
power relations in response to changing social realities. Thus, the narrowing gap should be understood as a process of cultural 
recalibration rather than cultural erosion. 

5. Implications and Theoretical Contribution 

Research on cultural values has long sought to clarify how cultural orientations shape communication, relationships, and social 
structures. As societies continue to evolve, cultural values likewise adapt in response to shifting social conditions. The findings 
of this study underscore the importance of approaching culture as a flexible, context-dependent construct rather than a rigid set 
of national traits. Accurate identification of the sources and influences of cultural differences remains essential for improving 
intercultural communication and interaction. 

At the same time, the present findings caution against treating cultural dimensions as prescriptive rules for behavior. 
Despite extensive scholarly attention to culture, misunderstandings and oversimplifications persist regarding what culture 
represents and how it operates in practice. Therefore, the insights generated by this study should be applied thoughtfully, with 
recognition of cultural complexity and internal diversity. When cultural assumptions are replaced with empirically grounded, 
context-sensitive interpretations, individuals and organizations are better positioned to achieve effective, meaningful 
intercultural engagement. 

This study advances intercultural communication theory by reconceptualizing power distance as a dynamic, multi-level, 
and context-sensitive construct rather than a static national attribute. While Hofstede's power distance dimension remains 
broadly valid at the macro level, the present findings demonstrate that its expression varies meaningfully across gender, 
geographic location, and interactional context. By empirically showing that deviations from national rankings occur most 
prominently at the individual and family levels, this study extends cultural dimensions theory beyond nation-centric 
explanations and highlights the importance of intra-cultural differentiation. 

More importantly, the observed narrowing of power distance gaps among countries is theorized as a process of cultural 
recalibration, rather than convergence or homogenization. Cultural values do not simply weaken or disappear; instead, they are 
selectively adjusted in response to globalization, changing family structures, expanding education, and shifting norms of 
authority and equality. This perspective contributes to theory by explaining how enduring cultural frameworks can remain 
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relevant while accommodating social change. Accordingly, the study bridges classic dimensional models with contemporary 
intercultural realities, offering a refined theoretical lens that integrates stability and change in the study of cultural values. 

6. Limitations of the Research 

The present study was conducted with voluntary participants drawn from various organizations across four countries. As a 
result, organizational members do not constitute a fully representative sample of national populations, and the findings are 
limited to perceptions of power distance among employed individuals. Although gender and geographic location were 
examined as meaningful subdivisions, incorporating additional variables such as age, educational background, religious 
affiliation, and socioeconomic status could enhance the generalizability of future research. 

Furthermore, the study relied exclusively on self-report questionnaire data to assess perceptions of power distance. While 
questionnaires are a well-established method for collecting information on social attitudes and behaviors, they are limited in 
their ability to capture the underlying reasons behind individuals' beliefs and actions. Future research would benefit from 
complementing survey methods with qualitative or observational approaches that allow for deeper examination of how power 
relations are enacted and negotiated in everyday interactions. 

7. Conclusion 

The purpose of this study was to re-examine Hofstede's power distance dimension in a contemporary context by comparing 
organizational members across four countries included initially in Hofstede's research. The findings confirm that power 
distance continues to differentiate cultures at the national level, while also revealing that the magnitude of these differences 
has decreased and varies across social contexts. These results suggest that cultural values associated with power are not 
disappearing, but are being renegotiated through everyday practices in families, organizations, and local communities. 

By demonstrating that gender and geographic location within countries influence power distance orientations, this study 
challenges assumptions of cultural homogeneity and underscores the need for more nuanced models of culture. The findings 
indicate that intercultural competence requires sensitivity not only to national differences but also to internal cultural diversity 
and contextual variation. As intercultural interactions become increasingly common, scholars and practitioners must move 
beyond rigid cultural classifications toward more flexible, evidence-based interpretations of cultural values. 

In conclusion, Hofstede's power distance dimension remains a useful theoretical framework, but its application must 
reflect the evolving nature of culture. Re-examining cultural dimensions over time is essential for maintaining their theoretical 
relevance and practical utility. By offering empirical evidence of cultural recalibration and narrowing gaps in power distance, 
this study contributes to a more dynamic and contextually grounded understanding of culture in contemporary intercultural 
communication. 
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Appendix 

Ranking of Forty Countries on Power Distance 

Ranking * Country Ranking* Country Ranking * Country Ranking* Country 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
 

Philippines 
Mexico ** 
Venezuela 
India 
Yugoslavia 
Singapore 
Brazil 
Hong Kong 
France ** 
Colombia 
 

11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 

Turkey 
Belgium 
Peru 
Thailand 
Chile 
Portugal 
Greece 
Iran 
Taiwan 
Spain 

21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 

 

Pakistan 
Japan 
Italy 
South 
Africa 
Argentina 
U.S.A. 
Canada 
Netherlands 
Australia 
 

31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 

Germany 
Great 
Britain ** 
Switzerland 
Finland 
Norway 
Sweden 
Ireland 
New 
Zealand ** 
Denmark 
Israel 
Austria 

*A high ranking means the country can be classified as one that prefers a large power distance; a low ranking is associated 
with cultures that prefer a small power distance.   ** Four countries participated in this research. 

Source: Adapted from Geert Hofstede, Culture's Consequences: International differences in Work-Related Values (Beverly 
Hills: Sage, 1980) 
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