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The Impact of Cultural Prototype (Mis)Match

Abstract
As international businesses expand, it is becoming increasingly important to understand leadership in different cultural contexts. Drawing on theories of culturally endorsed leadership and prototype mismatch, we examined the effect of leader-follower prototype incongruence on relevant outcomes among participants from the United Kingdom (UK), India, and China (N = 121). Results found that UK participants responded favorably to a low power distance leader. They exhibited higher ratings of the manager, greater perceived job satisfaction, and greater performance intentions, compared to those exposed to a culturally incongruent high power distance leader. The main findings were moderated by participant intersubjective perceptions of their culture’s power distance for some variables in some cultures. Specifically, culturally consistent perceptions augmented the effects of exposure to a congruent leader for perceived satisfaction among UK participants. Contrary to predictions, culturally consistent perceptions attenuated the effects of exposure to a high power distance leader among Indian and Chinese participants. Results may be explained by ideal cultural values (i.e. what individuals want to have) driving the creation of effective leadership schema, rather than actual culture values.  Additional potential explanations for the findings, limitations, and future research are discussed. 





The Impact of Cultural Prototype (Mis)Match
	We live in an increasingly global world (Appaduri, 1996). However, incongruence between leader and follower work-values influences worker attitudes and behaviour, making it important to manage cultural differences in the workforce (see Tayeb, 1996).  However, the majority of cross-cultural management training initiatives aimed at cultural differences focus on skill development or adjustment training based on national culture (cf. Black & Mendenhall, 1990; cf. Deshpande & Viswesvaran, 1992). This is problematic, as manager expatriates and their overseas subordinates are entrenched in different cultural worldviews, which may lead to problems rooted in divergent leader and subordinate expectations (cf., Hofstede, 1980; 2005). In turn, this may have deleterious consequences on meaningful employee outcomes (Warner & Joynt, 2002).
	Following from prototype mismatch theory, which states that a leader will not be accepted if the leader does not match follower expectations (Hunt, Boal, & Sorenson, 1990), and culturally-endorsed implicit leadership theory, which states that societal cultures effect leader behaviours and leader acceptance (House, Hanges, Javidan, Dorfman, Gupta, 2004), this study uses Hofstede’s (1980) cultural dimension of power distance to examine the outcomes of leadership prototype mismatch on follower attitudes and behaviour. Specifically, this study examines the impact of cultural leadership prototype mismatch on perception, attitudes and motivation using a sample of individuals from India, China, and the UK. 
We contribute to research that has shown that different cultures have different schemas or prototypes regarding what makes an effective leader (e.g., House et al., 2004). A number of previous researchers have demonstrated that leadership prototype match in the West is related to follower evaluations of manager effectiveness (e.g., Gertsner & Day, 1994; Holt et al., 2009). However, research has yet to examine the consequences of a prototype mismatch in a cultural context, as might occur with a western manager working with a culturally different team of subordinates abroad.  The majority of research measures cultural differences and assumes that these differences will translate into follower expectations for leadership (e.g., House et al., 2004). For example, researchers (e.g., House et al., 2004) recommend that leaders working high power distance cultures (e.g.. China and India) should ‘match’ their followers expectations to be effective. The results of the present study do not support this contention and rather find that, in general, cultures respond favourably to a low power distance. We further show that this effect is moderated by individual perceptions of their culture’s power distance such that those that perceive their culture as higher in power distance show increased preferences for a low power distance leader. These results are suggestive that there may be an idealized leadership profile of low power distance that is augmented when a culture is individually perceived to be anti-ideal. 
Theoretical Framework
Early descriptions of a leader described as someone that embodies “special qualities” subordinates readily follow (see Yuki, 2006), has given way to other contextual leadership approaches, wherein the social and contextual environment impacts the effectiveness of leadership (see Yukl, 2006 for a discussion).  However, these situational and contingency models are also limited.  Namely, the role of followers in the leadership process is largely ignored (Hanslam et al., 2011).   
	However, one theory of leadership called leader categorization theory or implicit leadership theory (ILT) (Lord & Maher, 1990), acknowledges the construction of leadership in the follower’s mind through stereotypes. For example, Lord and Maher (1990) define leadership as a “cognitive knowledge structure” or prototype held by followers.  These prototypes are cognitive schema of what effective leadership looks like, and these schemata purportedly influence the follower’s perceptions of that leader’s effectiveness (Lord et al., 2001).   Indeed, research has shown that that individuals who perceived a leader as more stereotypical rated that leader as more effective (Hais et al., 1997), suggestive that individuals are indeed influenced by their schema. 
As culture plays a large role in individual’s stereotypes (House, Javidan, Hanges, & Dofrman, 2002) and because leaders and followers are embedded in a larger cultural system (Hofstede, 1980), ILT has been extended to consider the role of culture in what has been coined culturally endorsed leadership theory (CLT) (House et al., 2004).  According to CLT, individuals within a culture generally agree about what constitutes effective leadership and each culture has a specific stereotype of effective leadership.  A few studies have shown that there are different leadership prototypes in different national cultures (see e.g., House et al., 2004; Gestner & Day, 1994; Holt et al., 2009).  The GLOBE project found that different prototypes for effective leadership are represented at the national culture level, and that these prototypes influence followers’ views of the leader’s effectiveness (House et al., 2004).  However, research has yet to examine the outcomes of leadership prototype incongruence and congruence based on follower attitudes and behaviour.  
Prototype Mismatch Theory
Hunt et al.’s (1990) prototype mismatch theory asserts that followers perceive and interpret the behaviour of their superior, and compare the superior’s behaviour to their own implicit stereotypes of leadership.  Moreover, during this comparison process, a leader that is perceived to match the follower’s prototype is seen as effective, whereas a leader that is perceived to not match the leader’s prototype is deemed ineffective.  Initial evidence from a study by Platow and van Knippenberg (2001) provide support prototype mismatch theory on perceptions of leadership, although they did not specifically investigate cultural prototypes. In this study cultural prototype incongruence is expected to influence manager ratings of effectiveness, perceived job satisfaction, and motivation.  
Recently, van Quaquebeke, Kerschreitner, Buxton, & van Dick (2010) found that leader mismatch lowered participant satisfaction with their manager. The present extends van Quaquebeke et al’s (2010) research and proposes that individuals exposed to a culturally incongruent manager will also have lower evaluations of the leader effectiveness, demonstrate lower perceived job satisfaction, and exhibit lower performance intentions, compared to those exposed to a culturally congruent manager.  This study further proposes that these effects are moderated by individuals’ perceptions of cultural power distance.  Individual’s subjective interpretations of their own societal culture have been largely ignored when researchers investigate culture at a national level (see e.g., Gertsner & Day, 1994; Hofstede, 1984; 2002; House et al., 2004). This study proposes these intersubjective views will augment the results of cultural congruence. Specifically, it is predicted that consistent follower views with respect to their cultural stereotype, will augment the results on leader ratings, perceived satisfaction, and performance intentions.   
Prototype Mismatch and Manager Effectiveness and Job Satisfaction
As mentioned, past studies are limited in that they ask an individual to report their preferences based on what they report is ideal, rather than have them respond to a manager that exhibits behaviour reflecting their reported ideal schema behaviour.  One study by Hais et al. (1997) investigated participant responses to a leader in a clever design manipulation where participants were told a leader was nominated based on the participant’s ideals (from a prestudy), and found match predicted favourable leader effectiveness ratings. Another study examined participant responses to a vignette scenario of a leader (van Quaquebeke et al., 2010), and showed the same effect on leader effectiveness ratings. Still, looking at leadership from a culturally endorsed implicit leadership perspective and broad cultural leadership schemata can further extend previous research attempts. The benefit of this approach it would allow a leader to predict what style of leadership followers would favourably respond to over and above individual differences in leadership schemata within the same culture (as with findings from Hais et al., 1997).   
The present research body can also be extended by examining the effect of leader style match on follower perceived job satisfaction, in addition to manager ratings of effectiveness (see also van Quaquebeke, van Knippenberg, & Brodbeck, 2011). Employee job satisfaction is related to employee performance (Judge, Thoresen, Bono, & Patton, 2001), and organizational citizenship behaviours (Koys, 2001), and is therefore desirable for organizations to foster.  Job satisfaction may be impacted by the leader’s adherence to, or deviations from, follower’s expectations of the leaders’ behaviour (Hais et al., 1990).  Although researchers have yet to test the effects of incongruent leadership on subordinate job satisfaction, there is some evidence to suggest that leader-prototype mismatch impacts satisfaction.  Research on an organization with offices in the United States and India found that empowerment negatively impacted satisfaction in India but not America (Robert, Probst, Martocchio, Drasgow, & Lawler, 2000).  Other research has shown that supportive leadership is positively related to job satisfaction in Japan, whereas in South Korea, participative leadership is slightly positively related to job satisfaction (Dorfman, Howell, Hibino, Lee, Tate, & Bautista, 1997).  
Based on the research related to prototype mismatch, we propose the following:
Hypothesis 1: Individuals whose leadership style is incongruent with their cultural prototype will show lower manager ratings of effectiveness and perceived job satisfaction compared to those whose leadership style is congruent with their cultural prototype. 

Moderating Effects of Cultural Heterogeneity in Cultural Perceptions of Power Distance
As previously stated, culture is a shared pattern that influences the individuals’ attitudes and behaviour (Benedict, 1934).  This group pattern, what Sharifan (2009) calls an emergent cultural cognition, results from the interaction between individual group members over time (see also Benedict, 1937).  This emergent cognition is the basic unit of analysis researchers such as Hofstede (2002) and others conducting cross-cultural research investigate (see e.g., Ronen & Shenkar, 1985; Schwartz, 1999), which contains an underlying assumption that there is distinct cultural unity within each culture (see McSweeney, 2002 for a discussion).  However, as mentioned, such broad distinctions of cultural dimensions have been critiqued (see e.g., Kirkman, Lowe, & Gibson, 2006). 
 Such a broad level analysis assumes there is a general culture among various cultures within the nation or among individuals within that culture (McSweeney et al., 2002).  Critics of this approach cite research which demonstrates within-culture differences can be greater than between-culture differences (see Hong & Chiu. 2001; Osland & Bird, 2000; e.g., Gurven, Zanolini, & Schniter, 2008).  Indeed, something culturally-endorsed leadership theory (see House et al., 2004) does not account for the fact that there can be minor deviations between individuals’ culturally-influenced cognition within the same culture (cf. Sharifan, 2009).  Culture is not simply a discrete top-down process that determines the individuals’ cognition, but is continuously reconstructed in the minds of individual members of the culture group (see Heinrich & Boyd, 2002 for a discussion).  That is, although there may be a general pattern within a culture, cultural cognition is “heterogeneously distributed across the minds in a cultural group” (Sharifan, 2009, p. 4) with individually reconstructed cultural values among individual members of the cultural group (Sharifan, 2009).  However, there is a dearth of research examining the relation between cultural patterns and the interpretation of individuals (Hong & Chiu, 2001).  Most researchers come from either an individualist perspective, looking at differences between individuals in the same culture (e.g., Gurven et al., 2008), or an collective perspective, looking at differences between cultures and assuming individual differences within culture are minor (e.g,. Hofstede, 2002; House et al., 2004; Gertstner & Day, 1994; see Bodnar, 1994 for an exception).   The problem is, when looking only at the macro cultural level, individual variations and subgroup differences within cultures makes it difficult to determine which differences are due to culture effects, and which are attributable to non-culture effects; what has been coined the  “within-between problem” by Leung and Bond (1989).  Indeed, Leung and Bond (1989) and Green, Deschamps, and Páez (2005) have found differences  at the individual within-culture level for individualism and collectivism (two frequently cited differences between national cultures that have been critiqued by numerous researchers – see Oyserman, Coon, & Kemmelmeier, 2002; Voronov & Singer, 2002 for reviews).
This study aims to address this gap in the research literature, by examining intra-subjective views of individuals within each culture.  Building on Sharifan’s (2009) views that cultural cognition is heterogeneously distributed amongst group members, we predict that some individuals will conform to the emergent cognition identified in Hofstede (1980; 2005) and the GLOBE’s (2004) power distance research, while other individuals will have more inconsistent views of their culture compared to the mean cultural value.  That is, individuals within a high power distance culture such as China and India (Hofstede, 1984; House et al., 2004) may view their culture as high in power distance, but they may also view their culture as low in power distance.  The study further predicts that, based on implicit leadership theory, when these views are consistent, the main effects of a congruent leader on outcomes will be augmented.  That is: 
Hypothesis 2: The effect of an individual’s exposure to an incongruent leader on manager ratings of effectiveness, perceived job satisfaction, and performance intentions will be moderated by the individual’s perceived cultural distance.   
Method
Participants 
Through snowball sampling and convenience sampling from students at a large university in the United Kingdom, 101 individuals participated in the study: 40 from India, 40 from China, and 41 from The United Kingdom.  Participants were randomly assigned to one of the two conditions (with twenty participants per condition, except the high power distance condition for UK participants had twenty-one participants). Participants’ demographic information is summarized as follows:  60% female (50 females and 46 males); mean age = 23.5; education: 75% were currently in a master’s program, 12.9% were currently in a bachelor’s program, and 8.6% had taken some university courses, 2.9% had completed high school, and .9% had completed a PhD; work experience: 31% had worked 1-2 years, 21% had worked less than 1 year, 11.4% had never worked, 15% had worked 2-5 years, 10.5% had worked 5-10 years, and 9.5% had worked over 10 years. 
Design
The study used a 2 (culture: India, China, UK) x 2 (condition: high power distance, low power distance) between subjects design.  Culture and condition served as the independent variables, and ratings of the manger and perceived job satisfaction served as the dependent variables.  Participant perceptions of their culture’s power distance level served as a moderating variable. 
Procedure
	Participants completed the questionnaires online (56%) and in traditional paper and pencil format (44%).  Past research has shown these different survey methods do not bias results (Yan & Trumbo, 2000; Leung & Kember, 2005).  
Measures
Control variables. Research has shown that individual’s identification (i.e., their perceived shared experiences and categorization of self as a group member) with a group to which the leader belongs impacts their perceptions of that leader (see e.g., Platow & van Knippenberg. 2001; van Quaquebeke, et al., 2010) which can in turn impact outcomes such as follower performance (Walumbwa, Avolio, & Zhu, 2008).  Given this, participants’ social identification was statistically controlled for in case participants perceived the leader was associated with their cultural group.  A six-item measure of identification with a psychological group (IDPG) developed by Mael and Ashforth (1992) was used for the present study because of its noble psychometric properties (e.g., van Knippenberg & Sleebos, 2006).  
Manager ratings of effectiveness.  Participants rated the extent to which they perceived the manager to be effective using six items. Four items were from van Knippenberg and van Knippenberg (2005). This scale was preferred for the present research because, like the van Knippenberg and van Knippenberg’s (2005) study, the present research uses an experimental design with a hypothetical vignette. Because of the hypothetical scenario, general questions related to the manager’s effectiveness are more appropriate than specific questions regarding the manager, such as his/ her behaviour with others, providing rewards, or integrity (e.g., Van Velsor, Taylor, & Leslie, 1993; Hooijberg, Lane, & Diverse, 2010). A Sample item is “I put my trust in this manager”. An additional two items were added to increase the relevance of the scale to the present research, including “This manager is competent” and “I like this manager’s leadership style” (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree).  Negatively worded items were reversed scored, and items were averaged to create a composite score of the manager’s effectiveness rating.  The scale showed a good reliability estimate (α = .93, M = 22.54, SD =9.18).  
Perceived job satisfaction.  General satisfaction scales are often measured using single-item measures of general satisfaction (Wanous, Reichers, & Hudy, 1997). Research suggests that single-item measures may reflect job satisfaction more accurately than facet measures (Wanous et al., 1997). However, because the reliability of a single-item measure cannot be estimated, four job satisfaction items were adapted from a scale used by Oshagbemi (1999) and combined to create composite satisfaction score. Oshagbemi’s (1999) items were transformed to suit a 1 to 7 rating scale format (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree).  Negatively worded items were reverse coded and the items were averaged to create a composite score of satisfaction.  An example item is “Based on this scenario, how satisfied would you be with your job at this company?” Reliability was within an acceptable range, (α = .93, M = 22.54, SD =9.18).    
Perceived power distance.  The GLOBE project’s two-item measure of power distance was used in the present study to measure perceptions of cultural power distance (see House et al., 2004 for a description; see Appendix D). This measure was used to allow results to be comparable to the GLOBE study. The GLOBE’s two item measure for power distance had an unacceptable internal consistency estimate (α = .08).  Moreover, the correlation between the items was extremely low (r = .04) and non-significant, which suggests the items were measuring unrelated constructs (Cronbach, 1955).  Upon reading the items, the item “In this society, followers are expected to: (1 = obey their leaders without question; 7 = question their leaders when in disagreement)” seemed to have less to do with power distance compared to the item “In this society, power is: (1 = extremely concentrated at the top; 7 = shared throughout society)”. Based on this, and the low internal consistency, only the later item was used as a measure of perceptions of cultural power distance.  
Manipulation checks. Participants also completed manipulation check items for participants’ views of the manager’s behaviour in the vignette. The measures included perceptions of power distance behaviour, perceptions of collectivism, and perceptions of uncertainty avoidance (Hofstede, 1980; House et al., 2004). Results showed that country-of-origin does have a significant effect on perceptions of power distance F(1,121) = .28, p > .05. Participants showed similar levels of perceived power distance if they were from the UK (M = 3.77, SD = 2.19), India (M = 4.06, SD = 2.15), or China (M = 4.05, SD = 1.78).  However, of import, the observed high standard deviations in perceived cultural power distance among participants within each culture was needed for our moderation hypotheses. 
Results
Descriptive Statistics 
The means, standard deviations, skew, kurtosis, and Pearson’s correlation coefficients for the test variables are shown in Table 1. The dependent variables correlate in the expected direction and share some variance in common, as expected.  The correlation values are below .8, which suggests the dependent variables are distinct but related factors avoiding issues related to both multicollinearity and singularity (Field, 2005). 
Tests of Research Hypotheses 
Hypothesis 1: The Effects of Prototype Mismatch. Recall that the hypothesis predicted that individuals exposed to an incongruent manager, compared to a congruent manager, would have lower evaluations of the manager’s effectiveness, and lower perceived satisfaction. In terms of ratings for manager effectiveness, results of the planned contrasts for participants from the UK, India, and China in terms of rating of manger effectiveness are shown in Table 2. As seen in the table, among UK participants the variable condition had a significant effect on ratings of the manager’s effectiveness.  As predicted, higher manager effectiveness ratings were found when participants rated the congruent manager (M = 4.73, SD = 1.15), compared to the incongruent manager (M = 2.59, SD = .90).  The condition participants experienced also had a significant effect on manager ratings of effectiveness among Indian participants.  However, contrary to predictions, evaluations of the manager were higher for the low power distance manager (M = 5.14, SD = 1.01), rather than the high power distance manager (M = 2.95, SD = 1.13). Thus, Indian participants rated the culturally incongruent manager as more effective than a congruent leader. Table 2 also shows that, among Chinese participants, the variable condition did not significantly predict ratings of the manager’s effectiveness. Participants exposed to a low power distance manager rated the manager similarly (M = 4.44, SD = 1.03) compared to the high power distance manager (M = 3.66, SD = 1.40).  These results provide support hypothesis 1 for UK Participants, but not for Indian or Chinese participants in terms of manager ratings of effectiveness.
In terms of job satisfaction, results of the planned contrasts for each national culture are shown in Table 4.3.  As the Table shows, among UK participants, a significant difference was found for the measure of perceived satisfaction based on the condition participants’ experienced.  As predicted, UK participants showed higher perceived satisfaction when exposed to a congruent low power distance leader (M = 4.76, SD = 1.33) compared to an incongruent high power distance manager (M = 2.56, SD = .97).    The table also shows the manipulation condition had a significant effect on participants’ perceived satisfaction for Indian participants.  However, the pattern of results was again converse to predictions: Indian participants exposed to the low power distance manager showed higher satisfaction levels (M = 4.90, SD = 1.07) compared to Indian participants exposed to the high power distance manager (M = 3.51, SD =1.54).   Among Chinese participants, condition did not have a significant effect on perceived satisfaction. Chinese participants showed similar satisfaction levels when exposed to the low power distance leader (M = 4.36, SD = 1.07) and high power distance leader (M = 4.32, SD = 1.02).   
Hypothesis 2: The Moderating Effect of Intersubjective Perceptions of Power Distance. 
For manager ratings of effectiveness, the interaction was significant for the Indian participants F (7, 39) = 7.79, β = .47, p > .05 (see Figure 1), and Chinese participants F (7, 39) = 8.45, β = .52, p > .05 (See Figure 2). However, despite the significance of the interaction, the pattern of the interaction is converse to what was predicted. Perceptions of cultural power distance that were consistent with the culture score attenuated the effects of exposure to a low power distance manager, whereas perceptions of culture that were culturally inconsistent augmented the effects of exposure to a low power distance manager.  Figure 4 shows that participants exposed to the high power distance condition rated the manager as less effective when they perceived their culture to be high in power distance, compared to those who perceived their culture as high in power distance. For the Chinese participants, the pattern of the interaction is also converse to predictions. Participants exposed to a high power distance leader rated the manager as more effective when they perceived their culture to be low in power distance compared to high in power distance.  Further, participants’ ratings of the manager were favorable in the low power distance condition, regardless of their perceived power distance.
In terms of job satisfaction a slightly different pattern emerged. As predicted, among UK, Indian and Chinese participants, the interaction between condition and perceived power distance was significantly related to perceived satisfaction F (7, 38) = 9.48, β = -.27, p > .05, F (7, 39) = 2.47, β = .67, p < .05, and F (7, 38) = 3.47, β = .48, p > .05 respectively, and were in line with our hypothesis. Figure 3, 4 and 5 show the results graphically. 
Discussion
This study investigated the effect of follower exposure to an incongruent leader and congruent leader on perceived manager effectiveness and perceived job satisfaction among individuals from the UK, India, and China.  Additionally, this study investigated the role of perceived cultural power distance as a moderating factor between leader style and these outcomes.  Results revealed partial support for implicit leadership theory, in that UK followers responded more favourably to the congruent leader compared to the incongruent leader regarding the measured outcomes. However, contrary to what implicit leadership and prototype mismatch theory would predict, Indian and Chinese participants did not show more negative outcomes to an incongruent leader. 
Theoretical and Practical Implications 
Results contribute to the literature by showing the importance of cultural heterogeneity in perceptions of cultural power distance.  Findings of the moderated tests suggest that individual interpretations of their culture, not just a stable cultural schema, are important for consideration in predicting follower responses to a congruent or incongruent leader. Interestingly, however, the pattern of responses was contrary to what implicit leadership and prototype mismatch theory would predict for Indian and Chinese participants.  These results may relate to cultural changes or schemas of what may be considered an ideal leadership prototype. 
These findings may have some tentative practical implications for the management of individuals from different cultural backgrounds. Results suggest that a western low power distance leader may have less of a negative impact among international followers than previously thought (see Hofstede, 1980; Adler & Gundersen, 2008).  A clear finding of the present study is that participants exposed to an incongruent western leader from another culture do not necessarily show negative results. Regardless of individual differences in perceptions of leaders, low power distance managers were not perceived as negative, and did not negatively impact follower outcomes.  Based on this, it may be beneficial for leaders to use a low power distance style regardless of the national background of followers.  Further, China and India are showing rapid development and the expansion of Western-owned firms within these countries (Bhalla, Sodhi, & Son, 2008). If results generalize outside of an enculturated western educated sample of Indian and Chinese individuals, for these western-owned organizations, a western leadership style may be just as effective as a adapting the culture’s traditional leadership style. However, the practical implications derived from this study should be taken with severe caution, as this is only a single study based on a controlled laboratory experimental design. Although lab experiments have the advantage of control, we are unable to confirm whether these results will generalize in a field setting. Therefore, although this study address theoretical and practical imperatives, more research is needed before conclusions can be drawn. 
Limitations 
The present study has a number of potential limitations. First, the sample was gathered through convenience sampling of students, which may be less representative of the working population. However, the sample of Indian and Chinese participants is likely to represent international individuals working abroad in the UK.  Further, given the large amount of students from India and China studying abroad in western schools and returning home after completion of their studies (Mukherjee, 2010), results may also generalize to internationally educated people within these national cultures.  However, future research should explore workers working within their own home-country to see if the result found here hold.
A potential design and measurement weakness is that national culture is used as the basic unit of culture.  This broad categorization is consistent with previous research (e.g., Morris & Leung, 2010; House et al., 2004).  However, categorization of culture at this broad national-culture level has been critiqued as summing over multiple potential sub-cultures within a national culture (see e.g., McSweeney, 2002).  Sub-cultures within each national culture may be why there is substantial standard deviation among participants’ views of power distance within their national culture.  That is, intra-subjective perceptions of culture might be due to membership within a subculture rather than cultural heterogeneity of cultural schema.  Future research could collect international samples on a larger scale to detect subtle regional differences and ask participants to recall any culture to which they feel they identify (e.g., ethnic, subculture, religious), to determine if intra-perceptual variation is due to the influence of sub-cultures. 
One potential weakness in this study regarding measurement is the use of only one item to measure power distance. This scale was reduced from a two-item scale (House et al., 2004) that showed poor reliability in the current study’s sample.  A scale with demonstrated validity and reliability, such as Dorfman and Howell’s (1988) cultural values scale (which includes 6 items which measure power distance), may lead to better confidence in the findings.  However, the GLOBE project’s power distance scale was purposefully chosen so that results would be more comparable to the GLOBE project’s findings.  Future research may want to employ other power distance measures in addition to the GLOBE’s scale to determine if they produce the same results as found by the moderated regressions in this study.  
Future Research 
The present study opens an avenue for future research into the relationship between leadership match, follower responses, and the role of intrasubjective perceptions of culture.   Most importantly, it is expected that field and laboratory research using participants living within their national culture will increase the confidence in the findings from this study.  Furthermore, cultural salience priming techniques may also be useful to help clarify the mechanisms behind the findings of the present study (see Stets & Burke, 2000; Lord et al., 2001). In addition, future researchers could examine the effects of congruent or incongruent leadership profiles among different cultures, using different cultural dimensions, and in different contexts.  For instance, perhaps participants would be more likely to exhibit attitudes and behaviour that conform to culturally endorsed leadership stereotypes if they are in a group of peers from their national culture, due to a heightened need for self-consistency (Cialdini & Goldstein, 2003) and that this desire for consistency may effect behavioural outcomes (Matthews et al., 2011). 
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Tables





	Table 1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Descriptive Statistics for Study Variables

	Variable
	M
	SD
	S
	K
	1
	2
	3

	Moderator Variable
1. Perceived PD
	4.09
	2.07
	.79
	1.02
	
	
	

	Dependent Variables
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2. Manager rating
	3.84
	1.43
	-1.20
	1.1
	-.66*
	
	

	3. Job Satisfaction
	4.02
	1.41
	-.65
	.81
	-.46**
	.76**
	



	Table 2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Results of the Planned Contrast for Ratings of Managers’ Effectiveness 
	

	Independent Variable
	
	United Kingdom
	
	
	India
	
	
	China
	

	
	β
	R2
	R2adj
	∆R2
	
	β
	R2
	R2adj
	∆R2
	
	β
	R2
	R2adj
	∆R2

	Step 1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Age
	-.02
	.13
	.04
	.13
	
	-.31
	.15
	-.01
	.15
	
	.13
	.11
	-.03
	.11

	   Gender
	.02
	
	
	
	
	.01
	
	
	
	
	.18
	
	
	

	   Education
	-.25*
	
	
	
	
	-.19
	
	
	
	
	-.17
	
	
	

	   Work Exp.
	.04
	
	
	
	
	.17
	
	
	
	
	-.04
	
	
	

	   IDPG
	-.09
	
	
	
	
	.28*
	
	
	
	
	.06
	
	
	

	Step 2 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Condition
	.74**
	.59
	.51
	.46
	
	.73**
	.66
	.58
	.51
	
	.28
	.18
	.02
	.07

	N
	
	
	
	39
	
	
	
	
	40
	
	
	
	
	37

	Model F
	
	
	
	7.84*
	
	
	
	
	8.37
	
	
	
	1.14

	* p < .05
** p < .01
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	





	Table 3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Results of the Planned Contrasts for Perceived Satisfaction

	Independent Variable
	United Kingdom
	
	India
	
	
	China

	
	β
	R2
	R2adj
	∆R2
	
	β
	R2
	R2adj
	∆R2
	
	β
	R2
	R2adj
	∆R2

	Step 1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Age
	.15
	.13
	.01
	.13
	
	-.22
	.14
	-.02
	.14
	
	.24
	.11
	-.03
	.11

	   Gender
	-.09
	
	
	
	
	-.00
	
	
	
	
	.12
	
	
	

	   Education
	-.11
	
	
	
	
	-.16
	
	
	
	
	-.14
	
	
	

	   Work exp.
	-.08
	
	
	
	
	.24
	
	
	
	
	-.11
	
	
	

	   IDPG
	-.08
	
	
	
	
	.33
	
	
	
	
	.13
	
	
	

	Step 2 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Condition
	.69**
	.53
	.44
	.39
	
	.48*
	.36
	.21
	.22
	
	.31
	.11
	-.06 
	.00
	

	N
	
	
	
	40
	
	
	
	
	39
	
	
	
	
	40

	Model F
	
	
	
	6.51**
	
	
	
	
	2.43*
	
	
	
	
	.65

	* p < .05
** p < .01
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

























Figures




Figure 1. Manager rating of effectiveness predicted by the leader style condition and perceived cultural power distance interaction for India.  PD = power distance.






Figure 2. Manager rating of effectiveness predicted by the leader style condition and perceived cultural power distance interaction for China. PD = power distance. 









Figure 3. Perceived job satisfaction predicted by the leader style condition and perceived cultural power distance interaction for the UK.  PD = power distance.
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Figure 4. Perceived job satisfaction predicted by the leader style condition and perceived cultural power distance interaction for India.  PD = power distance.


Figure 5. Perceived job satisfaction predicted by the leader style condition and perceived cultural power distance interaction for China. PD = power distance.
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