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Abstract of Dissertation
Climate Strength as a Moderator of the Relationship
Between Person-Organization Fit and Job Performance
Although meta-analytic evidence suggests that a greater fit betweengsbe ped the
organization (P-O fit) is significantly related to a variety of positivekvattitudes and
contextual performance (Arthur, Bell, Villado, & Doverspike, 2006; Hoffman & Woehr,
2004, 2006; Kristof-Brown, Zimmerman, & Johnson, 2005; Verquer, Beehr, & Wagner,
2003), the relationship between P-O fit and job performance has been inconsistent. In fact
Arthur and his colleagues argue that the lack of meta-analytic support shorddtviae
exclusion of P-O fit in selection because only criteria directly relatéukt job (i.e., job
performance, not work attitudes) are deemed as appropriate critergdeictran (Civil
Rights Act, 1964, 1991; Equal Employment Opportunity Commission, 1978). This
dissertation sought to explore this inconsistency by proposing and testing aechediat
moderation model where the relationship between P-O fit and job performance is both
moderated by climate strength and mediated by organizational commitnienteshlts
indicate that P-O fit did not have any significant relationships with the stutibies.
However, organizational commitment was significantly related to peoceptf
organizational climate quality as well as job performance. Although the pepasdel was
not supported, there are several methodological limitations for how P-O fit was
conceptualized and measured that may be threats to construct validity. Thedehmand

other explanations for the findings are discussed.
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Chapter 1: Foreword

Traditionally, person-environment (P-E) fit has been conceptualized as ttle ma
between an individual and their environment, with a greater match producing @scieas
performance and reductions in stress (Pervin, 1968). More recent concepturedinaf-E
fit have identified the specific factors within an organization that an indivchrafmatch”
with, such as the job (person-job fit), organization (person-organization fif§, gvoup
(person-group fit), and supervisor (person-supervisor-fit) (Kristof, 1996).

In the context of employee selection, organizations focus on evaluating-aEygén
J) fit — the match between an individual and the knowledge, skills, and abilities (KSAS)
required for the job. Recently, there has been interest to incorporate eseaiSperson-
organization (P-O) fit—the match between an individual's values, goals, and pi¢yseith
the organization’s values, goals, and personality—in the selection process based on the
changing nature of work (e.g., Borman, Hanson, & Hedge, 1997; Werbel & Gilliland, 1999)
and the importance of contextual performance to organizational effectiergs®8orman
& Motowidlo, 1993). Although meta-analytic evidence suggests that a greatenf@dne
the person and the organization is significantly related to a variety of pasdrkeattitudes
and contextual performance (Arthur, Bell, Villado, & Doverspike, 2006; Hoffman & Woehr,
2004, 2006; Kristof-Brown, Zimmerman, & Johnson, 2005; Verquer, Beehr, & Wagner,
2003), the relationship between P-O fit and job performance has been inconsistent. In fact
Arthur and his colleagues argue that the lack of meta-analytic suppord steouhnt the

exclusion of P-O fit in selection because only criteria directly reélatehe job (i.e., job



performance, not work attitudes) are deemed as appropriate critergdeictran (Civil
Rights Act, 1964, 1991; Equal Employment Opportunity Commission, 1978).

The overall purpose of the dissertation was to explore whether the inconsistent
relationships observed between P-O fit and job performance occur becauseitreshgtais
moderated by a second variable. While meta-analyses have examined potential
methodological moderators, a large percentage of the variance remains unacawunted f
which suggests the presence of additional moderators (Arthur et al., 2006; Hoffman &
Woehr, 2004, 2006; Kristof-Brown et al., 2005; Verquer et al., 2003). One such situational
moderator could be the strength of the organizational climate; that is, thetextdmnth
individuals have similar perceptions of the types of practices and behavioretbapacted
in a particular work setting. If global climate strength intenstfiesrelationship between P-

O fit and performance, then P-O fit could be a valid and legally defensibleacriter
selection into strong organizational climates.

The current study proposed and tested a model where the relationship betweaéen P-O f
and job performance is both moderated by climate strength and mediated by tiogeatiza
commitment. The results indicate that P-O fit did not have any significatibredhips with
the study variables. However, organizational commitment was significatdted to
perceptions of organizational climate quality as well as job performakitteough the
proposed model was not supported, there are several methodological limitations feOhow P
fit was conceptualized and measured that may be threats to construct.vdlitege

limitations and other explanations for the results are discussed.



Chapter 2: Introduction

Conceptualizations of Person-Environment Fit

The person-environment (P-E) fit paradigm states that there are particula
environments which are most compatible with an individual’s specific chasticer When
there is a good fit between an individual and his or her work environment, then a variety of
beneficial behaviors can occur, such as increased levels of performanceraadatetevels
of stress (Pervin, 1968, 1989). Traditionally, there have been two major concepituadiz
of what defines a good “fit” between the individual and the environment (Muchinsky &
Monahan, 1987) Complementary fit refers to the extent to which the individual adds
something positive to the environment that may have been missing, or vice versa. This
conceptualization of fit can be further defined as eittt@mands-abilitiesfit (the individual’s
skills and abilities meet the demands of the environmemigeanis-suppliesfit (the
individual's needs are met by the supplies in the environment) (Kristof, 1996; KBistoeh
et al., 2005). Research using a complementary conceptualization of ekedrally draws
on theories of psychological need fulfillment (Cable & Edwards, 2004); that isyposit
attitudes and behaviors will result to the extent that the individual’'s needs and desinget
by the work environment (Edwards, 1991).

The second major conceptualization of féupplementary fit — refers to the
similarity between what the individual offers and what the environment offrshinsky &
Monahan, 1987). Research on supplementary fit focuses on the value congruence between
the individual and the organization (Cable & Edwards, 2004). Value congruence is @xpecte

to result in positive attitudes and behaviors because the shared values helgempl



interpret events similarly thereby reducing ambiguity in situations {adliath, Bluedorn,
& Strube, 1999). Conversely, low value congruence is expected to result invegniti
dissonance and dissatisfaction because the organization’s values are nowithlthe
employee’s values and behaviors (Cable & Edwards, 2004).

Types of P-E Fit

These conceptualizations of P-E fit as either complementary or suppleyrearidre
further categorized based on the level of analysis in the environment (Kristof, X%6e
broadest level of analysis is person-vocation fit, followed by person-orgjanifi person-
group fit, and, the most specific level of analysis, person-job fit.

Person-vocation (P-V) fit refers to the match between an individual’'s vocational
interests and their career. P-V fit fit is exemplified by Hollanti386) theory of vocational
interests, which suggests that individuals seek out occupations that are conghuéreiwi
personality type. Holland’s RIASEC personality types consist obt&alinvestigative,
artistic, social, enterprising, and conventional personality types. Whenglenadtch
between the employee’s personality type and the career environmenhetenployee is
more likely to report adjustment to the job and job satisfaction (Holland, 1997).

Person-organization (P-O) fit refers to the compatibility betweenntipdogee and
the organization (Kristof, 1996). In the literature, P-O fit is most frequeatigeptualized
as supplementary fit; that is, the degree of similarity between the indiadddhe
organization (Kristof, 1996; Kristof-Brown, 2000). Similarity can be defireedadues,
needs, goals, or personality, although in most cases, P-O fit is definedlastgimivalues
(Piasentin & Chapman, 2006). Many of the seminal articles on P-O fit advbattalues

represent enduring characteristics of both individuals and organizations and,abeycan



provide a comparison between the two entities (Chatman, 1989, 1991; O’'Reilly, Chatman, &
Caldwell, 1991). Furthermore, values are thought to be the key mechanism by which
organizational culture is translated into organizational norms, practicegrauatiures.
Person-group (P-G) fit refers to the compatibility between an empamekéheir
work group (Kristof, 1996). Research supports the classification of P-Gafilissinct form
of P-E fit as different work groups can have different sets of norms and praetes (
Cantwell, Mullen, & Smith, 2007; Jermier, Slocum, Fry, & Gaines, 1991; Schneider &
Bowen, 1985). Differences between work groups can arise as supervisors have some
discretion in creating group norms and organizational practices (Zohar, 2000; Zbhaag&
2004, 2005).
Finally, person-job (P-J) fit refers to the compatibility between tiaeacteristics of
the employee and the job (e.g., Edwards, 1991; Kristof, 1996). P-J fit has most commonly
been conceptualized as demands-abilities fit in the literature — the mataebehe
knowledge, skills, and abilities of the individual with the demands of the job. Although, P-
fit can also be conceptualized as needs-supplies fit, which is the matclemetwpgloyee
needs and the organizational rewards provided to employees (Cable & DeRue, 2002).
Research has shown that these different types of fit are conceptuatigtdigtor
example, Kristof-Brown (2000) found that campus recruiters could distinguish lnetwee
perceptions of P-J and P-O fit during the selection process and that both typesaotfit
independent contributions to predicting hiring recommendations. Similarly, Lande
Kristof-Brown (2001) reported a low correlation between P-J and P-O fithenvaesl that
both types of fit significantly contributed to predicting job satisfactimhiatent to quit.

Kristof-Brown, Jansen, and Colbert (2002) found that P-J, P-O, and P-G fit all made unique



contributions to job satisfaction. Finally, a recent meta-analysis exantir@nglationships
between P-J, P-G, P-O, and person-supervisor (P-S) types of fit found that tenlyer
moderately correlated with one another (Kristof-Brown et al., 2005) and thasernships
decreased when indirect measures of fit were used (i.e., assessmemmeosdmevariable
and the environment variable were made independently).

Traditionally, P-J fit has received the most attention from researiduiag at the
selection process (e.g., Borman et al., 2003; Bowen, Ledford, & Nathan, 199![\&/er
Gilliland, 1999). However, Jansen and Kristof-Brown (2006) reviewed the literatinssa
stages of the hiring process and concluded that P-O fit is also most saliegtsélgction as
well as during the employee’s long-term tenure with an organization. Angtydihe next
section discusses the utility of examining P-O fit in the hiring procesdesalibes its

current use in selection.

Person-Environment Fit and Personnel Selection

Despite the many types of P-E fit, research interested in personnébsehes
addressed only P-J and P-O types of fit. Of the two types of fit, P-J fitkdabe greatest
emphasis in selection research (O’Reilly et al., 1991; Werbel & @Gilljla999). This is not
surprising given that the match between the knowledge, skills, abilities, amd othe
characteristics (KSAOs) of the applicant with the requirements gbkhis required by the
Uniform Guidelines on Employee Selection Procedures (Equal Employment Opportunity
Commission, 1978) and ti&inciples for the Validation and Use of Personnel Selection

Procedures (Society for Industrial and Organizational Psychology, Inc., 2003).



While P-J fit has clear legal implications, many have argued thattttis notion of
the specific job tasks and requirements in the determination of P-J fit can povide
incomplete assessment of an applicant. The inclusion of P-O fit in the selectiessproc
could be beneficial for several reasons, each to be addressed in turn: (a) ® cdurgses
in the nature of work, (b) to predict criteria other than job performance thaatisd¢b
organizational effectiveness, and (c) to provide unique information about the applicant
without producing adverse impact.

First, some researchers have proposed that selection procedures should belexpande
to include both an assessment of the applicant’s fit with the charactesfdtiesjob (P-J fit)
and the organization (P-O fit) to deal with the changing nature of work (emnaB et al.,
1997; Bowen et al., 1991). Organizations are increasingly interested in havinkfaree
that possess a broad array of skills and abilities to deal with the needuimbiertts to rotate
assignments or change jobs due to downsizing (e.g., Borman et al., 1997). Molebeér, g
competition and the increased use of technology has created a demand foeesloy
are able to continually improve and expand their skill set (Werbel & Gilliland, 1999).
Simply relying on P-J fit alone may be inadequate because simple changes i
requirements could substantially impact the incumbent’s job performance or Winitest
whereas shared values will extend across job tasks.

It is worth noting that some researchers have criticized that thgiolgamature of job
requirements and work in modern society may also imply an ongoing change angbeate
culture of an organization, thereby limiting the utility of P-O fit in sebec(Werbel &
Gilliland, 1999). This argument is tenuous given that the underlying values of the eutur

generally sustained over time (e.g., Schein, 1992). Because P-O fitiBeqgasntly



assessed at the level of values (Piasentin & Chapman, 2006), this would implyQHat
would also be an appropriate measure of value congruency over time.

P-O fit could also be useful to assess during the hiring process becauserediaty
other criteria related to organizational effectiveness. Borman and Mibddo{P93)
advocate for the expansion of the criterion domain to include not only individual job
performance, but other criteria associated with organizational effeetises well. For
example, contextual performance behaviors could be beneficial to the organigation b
supporting the ongoing demands of the work (e.g., exerting extra effort andhalpi
colleague). Contextual performance is very similar to the concepts ofzatanal
citizenship behavior (OCB; Bateman & Organ, 1983; Smith, Organ, & Near, 1983) and
prosocial organizational behavior (POB; Brief & Motowidlo, 1986), but contextual
performance refers collectively to these types of behaviors in a ealeotitext (Motowidlo
& Van Scotter, 1994). In addition, long-term organizational commitment can alsotbenefi
organizational effectiveness by preventing the extensive cost and tinn@detgurecruit and
train a replacement employee. Indeed, P-O fit has consistently denexhstlationships
with contextual performance and organizational commitment (e.g., Arthur et al., 2006;
Hoffman & Woehr, 2006; Kristof-Brown et al., 2005; Verquer et al., 2003) which will be
discussed in greater detail in the subsequent section.

Finally, the inclusion of P-O fit in the selection process could be beneficalbe it
provides unique information about the applicant without producing adverse impact.
Cognitive ability tests have been shown to be the most valid predictor of perferfeamc
Hunter & Hunter, 1984; Schmidt, 2002; Schmidt & Hunter, 1998). However, measures of

cognitive ability have traditionally resulted in adverse impact for ntiesr{see Gatewood &



Feild, 2001 for a review). An assessment of P-O fit could potentially be adehefi
alternative if it may provide a relatively comparable level of validity aniyuas cognitive
ability tests while minimizing adverse impact. However, the use of Pg€0uld lead to
problems with disparate treatment if individuals are selected based onlpasalues that
may be represented in different proportions across groups. For example géaization
strongly emphasized autonomy and selected individuals based on the value of individualism
applicants from cultures valuing collectivism would be at a disadvantage. Althoughsther
utility in exploring the use of P-O fit as an alternative selection measuegltice adverse
impact, the implications for other types of discrimination also need to be considered.

To date research indicates that P-O fit has the potential to be a valuable tool in
selection to predict multiple facets of job performance and reduce the likelihaddete
impact. Barrett (1995) found that greater congruence on a fit measure iaggtuaterences
for job activities had a significant relationship with job performance yrbduced less
adverse impact between Blacks and Whites than a multiple-choice job knowledg#otest
and 1.05 standard deviations, respectively). Additional research also found thatasfiten
for both job and organizational preferences did predict facets of job performaneestivhil
being viewed favorably by test-takers and eliminating adverse impanteuteff scores
were set at the mean of the sample (Lundquist, Kudisch, Fleming, & Fortunato, 200%9. |
only study to directly compare fit measures and cognitive ability megd€ulloch and
Turban (2002) found preliminary evidence that P-O fit actually predicted unigaac@iof
training performance and actual turnover (2% and 9%, respectively) wherddantere

hierarchical regression equations with cognitive ability.



Assessment of P-O Fit in Personnel Selection Research

Currently, selection procedures generally include (relatively infQrasslessments of
P-O fit that rely upon the perceptions of the recruiter, not the job applicane(Betval.,

1991; Judge & Ferris, 1992; Rynes & Gerhart, 1990). According to Lawrence, Doverspike,
and O’Connell (2004), P-O fit can be assessed in three ways during the hirirgsproce
Based on Schneider’s Attraction-Selection-Attrition model (ASA; 1987 yebgonsibility of

fit assessment is first given to the applicant. That is, during the apphligabcess

applicants are interested in organizations that are similar in their ovonpers

characteristics, such as goals or values (P-O fit). Indeed, mdyéicaeadence suggests

that perceived congruency of fit impacts applicant attraction torganzation (Chapman,
Uggerslev, Carroll, Piasentin, & Jones, 2005).

A second way to evaluate P-O fit in the selection process is through subjective
judgments by current members of the organization, such as the recruiter oewaervi
(Lawrence et al., 2004). These judgments are commonly a part of theoseleterview
which can provide a unique opportunity to assess the KSAOs related to traditional
conceptualizations of performance as well as other criteria thattisd ¢taimportant job
outcomes such as turnover (Bowen et al., 1991; Judge & Ferris, 1992; Kristof-Brown, 1998).
Research has shown that the recruiter’s and interviewer’s perceptionsicéeipial with the
job (e.g., Bretz, Rynes, & Gerhart, 1993) and fit with the organization (e.g., Cahldge,

1997; Chuang, 2001; Kristof-Brown, 2000) influence hiring recommendations and final

selection decisions.
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Recent research examined the relative emphasis on different typethafudghout
the selection process. Kristof-Brown (2000) found that evaluations of P-J finvoeee
strongly associated with hiring recommendations than P-O fit evaluatiomg) dhitial
interviews. More recently, Chuang and Sackett (2005) evaluated theer@igbortance
recruiters placed on P-J fit and P-O fit during a single interview conductexk meéking a
final decision (single-stage interview) and between the initial vensaisifiterviews when
the interviews were conducted as part of a multi-stage process. Recrptatsed that P-J
fit was the primary focus during the initial screening of applicants, whidefiwas the
primary focus during the single or final interview. Thus, it appears tbatiters are
interested in assessments of both P-J and P-O fit in the selection prode&sOnfit serving
as a criterion later in the selection process once P-J fit is established.

A third way to assess fit is through the use of formal questionnaires thatiraghe
degree of congruence between the applicant and the job and/or organizatiomeastral.,
2004). For example, Villanova, Bernadin, Johnson, and Dahmus (1994) utilized a forced-
choice Job Compatibility Questionnaire (FCJCQ; Bernadin, 1989) based on prior job
analyses to measure the extent to which the applicant’s preferences foajatieristics
matched the actual characteristics of the job. This study was partiautaglye in its
predictive validation research design using formal measures of fitetct sgplicants into
actual jobs for motion picture theatres. To the best of my knowledge, no other studies have
utilized formal measures of P-O fit using actual job applicants. Formalumesaof P-O fit
are much less common, and research examining the validity of these measisds use
job incumbents rather than job applicants. However, formal measures of P-Odibeoul

developed by conducting an organizational analysis to identify relevant jobdralspects of
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the organization’s culture or climate (Werbel & Gilliland, 1999). For example alorm
measures of P-O fit could also determine the match between an emplw@asswith the
structure and availability of organizational rewards to predict jobetlatteria affecting
turnover, such as job satisfaction (e.g., Scarpello & Campbell, 1983).

In sum, P-O fit is assessed during the selection process using informaitioacef
the recruiter or interviewer once P-J fit has been established. Unfortuoatglg, handful
of studies have empirically examined formal measures of fit using a [pvediatidation
design in the hiring process (Barrett, 1995; McCulloch & Turban, 2007; Villanova et al.
1994). If formal P-O fit assessments are to be used to make decisions aboyeesihen
these assessments need to adhere to applicable legal standards. Bpdeificht
measures need to be validated with job-related criteria in order to endutestimelusion of
P-O fit is a legally defensible measure in accordance with the Cofit&®RAct (CRA; 1964,
1991), theUniform Guidelines on Employee Selection Procedures (Equal Employment
Opportunity Commission, 1978), and tRenciples for the Validation and Use of Personnel
Selection Procedures (Society for Industrial and Organizational Psychology, Inc., 2003). In
the next section, | discuss the theoretical rationale and empirical suppbe fetationships
between P-O fit and a variety of work-related outcomes, including ordiamizia

commitment, job satisfaction, turnover, and job performance.

Person-Organization Fit and Work-Related Outcomes
Theoretical Frameworks
There are several theoretical frameworks that explain the relatiomstypsen P-O

fit and work-related outcomes. According to the Theory of Work Adjustment (TVé#vis

12



& Lofquist, 1984), individuals will respond to the environment based on an evaluation of the
extent to which the organization’s needs are fulfilled by the individual anddhedual’s
needs are fulfilled by the organization. Individuals will show greater jiodfaation and
decreased likelihood of leaving the organization when there is a match betwaeedbef
the individual and the organization. Similarly, theories of psychological ndétifeiht

(e.g., French, Caplan, & Harrison, 1982; Maslow, 1987) propose that positive attieides a
likely to result when the environment satisfies an individual’'s needs. xaar@e,
psychosocial theories of strain and health state that when an individubliesalvieeds, or
goals related to the work environment are deficient or in excess of what thenemsnt
provides, then physiological, behavioral, and psychological strains, such as job
dissatisfaction, are likely to result (French et al., 1982). Thus, according TWWMA and

need fulfillment theories, P-O fit will result in positive work attitudes arfthbors.

The Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA; Ajzen & Fishbein, 1977) and Theory of
Planned Behavior (Ajzen, 1991) also provide theoretical support for how P-Cefatisd to
work-related outcomes. According to the Theory of Reasoned Action, an indigidual’
attitude towards a given aspect of the environment will produce behaviors thahaigent
with this attitude. In an organizational setting, a good fit with the environwaanid create
positive attitudes toward the organization, which would increase the likelihood ofiregngag
in behaviors that are consistent with these attitudes, such as decreaseati&iileaving
the organization. Furthermore, according to the Theory of Planned Behavior (Ajzen, 1991) a
good fit with the environment would also lead to a greater sense of mastery of the
environment and perceived behavioral control which would lead to behaviors that are

congruent with these favorable attitudes. These two theories are considtefgstihger’s

13



(1957) Cognitive Dissonance Theory which states that individuals are motivatddhte e
ways that are consistent with their attitudes. For example, when arduraliperceives a
poor fit with the organization, cognitive dissonance will occur if the individuastadsd that
he/she was extremely satisfied with the job (Kristof-Brown et al., 2005).

As previously mentioned, Schneider’s Attraction-Selection-Attrition moai8A(
1987) also provides a theoretical framework for how fit can impact attitudielsednaviors.
According to the ASA model, individuals are attracted to organizations thatralar svith
regards to expressed goals and values. Subsequently, organizations etiihdeleluals
who share these similarities for employment. Individuals who fit in witlotanization are
more likely to stay, whereas individuals who do not fit will likely voluntarily or iowntérily
leave the organization. Thus, similarities between the individual and the otgancam be
more likely to result in positive work attitudes, whereas a poor fit is likelggoltin
turnover. Itis important to note that Schneider also argues that selectinguiatkvbased
on fit could also lead to increased homogeneity in organizations. Thus, the relationship
between P-O fit and positive work attitudes could be at the expense of reducing
organizational effectiveness.

The theoretical frameworks have generally focused on relationships betweén P-O
and work attitudes, but there is also reason to expect both indirect effects (thmlkgh w
attitudes) and direct effects of P-O fit on performance. One possibilitgtisvork attitudes
could at least partially mediate the relationship between P-O fit and job panicem
Mediation occurs when a third variable (work attitudes) serves as the nsuhthrough
which the independent variable (P-O fit) influences the dependent variable (jotmaerce)

(Baron & Kenney, 1986). Mediation requires the following four conditions to be met: (a)

14



the independent variable must have a significant relationship with the mediatbe (b
independent variable must have a significant relationship with the dependent yé&ijatble
mediator must have a significant relationship with the dependent variableafteslling for
the effects of the independent variable, and (d) the strength of the relationgleprbdte
independent variable and the dependent variable is less after controlling éffetite of the
mediator (Baron & Kenney, 1986; Holmbeck, 1997).

Research suggests that the basic conditions for a mediating effect ofttitadesa on
the P-O fit relationship could be met. For example, meta-analytic evidesteumal
significant, moderate relationships between P-O fit and work attitudes andpente.

This provides support for the first and second conditions, respectively (.44 for job
satisfaction, .51 for organizational commitment, -.35 for intent to quit, .13 for task
performance, and .27 for contextual performance) (e.qg., Kristof-Brown 208b). To
address the third condition, a recent meta-analysis showed a moderatelyigtiifiogrst
relationship (.30) between job satisfaction and job performance (Judge, Thoresor& Bono,
Patton, 2001) though the effects of P-O fit were not controlled for in the analyses.

A recent meta-analysis explored the tenability of all four conditions of the
mediational model in a single study (Arthur et al., 2006). The significant makgian
estimates provided support for the first, second, and third conditions, and the strehgth of t
relationship between P-O fit and performance did decrease from .15 to .06 when controlling
for the effects of work attitudes. Although work attitudes may partially atedhne
relationship between P-O fit and performance, the path coefficient of .06 vagsificant

which implies that P-O fit may make a small, direct contribution to performance
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In addition to the potential for P-O fit to have indirect effects on job performance via
work attitudes, P-O fit could also have a direct impact on job performance throwgffetite
of strong organizational climates. For example, the terms “cultae*dimate” of an
organization both refer to shared aspects of the environment that influenhwieatéind
behaviors. Whereas organizational culture is defined as the shared underlyisg value
beliefs, and assumptions of an organization (Schein, 1992), organizational clirmegteéaef
how these values, beliefs, and assumptions are translated into organizatior@@gracti
policies, and procedures (Ostroff, Kinicki, & Tamkins, 2003; Reichers & Schneider, 1990;
Schneider, Salvaggio, & Subirats, 2002). If the individual fits with the orgamsitulture
and climate — that is, he or she prefers the work environment and subscribes taethe sam
underlying value system that governs its practices and procedures — theagsbrstare
likely to be reduced (e.g., Parkington & Schneider, 1979) thereby impacting job peréam
(e.g., Tubre & Collins, 2000). The impact of organizational climate chasdixi® on job
performance will be discussed in greater detail in the section on cktnaigth.

Given these theoretical frameworks for the relationships between Ru@firork
attitudes and behavioral outcomes, the next section will describe empirical evidenc
addressing each of these criteria in turn.

Rel ationships Between P-O Fit and Work Attitudes

A wealth of research demonstrates that greater fit with the organization i
significantly associated with several attitudinal outcomes, includinggdfaction (e.g.,
Chatman, 1991; Bretz & Judge, 1994, Kristof-Brown et al., 2002; La Police & Sharpe, 2004;
Meglino, Ravlin, & Adkins, 1989; Vancouver & Schmitt, 1991), organizational commitment

(e.g., Meglino et al., 1989; La Police & Sharpe, 2004; Vancouver & Schmitt, 1991) and
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reduced likelihood to leave the organization (e.g., Chatman, 1991, La Police & Sharpe,
2004). To date, the four published meta-analyses summarizing the fit |échaite yielded
somewhat consistent estimated population correlation coefficients.

Verquer et al. (2003) combined the results of 21 studies and estimated operational
validity correlation coefficients between P-O fit and job satisfa¢tbrganizational
commitment, and turnover intentions to be .28, .31, and -.21, respectively after corrections
were made for sampling error and unreliability of the criterion. An axhditimeta-analysis
by Hoffman and Woehr (2004) examined 64 studies and made corrections for measureme
error in both the predictor and criterion. They found higher estimations of population
correlation coefficients, where job satisfaction was .36 (increase of .0& exarer et al.,
2003), organizational commitment was .36 (increase of .05), and turnover intentiongava
(increase of .24).

More recently, Kristof-Brown et al. (2005) meta-analyzed 172 studies and found
similar relationships between P-O fit and work attitudes. After congdbir sampling error
and measurement error in the predictor and criterion, the estimated populatdatioorr
coefficients were higher than previous meta-analytic results (Hoffman &kvae04;

Verquer et al., 2003) for job satisfaction (.44) and organizational commitment (.51).
However, the estimated population correlation coefficient for turnover iotsnt-.35) was
lower than prior meta-analyses.

Finally, the most recently published meta-analysis (Arthur et al., 20@6¢@lscted
for unreliability in the predictor and criterion and estimated the population @iorel

coefficients to have moderate effect sizes consistent with KrigstndaBet al. (2005). Here,
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the estimated true validities were .36, .31, and .25 (reverse-scored) for jolcBatisfa
organizational commitment, and intent to turnover, respectively.

In each of these three meta-analyses, the lower value of the 80%, 90%, or 95%
credibility interval did not include zero, which indicates that the validity-@i fit predicting
work attitudes is generalizable. In addition, the percentage of varianaengetdor by
statistical artifacts was relatively low ranging from 4-Bfthe Kristof-Brown et al. (2005)
study and 10-17% in the Arthur et al. (2006) study. This suggests that thebe may
situational moderators that impact these relationships between P-O fit dndttitades.
Relationships Between P-O Fit and Performance

A limitation of the meta-analysis conducted by Verquer et al. (2003) is theosale f
on attitudinal outcomes. Behavioral outcomes, specifically job performancdsaref
particular interest, given the context of selection. In recent yearsyesesrchers have
adopted a two-factor model of job performance consisting of task and contextual
performance (Borman & Motowidlo, 1993, 1997). Task performance refers to behaviors
associated with the technical requirements of the job, whereas contextaahpace refers
to behaviors associated with contributing to the overall social and psychologicsdgesof
the organization. For example, an employee may continue to follow procedures even if it is
inconvenient, volunteer to assist other employees, or engage in behaviors tbatdave
to establishing a supportive environment. Contextual performance on behalf of em@oyees
vital to an organization as it is associated with greater performance andzatigaal goal
attainment (e.g., Allen & Rush, 1998).

Traditionally, P-J fit has been associated with task performance beuzsssssion of

the necessary KSAs to perform the job is likely be related to job perforrf@gceKristof,
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1996; Lawrence et al., 2004). On the other hand, P-O fit has been more closebtegsoci
with contextual performance (e.g., Goodman & Svyantek, 1999). Although both facets of
performance are distinct, they both contribute to overall job performancgséé.g.,
Motowidlo & Van Scotter, 1994) and supervisors consider both types of performance when
making overall performance ratings (Borman & Motowidlo, 1997). However, melgiana
research examining the relationship between P-O fit with these twe t#qe¢rformance
independently has shown that the links between the types of fit and types of pectoaran
not necessarily straightforward.

Research indicates that there are significant relationships between &30 f
contextual performance (e.g., Goodman & Svyantek, 1999; Lauver & Kristof-Brown), 2001
Recent meta-analyses have shown estimated population correlation eneffo@tween P-O
fit and contextual performance to be .22 (Arthur et al., 2006), .21 (Hoffman & Woehr, 2006),
and .27 (Kristof-Brown et al., 2005). Meta-analyses that utilized an 80% or 90% aedibil
interval did not contain zero in the interval, indicating that the relationship betw®et P
and contextual performance is generalizable (Hoffman & Woehr, 2006; Kristof-Bitaalin e
2005). However, Arthur et al. utilized a more conservative 95% interval and cadcthiat
lower credibility value to be -.07. Thus, according to their results, P-O fit is natda val
predictor of contextual performance. Given the size of the credibility internvsome of
these relationships, (e.g., .07 to .35 with a 90% credibility interval in Hoffman & Woehr,
2006) and given the moderately-sized percentage of variance accountedt&isbyed
artifacts [24% (Arthur et al., 2006), 33% (Kristof-Brown et al., 2005), 49% (Hoffman &

Woehr, 2006)], there may be other moderators impacting this relationship.
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The relationship between P-O fit and task performance seems less intsitive, a
greater congruency of values between the individual and the organization dppmears
unrelated to the possession and use of the KSAs required to effectively perforskgob ta
Early research by Meglino et al. (1989) found no relationship between worker-sopervi
value congruence and task performance. However, this result could be attribbted to t
nature of the job; performance was directly influenced by the machine speed asldappose
an interpersonal context of performance with the supervisor and other co-wdrkjexss
where performance is contingent on greater interpersonal interactiobrasteEamwork, then
a relationship between P-O fit and performance could emerge (Meglino et al., 1888). T
some researchers argue that the fit-performance relationship may ing@ontipon the
work context (Werbel & Gilliland, 1999).

Recent meta-analytic research examining P-O fit and task peamricerhas found
positive relationships. An early meta-analysis by Hoffman and Woehr (200vaeest
population correlations of .26 between P-O fit and supervisor ratingsfofrpance k = 22)
and a correlation of .21 between P-O fit and objective measures of performentcas s
number of promotions or salary increades Q). In 2006, they updated their 2004 study to
include recent literature and focus solely on behavioral outcomes as ciferass 34 data
points, the estimated relationship between P-O fit and task performance waeff@&(Hs
Woehr, 2006).

Kristof-Brown and her colleagues (2005) examined 17 data points and estimated a
population correlation between P-O fit and task performance of only .13. However, the 80%
confidence interval around this estimate was .01 to .26, which indicates that it isgthssibl

the true correlation is actually quite small. Similarly, the estimad@dlation correlation for
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overall performance was .07 across 22 data points, but, the 80% confidence interval around
this estimate included zero, indicating that P-O fit is not a valid predictoenéll
performance.

In the most recent meta-analysis, Arthur et al. (2006) examined 36 datagmoints
estimated the relationships between P-O fit and overall performancelfs &ed between P-
O fit and task performance to be .10. In contrast to other meta-analyses, Arthug and hi
colleagues utilized a more conservative 95% credibility interval and cdultze lower
value to be -.09 for both task and overall performance. Thus, Arthur et al. conclude that P-O
fit is not a valid predictor for task or overall performance.

However, before conclusions can be drawn about the nature of the relationships
between P-O fit and work-related outcomes, it is important to look for potentialatode
of these relationships. Given the large size of the credibility interval édtberestimated
population correlation coefficients for some of these relationships (e.g., .07 tah3b 0%
credibility interval in Hoffman & Woehr, 2006), and the fact that only less than 48B& of
variance could be attributed to statistical artifacts across metgsasdArthur et al., 2006;
Hoffman & Woehr, 2006; Kristof-Brown et al., 2005), it seems that moderators awayah
significant impact on the relationships between P-O fit and both work attitudes and
performance.

Research examining possible moderators of the relationships betweenadh@® fit
work outcomes have looked at a variety of individual differences variables including
personality traits (e.g., Hutcheson, 1999; Shantz, 2003), demographic variable®¢agy., P
1992), and the personal importance of aspects of fit (e.g., Edwards, 1996; Sinar, 2001). In

addition, situational variables have also been hypothesized to moderate P-&didnsaips,
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such as the attributed nature of stressors in the environment (e.g., Autry, 2001 yriefat
relationships with leaders/supervisors (e.g., Xie, Han, Zhang, & Shi, 2006), axisteace
of mentoring relationships (e.g., Morris, 1995). However, methodological modernagors a
most relevant to the current study because of the many ways P-O fit has besguaiized,
defined, measured, and calculated. The next section will describe these metbhaldolog

moderators and how they impact P-O fit measurement in the current study.

Methodological Moderators of the Relationships Between P-O Fit and Waldteld
Outcomes

Meta-analyses examining methodological moderators between Ru@i fitork-
related outcomes have found some consistent relationships (Arthur et al., 2006;H»ffma
Woehr, 2006; Kristof-Brown et al., 2005; Verquer et al., 2003).

Conceptualization of P-O Fit

P-O fit has been conceptualized and defined in numerous ways (e.g., Kristof, 1996;
Kristof-Brown et al., 2005), which could moderate the relationship between Rufit
outcomes. Kristof-Brown et al. examined conceptualization of fit as a modeeaierdn P-

O fit and work attitudes only, due to the lack of available studies regarding panicem
They classified P-O fit as being conceptualized as either supplemedamlementary
(needs-supplies), complementary (demands-abilities), or a combination oftheg®f
conceptualizations. Only a single study was classified as complemergargr(ds-abilities)
and was subsequently removed from further analysis. In most cases, theelfegesizes
were found when P-O fit was conceptualized as supplementary fit, but functidwally t
conceptualization of P-O fit made little difference as similarctffevere produced regardless

of conceptualization. Overall, these results are consistent with Cable aadd&d{2004)
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notion that P-O fit can be thought of in terms of need fulfillment (needs-suppjiaadit
congruency between characteristics (supplementary fit).

The current study will conceptualize P-O fit as supplementary fithwikidefined as
the extent of similarity between the individual and the environment (Muchind¥pigahan,
1987). The supplementary form of fit was selected because this conceptualgatmst i
frequently used in the literature (Kristof, 1996; Kristof-Brown, 2000). Furtherntweige
of a supplementary or complementary conceptualization of fit does not produce fuhctional
different relationships with outcomes (e.g., Kristof-Brown et al., 2005).

P-O Fit Measurement Strategy

P-O fit is generally assessed using one of three different measuremategies
(Arthur et al., 2006; Kristof, 1996; Kristof-Brown et al., 200B)irect fit measures ask the
individual to rate how well he or she fits with the environment. Direct measurnésue f
also referred to as “perceived” fit (e.g., Arthur et al., 2006; Kristof-Brovat. e2005) or
“subjective” fit (e.g., Verquer et al., 2003) because the individual is using hjsdwgnent to
make the rating. In contrast, indirect measures of fit make a comparis@ehetwneasure
of the individual P) and a measure of the environmdgt énd can take one of two forms.
Indirect-per celved/subjective fit refers to same source ratings; that is, the individual rates
both their own characteristics and that of the environment. This can also be refaged to
“perceived” fit (e.g., Arthur et al., 2006) or “subjective” fit (e.g., KrisBybwn et al., 2005)
because again the individual is using his/her judgment to rate his or herself and the
environment.Indirect-actual fit refers to ratings made by different sources. Here, the

individual rates his or her own characteristics and another source rates tlotecistics of
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the environment. This is also referred to as “objective” fit (e.g., Arthur,e2G6; Kristof-
Brown et al., 2005) because the ratings are made independently of one another.

Meta-analytic research indicates that measurement stigtagyimportant moderator
of P-O fit relationships with work attitudes and performance. Direct measure® dit
produced the highest effect sizes when predicting job satisfaction, orgamae ati
commitment, and turnover intentions (Arthur et al., 2006; Kristof-Brown et al., 2005;
Verquer et al., 2003). This could be a function of consistency bias where individuals are
more likely to rate attitudes consistently with their own perceptions of theoament or
with past behaviors (Salancik & Pfeffer, 1977). Thus, if the individual perceives a@osit
work experience then he or she may be more likely to give high ratings ofveer&eO fit
to be consistent with these perceptions. Similarly, according to Cognisgeriance
Theory (Festinger, 1957) individuals strive to reduce feelings of dissonance, ntaking
unlikely that an individual would rate a poor fit with the organization but report higtslevel
of positive work attitudes, such as organizational commitment.

Inconsistent patterns emerged between measurement strategies itrengnee
was the criterion of interest. This is interesting as job performancesatiagnade
independent of fit measures regardless of the measurement strategy.-Btostofet al.
(2005) compared direct versus indirect measures and found that directesdeslitarger
true-score correlations with overall performance, task performanceoatektual
performance. Similarly, Arthur et al. (2006) also found the largest effes wiith direct
measures than indirect-perceived/subjective and indirect-actual mefsuah
performance. However, examination of the credibility intervals for ebittese

relationships shows that direct measures had the strongest, generaliziolestaps with
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task and overall performance according to Kristof-Brown et al., but only indirect
perceived/subjective fit measures had a generalizable relationshipwerall performance
as reported by Arthur et al.

In contrast, Hoffman and Woehr (2006) found that indirect-actual fit had thetiarge
effect sizes, followed by indirect-perceived/subjective fit and diretrfiboth task
performance and contextual performance. Here, the credibility intendidsie that all of
these relationships are generalizable (with the exception of indirextiped/subjective fit
measures with contextual performance). Thus, all three meta-analysetemifferent
conclusions regarding the best measurement strategy to predict perfarmance

The inconsistent relationships between different measurement istsaeded
performance are consistent with the theme across P-O fit resedrob giagle strategy
offers the best choice and the most appropriate choice depends on the contespedittee
study or application (Kristof-Brown et al., 2005). Some researchers dafudirect
measures can be inappropriate because they provide little information as to thgngde
mechanisms of how an individual develops perceptions of fit (e.g., Kristof-Brovin et a
2005), they are susceptible to common method bias (e.g., Kristof-Brown et al., 2005), the
confound the measurement of person characteristics and environment chtcachsris
independent constructs (e.g., Edwards, 1991), they are subject to a consistency bias (e.g.,
Kristof, 1996), and they fail to measure commensurate person and environment
characteristics unless the specific content dimension, such as valuekspisgazecified
(e.q., Kristof, 1996).

On the other hand, indirect measures can also be viewed as inappropriatereThe

tenants of interactional psychology argue that it is perceptions of the engmbtivat matter
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most (e.g., Endler & Magnusson, 1976), which implies that either direct measuresemtindi
perceived/subjective measures are most appropriate (Kristof, 1996). Furéheaitiaough
indirect measures are expected to measure a more objective realgpyvironment is still
processed according to individual perceptions, implying again that perceptttes most
when examining relationships between fit and outcomes (Kristof-Brown et al., 2005).
Finally, direct measures may be more appropriate given the debate on vanettethere
needs to be a sufficient level of agreement before aggregating perceptio@a®n¥ironment
to create a higher-level variable (see Klein, Conn, Smith, & Sorra, 2001; KAiS&#H).

One way to determine the best way to measure fit is to consider therder
interest. For example, Kristof-Brown et al. (2005) note that indireaboteasures may be
more appropriate when performance is the criterion of interest becausavithée limits to
the maximal performance of an individual to the extent that discrepanciebetwisen the
demands of the job and the abilities of the individual. This assertion is supported dut the f
that differences between direct and indirect measures are gjredtespre-organizational
entry context of recruitment and selection (.45 mean difference; KristofrBevwal., 2005),
ostensibly because perceptions of fit are based on limited amounts of informatiothabout
organization.

In the current study, performance is also the criterion of interest beufatinge
context of personnel selection. Given that indirect-actual measures magbappropriate
for this criterion, this measurement strategy will be utilized in the custady to measure P-
O fit. This approach is also consistent with Hoffman and Woehr’s (2006) metaianalys
which found the largest effect sizes with indirect-actual measures ofifthase

relationships with task performance were generalizable.
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Content Dimensions of P-O Fit

Research has used a variety of different content dimensions to operatior@lite P-
including values (e.g., Cable & Judge, 1996; Chatman, 1989, 1991; Meglino et al., 1989;
O'Rellly et al., 1991), goals (e.g., Vancouver & Schmitt, 1991), personality yan &
Kristof-Brown, 2003), and combinations of these dimensions (e.g., Bretz & Judge, 1994;
Cable & Judge, 1996; Saks & Ashforth, 1997). By far the most frequently examined content
dimension of P-O fit is values (Piasentin & Chapman, 2006). Meta-analyses have shown
relatively consistent results when examining content dimensions as a modeR:{Orfif
relationships with work attitudes and performance (Arthur et al., 2006; Hoffman &\Woe
2006; Kristof-Brown et al., 2005; Verquer et al., 2003). With regards to work attitudes, the
largest effect sizes were generally found when P-O fit was defsheal@e congruency in
comparison with any other type of content dimension alone, a combination of values
congruency with another measure of congruency, or any combination of congruency
measures (Arthur et al., 2006; Kristof-Brown et al., 2005; Verquer et al., 2008)me
cases a combination of congruency measures was more strongly relatell &dtitudes, but
the differences were quite small (Kristof-Brown et al., 2005).

Similar to relationships with work attitudes, the largest effect saa®lationships
with contextual performance were found when P-O fit was defined as valueienogr
(Hoffman & Woehr, 2006). On the other hand, when task performance was the crikerion, t
effect sizes for other types of congruency or a combination of values with qiberdly
congruency were slightly larger than for value congruency alone (Atrtlalr 2006;

Hoffman & Woehr, 2006). However, Arthur et al. did not find any of these relationships
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between P-O fit and performance to be generalizable for any type of contensidimieased
on the estimates within the credibility interval.

Collectively, the results of these meta-analyses indicate the impodbooesidering
values when defining P-O fit. In cases where value congruency did not havetigesir
relationship with an outcome, there were generally only small differentestiver types or
combinations of congruency (Arthur et al., 2006; Hoffman & Woehr, 2006; Kristof-Brown e
al., 2005; Verquer et al., 2003). These results support Chatman’s (1989, 1991) assertion that
values are the key basis for defining P-O fit. As such, the current studyswilitdize
values-based congruency as the primary content dimension to define P-O fit.

Method of Calculating P-O Fit

Recall that direct fit measures ask the individual directly to rate hdWhefshe fits
with the environment (Kristof, 1996). As such, the P-O fit score will be the ratihg tha
corresponds to a given question or statement and no further calculation is needegerHow
if indirect fit measures are utilized (i.e., indirect-perceived/subgar indirect-actual), then
there are several methods available to calculate the P-O fit scoree nmib#®ds can be
classified into three general types: bivariate congruence indicesemiofilarity indices,
and polynomial regression approaches (Edwards, 1994). First, the different nzéthods
calculating fit will be briefly reviewed, followed by the results of mader analyses from
meta-analytic research.

Bivariate congruence indices. Bivariate congruence indices capture discrepancies
between two corresponding components (Edwards, 1994), in this case between thd*person (
and the organizational environmeB).( This method assumes that absolute scores are the

most important consideration when calculating P-O fit (Verquer et al., 2003)m@om
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examples of this type of index are algebraic difference scores, absoleterdié scores, and
squared difference scores.

There are several methodological criticisms regarding the use ofal@vaongruence
indices (Edwards, 1994). First, the index has conceptual ambiguity becausatiiie r
contribution from each component cannot be determined. Second, collapsing two
components into a single score ignores information about the direction of thendiéfere
between the components. Finally, there are usually untested congilacets on the
regression coefficients fé* andE (Edwards, 2002), which may impact the predictive
validity of the construct (Putka, 2005).

Profile similarity indices. Profile similarity indices combine a series of
corresponding components (Edwards, 1994). Although there are several formsrafdhi
(e.g., the sum of absolute differences, the sum of squared differences, the squdréheoot
sum of squared differences, and Euclidean distance), the most prevalent calaqubligoR-i
O fit literature is a profile correlation (e.g., Chatman, 1989, 1991; O’'Rei#i;,€1991).
Profile correlations represent the correlation between two profiles and pesviddication
of the similarity between the shapes of two diffefeandE profiles (Edwards, 1993, 1994).
For example, a popular method to assess P-O fit using profile correlations is the
Organizational Culture Profile (OCP; O'Reilly et al., 1991) which requirésiduals to sort
54 values into 9 categories ranging from most desirable to least desirablese$s the
individual's personal profileR), the individual sorts the values based on how important that
value is for an organization to have. To assess the organization’s gepfilleg rank-

ordered value ratings across individuals in the organization are aggregatadritode
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individual's P-O fit score would be the correlation between the individual’s valuerenee
profile with the organization’s value preference profile.

Profile correlations share many of the same criticisms as bivaoatgguence indices
(Edwards, 1994), including the conceptual ambiguity of the relative contribution fihm ea
paired component that make up the series (e.g., they all have equal weight pasenhe
components dominate the score), and the ambiguity surrounding the particular t®o$truc
interest within the dimensions themselves (e.qg., the specific valuaofiterk’ makes a
substantial contribution). Profile correlations are also problematic becatisesole focus
on similarity in shape while ignoring the size of discrepancies betwegmrofiles (Edwards,
1994; see also Nunnally, 1978). Information about the size of the discrepancies is lost
because of the ordinal nature of the measures inherent in ranking or sorting progedures
there are not equal intervals between units and there is no true zero).

Despite the problem of losing some information with the use of ranking or sorting
procedures in profile correlations, researchers argue that there &radeamtages to this
approach. First, the procedures may reduce the likelihood of socially desasinases
compared to non-ipsative, Likert-type measures (Ravlin & Meglino, 1987). Anothe
advantage of profile correlations is that they can provide a more holistic isampacross
multiple dimensions (Kristof-Brown et al., 2005). Researchers alse aéingt rank-order
procedures are more desirable because they focus on the relative impoirtaecealues for
the individual rather than the absolute levels of values as seen in differereeaculations
(e.q., Adkins, Russell, & Werbel, 1994; Meglino et al., 1989). Thus, when a more holistic
assessment across a set of values is desired, rank-ordered correlayitvesanmaore

appropriate method of calculating fit.
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Regression approaches. To address the limitations of bivariate congruence indices
and profile similarity indexes, Edwards (1994, 2002) advocates using a polynomial
regression approach to calculate fit relationships. Polynomial regressionessthat the
relationship between the persdt) &nd the environmenEj should be modeled in three
dimensions:P, E, andP x E and accordingly, three-dimensional response surface plots
should be utilized to further demonstrate the complexities of these relationfhge are
several key advantages to a polynomial regression approach over diffecereer profile
similarity approaches to calculating P-O fit (Edwards, 1994, 2002)., tieslimitation of
conceptual ambiguity is removed, because the original measurenkeahdE are kept in
the equation rather than combined into a single score. Second, polynomial regression allows
for the examination of the main effectsRb&indE, which is a necessary condition for
examining interactions (e.g., Cohen, 1978). Third, the constraints on the regression
coefficients that are often artificially placed on equations whenrdifte score or profile
similarity approaches are used can actually be tested beforehand (Edwards, 1994, 2002)
Fourth, this approach may explain larger proportions of the variance. Finally, the
examination of P-O fit as a three-dimensional construct provides additional ati@nnon
the nature of relationships with outcomes.

A major drawback of polynomial regression is that it cannot be applied whessa c
levels approach is taken (also known as the indirect-actual measuremegy stf&teO fit
previously discussed). In other wor&sywould represent an individually-based level of
analysis and variation would occur from individual to individual,Bbutould represent a
higher (group) level of analysis because the individual responses would be aggregated

(Putka, 2005). If there was no variation in Eheariable, which would be the case when
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looking at unit or department-level organizational climate, then a polynorgralssson
approach would be inappropriate becaseould be a constant and drop out of the
regression equation. As a large portion of the P-O fit literature laasiesd P-O fit whelk

is constant (e.g., Chatman, 1991; O'Reilly et al., 1991), the polynomial regressioadcppr
is not utilized very often and researchers have continued to use differenceosqueile
similarity approaches despite their drawbacks.

To utilize the advantages of a regression approach to calculate P-O fill ubdél
an environment that is constant across individuals (e.g., a single organization&uthé
(2005) recently proposed a spline regression approach. This approach utilizeghaaron-|
regression model that allows the predictor variable to have different typelatadnships
with the criterion variable across a pre-specified range of values of thetpredicable
(Marsh & Cormier, 2002; Putka, 2005). In contrast to polynomial regression, spline
regression enables the researcher to determine where the changeslatitmship between
the predictor and criterion variables (i.e., inflection points or knots) should be mioddiat
said, Putka noted that this approach should not automatically be utilized without some
theoretical rationale. He suggests first modeling the relationship breeaeld component of
the series (i.e., each specific value within the entire set of values okthtand a criterion.

If each component within the series accounts for a significant amount of vamahtesa
regression coefficient signs are in the expected direction consistent wvaitiy, tteen all of
the components can be combined into a single model.

Despite the advantages of spline regression, there are instanceshwehapproach is
not useful. The spline regression approach requires researchers to detemunete

point where the level of fit on a single value of an entire measure (e.g., tel@dmw
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corresponds to the level of fit on a commensurate single dimension within the environment
(e.g., teamwork and cooperation in the work unit) (Putka, 2005). Although multiple
inflection points can be specified in the model to allow a range of acceptable (raluéple
knots) rather than only specifying a single value wher@taedE would correspond (single
knot), this approach theoretically does not seem appropriate in the context of ¢éimé curr
study. Capturing the overall sense of fit across the values is appropriatehelgealtis to
obtain a holistic measure of fit. Second, we don’t know what range of valuesRvaed&
would correspond that would appropriately define fit or misfit. This range of attept

values can vary across individuals and, to date, researchers have yeote exiwidual
differences in the tolerance of misfit.

Meta-analytic evidence consistently suggests that higher effestaie produced
when P-O fit is calculated via correlations rather than difference scoresffio attitudes
(Arthur et al., 2006; Verquer et al., 2003). Kristof-Brown et al. (2005) also examined
polynomial regression as a method to calculate fit across 25 studies, but the inclusion of
higher-order terms (e.g?? andE?) in the regression equation did not allow for direct
comparisons of this approach with difference scores and profile similarayures. With
regards to job performance, meta-analytic evidence also suggests thatéhagher effect
sizes for correlations rather than difference scores (Arthur et al.,.2B@&)yever, this
conclusion is not definitive, because the lower 95% credibility interval for botblabons
and difference scores contained zero. Arthur et al. were not able to conduct moderator
analyses examining polynomial regression because too few studies used this approach t

calculate P-O fit.
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In conclusion with regards to P-O fit calculation methods, each method has its
advantages and disadvantages, and there is no clear method that seems to be consistently
appropriate across situations. Kristof-Brown et al. (2005) suggest that thiemdabout
which method to use should be based on the context of the study and the nature of the
hypothesized relationship between P-O fit and outcomes. Indeed, Kristwfiit al. state
that “when more precision is necessary, as in cases where excess Vs gare
expected to have distinct results, the polynomial approach is recommended. When a more
holistic assessment of similarity is sufficient, PSIs may provide ateeqdarmation” (p.

325).

The current study seeks to examine a more holistic assessment of fit bisteveen
individual's values ) with commensurate dimensions of the organization’s vakles (
Specifically, a holistic approach that calculates P-O fit via rankeélations seems
appropriate in this study for several reasons. First, there are no hypotheseleabpeatific
values that can impact fit. That is, because all of the values included in the atigaal
value profile are considered to be important values to the organization, then each value i
considered equally important when assessing P-O fit. Second, metseanairrect for
measurement error and the fact that stronger effect sizes for were éowadrélation
measures in profile similarity indices rather than difference sderg., Arthur et al., 2006;
Verquer et al., 2003) may mean that relationships could be more readily detected using
correlation measures. Third, the ranking procedure utilized in calculatindations
between profiles could reduce the likelihood of engaging in socially desiesgpending,

which researchers argue is more prevalent in Likert-type sca@tr(R. Meglino, 1987).
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As the current study is interested in P-O fit in the context of selecttemting to reduce
social desirability bias seems particularly important.
Summary of Methodological Moderators

To summarize meta-analytic evidence on methodological moderators, the most
critical moderators for relationships between P-O fit and outcomes appeahtdmntent
dimension of fit (i.e., values) and operationalization of fit (i.e., direct-percspjgctive
fit) (Arthur et al., 2006; Hoffman & Woehr, 2006; Kristof-Brown et al., 2005; Verqual.g
2003). However, with a few exceptions, only a small amount of variance could betattri
to statistical artifacts and there was a large range of variation atoeiedtimated population
correlation coefficients, indicating that there may be other moderatpesiing these
relationships. Indeed, Kristof-Brown et al. (2005) state the need for additesearch on
situational moderators.

The following section introduces one situational moderator, organizationalelimat
strength, and presents theoretical support and empirical evidence fatecstrength as a

potential moderator of the relationship between P-O fit and performance.

Organizational Climate and Climate Strength
As previously mentioned, organizational climate refers to how the organization’
culture — its values, beliefs, and assumptions — are translated into organizatotie¢ gy
policies, and procedures (Ostroff et al., 2003; Reichers & Schneider, 1990; Sckheide
2002). Individuals fornpsychological climate perceptions of these organizational practices
and assign meaning to them (Reichers & Schneider, 1990). When these percequgms ac

individuals are aggregated together, these perceptions are referrexidanszational
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climate perceptions (James & Jones, 1974). Thus, in the current study organizational climate
can be defined as “incumbents’ perceptions of the events, practices, and proaeduhes
kinds of behaviors that get rewarded, supported, and expected in a setting” (Schneider, 1990,
p. 384).

Within this broad definition, organizational climate can be conceptualizeths td
either a specific dimension, such as a climate for safety (e.g., Zobara& 2005) or a
climate for service (e.g., Schneider et al., 2002), or it can be conceptualiaedbiéective of
climate dimensions (e.g., Carr, Schmidt, Ford, & DeShon, 2003; Ostroff, 1993). For
example, Ostroff (1993) conducted a comprehensive review of climate pensegtid
outcomes to develop a three-facet taxonomy of climate dimensions. Thedadbtseand
corresponding climate dimensions are: affective (participation, Wwasatial rewards, and
cooperation), cognitive (personal growth, innovation, autonomy, and intrinsic réwards
instrumental (hierarchy, organizational structure, extrinsic rewandsachievement). The
current study seeks to also use a broad measure of global organizational dienelienate
for a particular construct (e.g., service or safety) is not as relevassatifferent functional
areas of an organization.

Aside from measuring climate quality (i.e., a mean rating) on a siliglate
dimension or across a set of climate dimensions, researchers have begun to focusen how t
dispersion of ratings around the mean (i.e., variance) also provides useful ildormat
Climate strength focuses on the amount of variance in climate perceptionsisathefiited
as the extent of agreement among organizational members (Schneider et al.Cha02.
(1998) typology of compositional models specify how researchers can exampangcular

form of a relationship between constructs at different levels of analyBisse models also
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provide a useful framework to discuss how organizational climate and climetgtsthave
been operationalized and measured.

According to Chan (1998), additive models sum the lower-level units into a higher-
level unit regardless of how much variance is present among the lower-legel Timis
model adheres to Glick’s (1985, 1988) conceptualization of how individual psychological
climate perceptions can be grouped together to define organizational climatietoGk a
macro view where organizational climate was the focus and could be desonibhgd@ine
continuum irrespective of the amount of dispersion in ratings.

In contrast to additive models, direct consensus models assume that a certaih level
within-group agreement is necessary at the lower-level units in ordetiftp aggregation
(Chan, 1998). James and his colleagues (James, 1982; James, Joyce, & Slocum, 1988)
subscribed to this conceptualization and argued that the focus should be on individuals and
their respective ratings and that a certain level of agreement awdogdual psychological
climate perceptions is required before aggregating perceptions to definezatigaiail
climate. In other words, direct consensus models view disagreementrasghda
information about the climate. Some other researchers ascribe to this model amdhainc
a sufficient level of agreement should be necessary before aggregatigg fe.g., Klein et
al., 2001).

The referent-shift consensus model is similar to the direct consensus mau&hewi
exception that the former model uses lower-level units and shifts the reféthase lower-
level units (e.qg., self to others) prior to assessing consensus (Chan, 1998). Areetampl
research that uses a referent-shift consensus model is one that aggreghtdsgesal

climate perceptions to form organizational collective climate.
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Chan’s (1998) dispersion model uses within-group variance, rather than agrgement
operationalize the higher-level construct. In other words, the amount of variaong am
psychological climate perceptions of a group defines the strength of ttaeclimhus,
whereas consensus models view within-group variance as error variancesiolispedels
view within-group variance as the actual construct of interest.

Finally, process composition models emphasize changes in behaviors (Chan, 1998).
Here a process is specified at the lower-level and its parameters andténslationships
are also defined. To form higher-level constructs, analogues of these éakpdrameters
are formed. To capture changes in behaviors, assessments across sevpaaldas are
included in the model. An example of research that adheres to this model is one that
examines psychological climate development to determine organizationalecemergence.

In sum, Chan’s (1998) direct consensus models have been traditionally followed in
the organizational climate literature, but recent interest has moved toweaedsnant of
climate perceptions as a construct in itself (Van Vienen, Bechtoldt, De Rd&gers, 2007).
Thus, the degree of within-group agreement in climate perceptions provides anandati
climate strength (e.g., Schneider et al., 2002). Although some researclamaseekclimate
strength as a moderator of the relationship between mean climate leVelstemmes (e.g.,
Colquitt, Noe, & Jackson, 2002; Gonzalez-Roma, Peird, & Tordera 2002; Schneider et al.,
2002), the current study seeks to examine climate strength as a modetiagaretdtionship
between P-O fit and performance.

Theoretical Support for Climate Srength as a Moderator
The rationale for how climate strength could impact P-O fit relationships w

performance is based on Mischel’'s (1977) concept of strong versus weak situStiamg)
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situations produce similar interpretations of the environment among individusdse well-
defined, uniform expectations for behavior, provide incentives for behaving in accordance
with these expectations, and the same skill sets are required to perfagrbehasiors.
When these situational constraints are present in strong situations, individuatzrarléely
to act in a manner congruent with the expectations in the environment as thaly are
select number of agreed upon responses.

In weak situations, individuals have different interpretations of the environrherd, t
are no uniform expectations for behavior, there are not clear incentivesftonpeg in a
particular manner, and a variety of different skill sets can perform theibeha
appropriately (Mischel, 1977). Due to the ambiguity of the weak situation, indiviagals
more likely to act based on their personality dispositions and other individual nitéste
Here, there are numerous ways to appropriately respond to the situation. FoleeBmaty,
Cleveland, and Murphy (2001) found that when a situation contained weak cues (e.g., few
cues to reinforce the importance of helping coworkers as a criticaltaggeb performance)
personality characteristics had stronger relationships with intentions tgeeimgeontextual
performance behaviors. In contrast, when the situation contained strong seges the
situational constraints were more likely to guide behavior than individualefiftes.

Similarly, organizational climates possess situational cues tha tweguide
behavior. Within organizations, values, norms, policies, and procedures serve amaltuati
constraints that define what behaviors are expected and appropriate (Svyartgk 20@6).
When there is substantial agreement as to the relevant values, norms, policies, and

procedures, then the organizational climate is said to be strong and it act®©ag a st
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situation to guide behavior (Schneider et al., 2002). Strong organizational clingates ar
thought to impact performance in a number of ways.

First, strong organizational climates can reduce job stressors Byiotaroles and
defining expectations (Parkington & Schneider, 1979; Zohar, 2000). When employees are
faced with complex or non-routine situations, strong climates can provide atformabout
the appropriate procedures to follow and the relative priorities of competing de(dahds,
2000). The existence of this information reduces job stress and ambiguity about the proper
actions to take. For example, Parkington and Schneider (1979) found that differences
between employee and upper management service orientation were assattiajesaer
role ambiguity and role conflict from employees, which were significagdpciated with
employee dissatisfaction and turnover intentions. Meta-analytic evipeodees some
support that reductions in job stressors will facilitate job performance (BuGlins,

2000). Specifically, the estimated population correlation coefficient betweeamddiguity
and job performance was -.21, but there was only a small relationship (-.07) betlgeen
conflict and job performance.

In addition to reducing job stress, strong organizational climates cantimpac
performance by reducing process losses (Hackman, 1992; Zander, 1994). If little
information is provided about an organization’s priorities or values, or about the individual’s
specific job role, then extra time will be spent addressing issues relatextéamres and
relative priorities as well as clarifying job roles. Although Zohar (200€)ded specifically
on safety climate, he stated that climates can also provide information ladoelative

priorities of competing goals, such as a goal for safety versus a gpabéuction.
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Finally, strong organizational climates can impact job performanaecbgasing the
guality of interpersonal relations and communication (Zander, 1994). If thems g
consensus about organizational practices and processes, employee behaviptashiike
more consistent across individuals, and consequently, more predictable. An understanding
how employees will behave in situations reduces conflict and interpersomnal stra
Research on Climate Strength as a Moderator

Bowen and Ostroff (2004) stated that an organization’s climate “can actras@ s
situation when employees develop a shared interpretation of the organization&spolici
practices, procedures, and goals and develop shared perceptions about what behaviors are
expected and rewarded in the organization” (p. 207). Research has examineatéf clim
strength can moderate relationships between climate quality and watédreLitcome
variables. Climate quality is defined as the proximity of the mdargraf climate
perceptions across one or more climate dimensions to an endpoint of a ratir{bisdalé
& Brandt, 2000). Research examining climate strength as a moderator hadeditiex
organizational climate quality in terms of several dimensions (Lindeligah&, 2000;

Malamut, 2002) or in terms of a specific climate dimension (Colquitt et al., 2002A@an
Roma et al., 2002; Poling, Mericac, & Woehr, 2007; Schneider et al., 2002; Zohar & Luria,
2004).

Overall climate quality. Lindell and Brandt (2000) were among the first to examine
climate strength as a moderator of relationships between climateyqumadibutcomes, using
the term ‘climate consensus’ to describe the dispersion of individual ratings. They
investigated a sample of local emergency planning committees (LEPC#)avhic

organizational entities responsible for developing and communicating emgrgeponse
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plans for chemical incidents. Employees completed an overall measure of atigaaiz
climate that assessed leadership, teamwork, role clarity and conflicgkaollgracteristics.
Contrary to their hypothesis, Lindell and Brandt (2000) found that climate resusse
across these four dimensions did not predict a unique amount of variance for individual and
organizational outcomes after controlling for the effects of climatetgudlhey offered
several potential explanations for the discrepant findings. First, the oatheework in the
LEPCs could be performed autonomously and did not require a great deal of
interdependence. It may be that climate consensus is only relevanatioag where
individuals need to work together. This is consistent with Chatman’s (1989) fitainft t
only mattered for highly interdependent tasks. Second, many of the dimensions used in the
climate survey represented outcomes of a strong or weak climate rathéhé more
traditional definitions of organizational climate (i.e., agreement on organizighi@tiices
and procedures). That is, although innovation and teamwork are commonly examined
dimensions of climate (e.g., Ostroff, 1993), role clarity and conflict dsasgbb
characteristics (e.g., task significance) could be seen as an outcomeiofpvn an
ambiguous environment where there is little structure and many ways to pdréowork.
Thus, it would be informative to examine if climate consensus (strength) maderate
relationships between climate quality and outcomes when climate quééttsea variety of
dimensions that are more closely associated with the dimensions includedaite clim
taxonomies (e.g., Ostroff, 1993).
Malamut (2002) took this holistic approach and examined organizational climate
across several dimensions, including management and communication. Over 14,000 hourly

employees of a an international hospitality chain completed an organizaliarate survey,
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and one year later three organization-level outcome variables weseetks@verall guest
satisfaction, percent voluntary turnover, and percent hotel profit. The resultscstiaw
climate strength was a significant moderator of the relationship betwean climate quality
perceptions and percent hotel profit, but not for guest satisfaction or percent voluntary
turnover. However, this result could be explained by the fact that guestctmtrsfaas a
one time measurement, whereas percent hotel profit could reflect performantenevand
be a more generalizable measure. It could also be that climate strengtimbee direct
relation to guest satisfaction in that if hourly employees consistentlyeatthestablished
policies and procedures, guests will be exposed to a consistent set of behawlnsahi
have more of an impact on guest satisfaction rather than the aggregatedeemploy
perceptions of climate (climate quality). In fact, climate strenigitheawas a significant
predictor of guest satisfaction above and beyond mean climate quality &ohectively,
these results underscore the importance of climate strength on organizaréoranance.

In contrast to Malamut (2002) and Lindell and Brandt (2000), other researchers have
focused on how climate strength can moderate relationships between a sip@eifision of
climate and work-related outcomes. These specific dimensions include tedlbhmservice
(e.g., Schneider et al., 2002), safety (e.g., Zohar & Luria, 2004), innovation (e.g., Gonzale
Roma et al., 2002), or a procedural justice climate (e.g., Colquitt et al., 2002; Paling et
2007).

Specific dimensions of climate. Schneider and his colleagues (2002) examined the
interaction between organizational climate for service and climate gtracigss 134 bank
branches over a three-year period. Service climate contained dimensionsiiecust

orientation, managerial practices, customer feedback, and global semiatecliThe
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outcome variable of interest was aggregated customer perceptions of gealite
including efficiency, security, competency, relationships, and overall percepiitey
found that climate strength did moderate the relationship between the quality ovibe se
climate and reported customer experiences of service quality for only tizgenel
practices dimension and not the other three dimensions. Schneider and his colleagues
suggest that the managerial practices dimension could be the dimension withathstgr
impact on employees, which could explain the significant results for this dimensjon onl
Managers and supervisors could have an immediate impact on behaviors, whereas the othe
climate dimensions (customer orientation, customer feedback, and global semwate)
could be interpreted as indirect outcomes of leadership practices. Followilagitishe
consistent interaction between the managerial practices dimension wigecBtrength
seems to indicate that the strength of the climate can impact custoneptipais

Zohar and his colleagues (Zohar, 2000; Zohar & Luria, 2004, 2005) examined safety
as a specific dimension of organizational climate. They view supervisaciiqas as a
critical determination of how climate can vary from group to group. Spaityfic
organization-wide policies and procedures are translated and implemerhtedadip or
unit level by the supervisor; for example, the supervisor can determine theerpladrities
of safety versus production in a unit. First, Zohar (2000) demonstrated the relgtionshi
between safety climate and outcomes by examining 53 work groups of productkansaor
a metal-processing plant over a 5-month period. Production workers filled outya safe
climate questionnaire with a two-factor structure: the assessment ofisapepositive and
negative reactions to conduct and supervisory expectations regarding safetydurad\oty.

Following the questionnaire, employee visits to the infirmary were saemm a 5-month
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period to identify the number of microaccidents (defined as behavior-dependeagsithat
were minor but still required medical attention). Zohar found that the quabgfety
climate significantly predicted the number of microaccidents.

Next, to examine climate strength as a moderator, Zohar and Luria (20@¢}exbl|
information about safety climate and the number of on-the-job injuries from over 2,000
soldiers across 81 platoons. Safety climate was measured using a Zbiétginnaire
about supervisory practices and critical incidents where safety and missiotigsrimay
have been in competition with one another. Contrary to their hypothesis, climagghsthen
not moderate the relationship between safety climate and the number of injuriesreHowe
climate strength was not operationalized as agreement of individual penseqft
organizational practices (a la Schneider et al., 2002); instead, supercispty ©r
behaviors were used as a proxy for variation in organizational practices. Dige to t
difference in how climate strength was defined and given the unique costddatdrcontext
of this type of organization, these results may not generalize to moretralit
conceptualizations of organizations.

In an examination of another dimension of climate quality, Colquitt et al. (2002)
examined the interaction between perceptions of procedural justice (Pafechind climate
strength on team-related outcomes. Employees from 88 teams across rtdiffe
automobile manufacturing plants completed a procedural justice climatesligvey where
the aggregated ratings served as a measure of climate and the coefficieiatiohvaas
used to define climate strength. Ratings of team performance werdembb&o months
after the climate survey, and ratings of absenteeism were collaotednonths later. The

results show that climate strength moderated the relationship betwelend®d level and
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team performance and absenteeism, such that stronger relationshigsie)agteng climates
rather than weak climates. Although these results support climatetistesng moderator,
the authors noted that the sizes of the teams were much smaller than thensing of
departments in an organization, and the results may not fully generalize tddpagéments
or organizational units.

In another study, Poling et al. (2007) examined procedural justice ({Rajel
perceptions but rather than examining behavioral outcomes, they examined viude sitis
the outcome of interest. Individuals from 64 units of a sales organization completed sever
surveys to assess procedural justice, trust in management, job satisfactimest to quit.

Two of the three possible moderating relationships could not be examined because there
were no significant main effects for climate quality. However, PJ tdistaength did
moderate the relationship between PJ climate quality and intent to quit in thatlinkee c
quality was low and there was a weak climate, individuals were more ikedyport

intentions to quit the organization. In conjunction with the results from Colquitt 20aR}),

it appears that climate strength can have an impact on moderating ttonsbigtbetween PJ
climate quality and work-related outcomes.

Finally, Gonzalez-Roma et al. (2002) examined three single dimensions of
organizational climate independently rather than as an overall climaseireed he three
single facets were support (extent to which there are kind, supportive relatianships
environment), innovation (extent to which environment encourages openness to new ideas),
and goals orientation (extent to which goals are clearly defined andapoay@ment is
valued). Employees in 197 work units of a regional public health service completedya surve

that assessed these three climate dimensions. As hypothesized, chemgt shoderated
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three of the six possible relationships: innovation climate quality interacte climate
strength to predict both satisfaction and organizational commitment, and goalatioment
interacted with climate strength to predict organizational commitment: flektionship was
significantly stronger when the climate was classified as stathgmrthan weak.

In sum, conclusions about climate strength as a moderator of climate-eutcom
relationships are difficult to form because different studies have lookedeatediff
combinations of specific versus global predictor measures of clintétiediaal versus
behavioral outcome variables, and individual, team, versus organizational-level @utcom
variables. Although there is some evidence that climate strength can teatdienate
guality-outcome relationships (e.g., Colquitt et al., 2002; Gonzalez-Roma et al., 2002;
Malamut, 2002; Poling et al., 2007; Schneider et al., 2002), when it does or does not
moderate relationships seems to vary on a case-by-case basis dependirgpotest®f the
job and the outcome variables of interest. Accordingly, the current study cenksd
away from how climate strength interacts with climate quality andaddtecus on how
climate strength interacts with the extent to which individuals “fit inhwiite climate.
Climate Srength and P-O Fit

Climate strength could moderate the relationship between P-O fit and pemfreto
the extent that stronger situations heighten the importance of “fittingiihte practices,
processes, and behaviors that are expected in that situation. House, Rousseau, & Thomas-
Hunt (1995) suggested that the degree of “coupling” within an organization cart timpac
strength or the direction of fit relationships. This hypothesis can be applied to thet aint
strong and weak organizational climates. P-O fit may be critical in @aj@ms with strong

groupings because there are clear boundaries and expectations that an indaydoramay
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not follow, which could have a substantial impact on their attitudes and behaviors. That is, if
there is a strong climate with clearly defined expectations for job natebehaviors, then

there are set ways an individual can perform to be congruent with these expectatioas
personal characteristics the individual brings to the organization (e.g.syvpieéerences,
interests, personality characteristics, KSAs) match these expastédr job roles and

behaviors, then positive outcomes are likely to result. If the individual does not possess
personal characteristics that are congruent with the expectationiselsauation demands,

then negative outcomes will likely result.

Conversely, if an organization is loosely coupled then the degree of P-O fit may not
be as relevant to individual outcomes since there is no “strong situation” to define the
parameters of expected behaviors. In these weak organizational climegesr¢heumerous
ways that an individual’'s personal characteristics, skill sets, and tstesgsproduce
beneficial outcomes because there are few or ill-defined expectatisyefofic behaviors.
Thus, P-O fit may not have as strong a relationship with work-related outconmesk

climates.

Current Study
The current study seeks to integrate two streams of literature. Orma sfrea
literature focuses on relationships between P-O fit and beneficial watkd@®utcomes, and
another stream of literature focuses on relationships between work cl{@i#ttes globally
or a specific facet of climate) and beneficial work-related outcomesvetkr, the question
remains how P-O fit and characteristics of the work climate interacethgpioutcomes.

Although both streams of literature report positive relationships with each efitheables
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when examined independently, would characteristics of the climate (i.eaielgtnength)
strengthen the relationship between P-O fit and work outcomes? In other worag bié m
the case that P-O fit only matters when the organizational climaters) st

To my knowledge, there has been one study that examined climate streihgth as
relates to person-environment fit constructs. Sinar (2001) examined thelstengt
agreement about organizational values (termed value crystallizationptenég moderator
of relationships between P-O fit and job satisfaction and performanceypldthisized that
there would be stronger relationships between P-O fit and outcomes when an orgahizationa
value was high in crystallization. Employees from an animal food supply compaagdtdat
one) and a household products company (dataset two) completed an organizatiotel clima
survey addressing five dimensions: innovation, outcome orientation, aggressiveiadss, det
orientation, and team orientation. To assess P-O fit, the employee’s valaditigsrating
was subtracted from the rating of the value’s prevalence (as determined dygdervisors
rating the individual's performance) and then squared and reversed scored.

Counter to expectation, Sinar (2001) found either non-significant or slightly veegati
relationships between P-O fit and job performance. To examine value crgsitallias a
moderator, Sinar examined the average magnitude of the relationships for valuesse¢ha
high versus low in crystallization with job satisfaction and job performaRe&tationships
with performance were slightly higher for highly crystallized valu@s &nd .03 for datasets
one and two, respectively) than for values low in crystallization (-.10 and efp&atively).

In addition, relationships with job satisfaction were slightly higher for iighistallized
values (-.10) than for values low in crystallization (-.20). Although theagaeships were

in the hypothesized direction, these relationships were not statisticalifycsigt.
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Although Sinar (2001) did not find evidence to support climate strength as a
moderator of the relationship between P-O fit and job performance and $ainsfde level
of analysis could serve as a major study limitation. Sinar examined an entiee with
numerous supervisors, whereas examining work groups as the level of analysiz¥enay ha
been more appropriate. Research indicates that supervisors play a langéoale
organizational values are translated into organizational practices @hgr, 2000; Zohar &
Luria, 2004, 2005). Thus, there may have been substantial differences in value
crystallization across work groups that were missed due to the aggregatiomdfdiinaate
data across the organization. In addition, Sinar measured P-O fit using endéfecore due
to his interest in the distance between the two value profiles. However, the u$erehce
scores ignores information about the direction of the difference between P and O el ther
conceptual ambiguity because the relative contribution from each component cannot be
determined (Edwards, 1994). As a result, P-O fit may not have been adequateiretheas
which could account for the non-significant findings.

The current study seeks to expand upon Sinar’s (2001) work by using an alternate
measure of P-O fit and a lower-level grouping variable to define a unit oftelima
(departments rather than an entire call center). First, the current stucheasure P-O fit
using profile correlations as this measure can provide a more holistic ceampacross
multiple dimensions (Kristof-Brown et al., 2005). Second, analysis at the depaléve is
desired because it seems climate strength would vary across an dintieatea and that
perhaps sub-climates may exist that vary by department or supervisohgrelSearchers
used cluster analysis techniques to identify collective climates #ratlvased on agreement

about climate perceptions and not necessarily based on department or funct@ielcay
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Jackofsky & Slocum, 1988; Joyce & Slocum, 1984). Overall, this research suggests t
collective climate might be too broad. For example, Jackofsky and Slocumyiridiaid
evidence of collective climates across departments; however, this findingtdnold three
months later. This discrepancy in climate over three months could be due to the cross-
departmental nature of the work; that is, there were no clear distinctions ypéhaf tvork
across departments. An additional explanation for the discrepancy can beadédrarh
work by Payne and his colleagues (Payne, 1990; Patterson, Payne, & West, 1996) who argue
that collective climates should only be viewed as such if one can ascribe sociopgigethol
meaning to the group, not solely based on similar response patterns. That iateastiiould
represent a cluster of individuals who are related in some way such asaplogition,
department, profession, or clique. In fact, the very definition of organizationatelima
according to Bowen and Ostroff (2004) emphasizes this formal structareedined
climate: “organizational climateis.based on shared perceptions among employees within
formal organizational units” (p. 205).

Although some researchers have reported no differences between climates whe
climates were defined based on common tasks and close physical proxigjtiPéterson
et al., 1996), other researchers have found differences on climate dimensiaenbetw
functional areas/departments (e.g., Cantwell et al., 2007) and work units in the sam
organization (e.g., Jermier et al., 1991; Schneider & Bowen, 1985). Accordingtyrtbat
study seeks to extend Sinar’s (2001) work by examining climate pemeptithe
department level.

It is important to note that this review has focused on the construct of P-O fit in the

context of organizational values. In the current study, when P-O fit is opeliatonat the

51



climate level, the construct is actually referring to how organizdtiataes are
implemented within a work unit. The current study makes the assumption that the values of
the organization are translated into the organizational climate of each work amniheSake
of consistency with the literature, the construct label “P-O fit” will bedusven though it is
referring to how well the individual fits in with the organizational culture &seld by the
work unit or department level.

When organizational climate is conceptualized at the department level, éhétext
which an individual fits in with the department’s processes, practices, and pex@a®
fit) and individual-level outcomes is likely to be determined by the degree céresusabout
the department’s processes, practices, and procedures. That is, when tHesslp@gceed
upon ways for how the department functions and the individual can fit in and work well in
that environment, beneficial individual outcomes will result. However, if the individual
cannot work well in that environment, negative individual outcomes will result. Giwen thi
general prediction, a model of these constructs and specific hypo#nesttailed next.
Mediated Moderation Model

Edwards and Lambert (2007) present an analytical framework that integrates
mediation and moderation to demonstrate direct, indirect, and total effects wan@ies
and how these paths can differ according to a moderating variable. The sturdy
presents and tests a model that is consistent with their First StageracioHifect
Moderation Model (see Edwards & Lambert, 2007, Panel F, p. 4). In Figure 1, the model
shows that climate strength directly moderates the relationship betw@di &nd
performance as well as indirectly moderates the relationship throughizajonal

commitment.
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P-O fit and job performance. Coefficient ly represents the relationship between P-O
fit (X) and job performancé’]. Recall that research has shown inconsistent results with
regards to the relationship between P-O fit and different measures ohpeanta (Arthur et
al., 2006; Hoffman & Woehr, 2006; Kristof-Brown et al., 2005). Meta-analytic estimates
(ranging from .21 to .27) show a moderate relationship between P-O fit andzerber
when an 80% or 90% credibility interval was used. Thus, a moderate relationship is
expected between P-O fit and contextual performance. In contrast, metécasiipnates
with task and overall performance as the criteria were weak or non-sighifical a similar
relationship is expected in the current study.

Hypothesis 1a: There will be a positive relationship between
P-O fit and task performance.

Hypothesis2a: There will be a significant positive relationship
between P-O fit and contextual performance.

However, it is expected that the strength of these relationships will chduage w
incorporating climate strengtZ)as a moderator. This expected change is based on research
that indicates strong climates can clarify roles and define expestde.g., Parkington &
Schneider, 1979; Zohar, 2000), reduce process losses (e.g., Hackman, 1992; Zander, 1994),
and increase the quality of interpersonal relationships and communicatioZgedgr,

1994). In a strong climate with clearly defined roles, procedures, and psastaigiduals
who fit in with these expectations will be more successful performersrtamduals who

do not fit in with these expectations. Conversely, when a variety of roles, proceddres, a
practices are viewed as appropriate, as seen in weak climates, thennh&eaxtech an

individual fits in with any single set of expectations should not affect peaioce.
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Hypothesis 1b: Climate strength will moderate the relationship
between P-O fit and task performance such that the highest task
performance ratings will be for individuals experiencing high
P-O fit in strong organizational climates.

Hypothesis 2b: Climate strength will moderate the relationship
between P-O fit and contextual performance such that the
highest contextual performance ratings will be for individuals
experiencing high P-O fit in strong organizational climates.

P-O fit and organizational commitment. Coefficient & represents the relationship
between P-O fitX) and a measure of work attitudes, organizational commitrivBntRecall
that work attitudes typically have a moderate relationship with P-Orih@gAet al., 2006;
Hoffman & Woehr, 2004; Kristof-Brown et al., 2005; Verquer et al., 2003). In the two most
recent meta-analyses, the estimated population correlation coeffigaged from .36 to .44
for job satisfaction, .31 to .51 for organizational commitment, and .25 (reverse-soored) t
.35 for turnover intentions (Arthur et al. 2006, Kristof-Brown et al., 2005, respectivaly). |
the current study, it is hypothesized that there will be a significant nfart between P-O
fit and one measure of work attitudes, organizational commitment.

Hypothesis 3a: There will be a significant positive relationship
between P-O fit and organizational commitment.

It is also predicted that climate strength will intensify thea$f®f P-O fit on
organizational commitment. That is, if an individual experiences high P-O fit,Hben t
strength of the climate will have little impact on organizational comentrbecause the

individual fits with either the well-defined expectations of the strong ciipaatthe
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individual fits with the inherent ambiguity in a weak climate. Conversely,lifate is
strong and the individual experiences low P-O fit, then organizational commiisne
especially likely to decline because the individual does not fit in with the clpactations
for the roles, practices, and procedures evident in a strong climate. Ik alwwese,
expectations are not clear-cut and misfit would be less salient.

Hypothesis 3b:  Climate strength will moderate the relationship

between P-O fit and organizational commitment such that the

lowest ratings of organizational commitment will be for

individuals experiencing low P-O fit in strong organizational

climates.

Mediated moderation. Coefficient ky represents the mediating role of organizational
commitment i), and coefficients,a and Iy represent the moderating role of climate
strength Z). As previously discussed, research suggests that some of the basiorsfoliti
mediation have been met (e.g., Judge et al., 2001; Kristof-Brown et al., 2005), and recent
research within a single study found that work attitudes partially neediaé relationship
between P-O fit and job performance (Arthur et al., 2006). The size of the rdladiors
reduced from .15 to .06, though both coefficients remained statistically sighifiBased on
these findings, the current study will replicate this analysis andpacate climate strength
as a moderator to examine the direct and indirect effects of P-O fit ommpanice. It is
hypothesized that one type of work attitude, organizational commitment, viaéllyar
mediate the relationship between P-O fit and job performance and this inffeetia|

intensify based on the strength of the organizational climate.
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Hypotheses 4a: Organizational commitment will partially
mediate the relationship between P-O fit and task performance.
Hypothesis 5a: Organizational commitment will partially
mediate the relationship between P-O fit and contextual
performance.
Hypotheses 4b-5b: Climate strength will moderate the
mediating effect of organizational commitment on the
relationship between P-O fit and task performatbgéthesis
4b) and contextual performanddyfpothesis 5b) such that the
relationship between P-O fit and performance will be
weakened after taking organizational commitment into
account, with the greatest decrease occurring in strong
organizational climates.
To investigate these hypotheses, | will collect and analyze dateefmpioyees and
supervisors of an international hospitality chain as part of the company’s @nmplalyee

opinion survey.
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Chapter 3: Method

Participants

Data was collected from a total of 5,330 job incumbents from the corporate
headquarters of an international hospitality chain. All job incumbents patdidipathe
company’s annual employee opinion survey on a voluntary basis. Supervisors of the job
incumbents provided job performance ratings. Participants did not receipemsaion or
any other benefits for their participation.

Measures

Organizational climate. A portion of the employee opinion survey served as a
measure of organizational climate. This survey was developed by the compasgss
employee perceptions about their jobs, supervisors, and the company. The principal
investigator of the current study signed a nondisclosure agreement witinthargy, and as
such, the specific climate dimensions and climate items cannot be provided.

The survey contained one demographic item regarding race/ettamdi§5 items
about seven different company climate dimensions (e.g., work/life lealEadership, and
teamwork). Prior confirmatory factor analyses using a larger ddtage found that a
seven-factor model is a good fit to the data (NFI = .938, CFI = .938). Patrticipants responded
to each climate item using a 6-point Likert-type scale where&drongly Disagree and6 =
Srongly Agree and had the option to leave an item blank. The organizational climate
measure had a sufficient level of reliability (Cronbach’s alpha = .95).

The responses to the climate items were averaged to create a medm pénaeption

score for each job incumbent. A global measure of organizational climass atmensions
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was desired to be consistent with arguments on the bandwidth-fidelity issue @r&nba
Gleser, 1957). That is, there should be a match between the breadth of the criterion and
predictor variables. In the context of organizational climate, when thdamit#rinterest

(i.e., job performance) is broad, then the predictor variables should be broad agwell (i
global organizational climate) (Carr et al., 2003).

Person-organization fit. P-O fit was measured using 10 items on the employee
opinion survey. The instructions asked participants to rank-order 10 personal work
preferences in order of their importance to motivate the employee to work haehaaid r
with the company (wherg= Most Important and10 = Least Important). Although some
research indicates that ranking procedures produced more questions and respondents held
less favorable opinions when compared to a Likert-type rating, (Barbers&dig1998), the
current study utilized ranking procedures in order to obtain as much varianceibkeposs
Barber and Wesson found that ranking procedures did produce slightly more variance than
rating procedures.

The work preferences items were developed in collaboration between the principal
investigator and the organization. The items were specifically developag into each of
the climate dimensions included in the employee opinion survey. Consequently, thelpersona
work preferences used to assess P-O fit shared the same content asatealair@nsions
used to calculate organizational climate strength. Due to the nondisclgseeeant the
specific items cannot be provided, but the general work preferences includeckitgst to
teamwork, diversity, career development, supportive management, supportive supervisors
work/life balance, employee patrticipation, employee compensation, empiegbeal

benefits, and employee retirement benefits.
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These work preferences are considered to be values-based because prseauh
has framed desired work preferences and attributes in the organizationya®aweasure
personal values (e.g., Chatman, 1991; O’Reilly et al., 1991). As previously dis@ssed,
value-based measure of P-O fit is highly desirable in the current stusigvieral reasons.
First, researchers have advocated that values are the key basigfagdhbis type of fit
(e.g., Chatman, 1989, 1991). Second, values are the most frequently utilized content
dimension in research (Piasentin & Chapman, 2006). Finally, values-based congruency
generally has the strongest relationships with outcome variables oatkeyaly small
differences with other content dimensions or combinations of dimensions (Arthur et a
2006; Hoffman & Woehr, 2006; Kristof-Brown et al., 2005; Verquer et al., 2003).

The job incumbent’s personal profilé)(was the rank-ordered profile of work
preferences. To assess the organization’s prd)letlfe rank-ordered value ratings across
job incumbents in the department were aggregated together. The particip@rfitssBere
was the correlation between the incumbent’s work preferences profile withpduendent’s
work preferences profile.

As previously discussed, the method of measuring and calculating P-O fit should be
made based on the context and application of the specific study (Kristof-Brow2e0al).

In the current study, an indirect-actual approach rather than a direct apgroaeasuring P-
O fit was desirable for several reasons (McCulloch & Turban, 2007). In the tohtex
selection, several applicants are likely to distort their responsesdatiempt to present a
favorable impression (i.e., fake). Moreover, applicants have information about the
organization’s actual climate. This lack of knowledge about the organization brings in to

guestion the validity of direct measures when generalizing to the applicanttpmpuldot
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surprisingly, the greatest discrepancies between direct and indirastires of fit have been
found in the pre-organizational entry context during recruitment and selection @45 me
difference; Kristof-Brown et al., 2005). In addition, the profile correlation apjprta
calculating P-O fit was desirable because of the interest to obtaireshol@tic assessment
of fit, to make efforts to reduce the likelihood of socially desirable respoRsgBn &
Meglino, 1987), and to focus on the individual’s relative importance of values/preference
rather than the absolute levels (e.g., Adkins et al., 1994; Meglino et al., 1989). The
assessment of global P-O fit allows for the measurement of varialgesatensurate levels
of breadth: overall P-O fit, global climate, and overall job performance, whidil dm@ad
measures.

Individual job performance. Supervisory ratings of job performance served as the
outcome variable. These administrative performance evaluations are linked to the
organization’s performance management process and pay decisions. Thare was a
approximate three- to five-month interval between the time of survey athaiiois and the
time of performance appraisal. The performance appraisal consisted@eraployees on
five dimensions of job performance, including personal goal achievement anachitime a
resource management. Due to the non-disclosure agreement, the specificotisnandi
definitions cannot be provided. These five dimensions represent core comgeteticed
for job performance based on prior job analytic work conducted within the company.

To determine if the five dimensions of job performance indeed representadtdist
facets of performance, such as task and contextual performance,ra soriag rating task
was conducted. Six industrial-organizational psychologists with graduatesagreed as

subject matter experts (SMEs). These SMEs were selected based tanthiairity with the
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performance dimensions and their access to confidential company informahonotw
additional approval.

Each SME was provided with a list of the five performance dimensions and
definitions as well as a definition of the performance facets. Task penfice was defined
as performance that “utilizes competencies that are directlyddtatae organization’s
technical work, such as applying job knowledge to successfully perform the reguoisecof
the job”. This definition is consistent with the definition of task performance provided by
Borman and Motowidlo (1993, 1997). Contextual performance was defined as performance
that “utilizes competencies that are related to the overall functionimg @frganization and
provide a context that facilitates task performance”. This includes behavibras exerting
extra effort to complete work, volunteering for activities that are not p#redormal job
requirements, cooperating with others, adhering to proper organizational procealres, a
supporting the organization’s mission”. This definition is consistent with Borman and
Motowidlo’s (1997) taxonomy of contextual performance. The third facet of peaforen
was defined as follows: “Other performance utilizes competencies ¢éhabtdirectly
related to the organization’s technical work or to enhance the organization’d overal
functioning; rather, other performance refers to other facets of overall jimsrpance that
are not explicitly task or contextual in nature”.

SMEs were asked to classify each dimension as either a facdt,afdagextual, or other
performance. The option was also provided to select more than one facet of peréoama
to select “None of these facets of performance”.

The extent of agreement among the SMEs was evaluated using a modified @érsi

kappa to account for more than two raters classifying nominal data (Fleiss, 197 Bxtéitte
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of agreement across the six raters Wwas0.0061. According to Landis and Koch (1977),
thisk value can be interpreted as indicating no agreement. Further investigahien of t
intercorrelations between the five dimensions showed that the dimensions ginye hi
correlated with one another (ranging from .32 tor = .50) where each correlation was
significant at thep < .01 level. Consequently, performance could not be differentiated into
facets of task and contextual performance; instead, overall job performaseesed as the
sole outcome variable of interest. Overall job performance ratings werebyasieraging
the ratings across the five dimensions.

Organizational commitment. Organizational commitment served as a measure of
work attitudes. Participants rated four items related to company prideeamdgyithe
company as a great place to work on a 6-point Likert-type scale WkeBrongly Disagree
and6 = Srongly Agree. Due to the nature of the disclosure agreement, the specific items
cannot be provided but the items adhered to the view of commitment as a “psychological
state that (a) characterizes the employee’s relationship withrghaeization, and (b) has
implications for the decision to continue or discontinue membership in the organization”
(Meyer & Allen, 1991, p. 67). The average rating across the four itemsises\he
measure of organizational commitment. The scale had an acceptable lelrabibtye
(Cronbach’s alpha = .87).

Procedure

The annual employee opinion survey was administered via the internet through a thi
party vendor. Job incumbents received a unique web link in their email which the vendor
used to link responses to specific individuals. However, incumbents were inforrhtégetha

vendor would maintain confidentiality and no personally identifying information was
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provided to the company. Incumbents were encouraged to complete the surveyhauding
week period when the survey was available online. Two reminder emailsevere
throughout survey administration.

The principal investigator obtained the performance appraisal ratorggtie third
party vendor. The vendor was asked to link the performance appraisal ratings to the
employee opinion survey responses using the unique identification number, but remove all

personally identifying information.
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Chapter 4: Data Aggregation

A total of 5,330 employees at the headquarters of an international hospitaiity cha
completed the employee opinion survey. All survey responses were within the agipropri
data ranges. Participants were given the option to decline to respond to aaw tteen
survey. All nonresponses were treated as missing data. Participants Vileddecprovide
one or more value rankings for the P-O fit measure were was dropped from sabseque
analyses to ensure that all participants had a complete value profile fdatafcboth the
individual value profile and the organizational value profile. This process reduced the
sample size by 80 participantd € 5,250).

Determining the Organizational Unit of Analysis

To create a measure of unit-level climate strength, individual-levesh ienate
perception scores were aggregated. Historically, researcherdditzated when it is
appropriate to aggregate climate perceptions to represent a psychologicmrozational
phenomenon (e.g., Glick, 1985, 1988; James, 1982; James et al., 1988). Itis generally
agreed that individual-level responses should have some baseline stagigticaf support
prior to aggregating responses when testing a consensus model becausgrouhin
agreement as inherently linked to the construct validity of climate percep@ibag, 1998).
In contrast, it is not necessary to provide statistical support prior to aggregsagmses
when testing a dispersion model, as is the case in the current study. Inaispedels, the
extent of agreement is the construct of interest (Chan, 1998). As such, dispersion is
inherently a group-level construct and dispersion models are most approprieentoes

climate strength.
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Although statistical support is used to justify aggregation in consensus models, Chan
(1998) states that the use of a dispersion model requires the absence of muiyimnoitiel
within-group distributions. Thus, in order to provide empirical support for a dispersion
model, a researcher would need to test for scalar and factorial invarcsioss e units of
comparison. However, in the context of the current study testing for measunevaeiaince
is inappropriate because it requires too many tests across the large oticiisrons,
departments, or sub-departments. Instead, the current study utilizgtittatasupport (i.e.,

I'wg()) O justify aggregating climate perceptions, which is consistent withadetogy
utilized by other climate researchers (e.g., Klein et al., 2001; Malamut, 30G&; 2001;
Schneider et al., 2002).

The current study conceptualizes units of organizational climate at thémdeptr
level of analysis. Departments represented distinct business functions wotieirgemeral
areas, such as Sales & Marketing and Global Finance. To justify stdtagjgregation of
individual responses at the department level of analysisyfjevas calculated across all
items of the climate survey for each department. rifig across departments ranged from
.966 to .997 with an average of .988. This provided sufficient statistical support to justify
aggregation as it is above the generally accepted standards of .7 or .8 (James, 1982). Thus,
the unit of organizational climate was established at the department lenelysdis.

Measuring Climate Strength

To serve as an index of the extent of agreement about climate perceptions within the
department (i.e., climate strength), the standard deviation of employegecperceptions
was calculated for each department. The standard deviation was seddtiedaex for

several reasons. First, Schmidt and Hunter (1989) advocated for the use of thed standar
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deviation of group members’ ratings to measure interrater reliabddsuse the,y method
advocated by James, Demaree, and Wolf (1984) is based on a strict set of asstinaptions
may not be true when working with multiple targets. However, Kozlowski andudattr
(1992) argued that the standard deviation was inappropriate because it waara ofeas
reliability, not agreement. The principal investigator agrees with othearobsgs contesting
this argument because the standard deviation provides a meadisagiagement (Lindell &
Brandt, 2000; Schneider et al., 2002) which is equally applicable to describe variation in
agreement and variation in reliability. Second, using the standard deviation pasvides
index of climate strength that is easily interpreted. Another popular ofdgdxnate strength
when dealing with multiple items (wifhitems),r.yj), compares the within-group variance to
a theoretical distribution (James et al., 1984). Although the degree of agréamant
upper and lower bound to aid in interpretation when the index is applied to scales with
multiple items, some values fall outside of the range making interpretatimuldifLindell
& Brandt, 1997). Moreover, the average within-group standard deviation is strongly
correlated withr,gg) (Klein et al., 2001; Lindell & Brandt, 2000). Finally, the use of standard
deviation is intuitively appealing because most people think of standard deviatiomds»an i
of variability (Schneider et al., 2002) and this approach is consistent with the approach
advocated by other climate researchers (e.g., Chan, 1998; Klein et al., 2001ui/12G01R).
Eliminating Department Outliers and Equalizing Standard Errors

With the unit of organizational climate established at the department leaehlyfsis,
the dataset contained a total of 88 units of organizational climate with 5,250paatsci
There were 35 participants who did not indicate department membership, and they were

deleted from subsequent analyses reducing the sample size to 5,215. Of thoparmgarti
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who did indicate department membership, there was a large amount of variability in
subsample sizes between departments, ranging from 4 to 522 respondents in each
department. Recall that in the current study organizational climdégined as
“incumbents’ perceptions of the events, practices, and procedures and the kinds of ©ehavior
that get rewarded, supported, and expected in a setting” (Schneider, 1990, p. 384), and that
the supervisor can play a major role in shaping these perceptions for a workobait, (Z
2000; Zohar & Luria, 2004, 2005). Because it seems likely that there will be a lot of
variation and a less stable climate for departments with few partisj@ard because it
seems likely that subgroups will be formed within extremely large depattiaaitlying
departments with less than 8 participants or greater than 100 participantsnweved from
analyses. Only ten departments had fewer than eight participantsawkexen departments
had exactly eight participants. By setting the lower threshold at eidgatger number of
organizational units could be retained in the analyses. The upper threshold of 100
participants was selected again to maximize the number of organizatiosahanitould be
retained in the analyses yet eliminate extremely large departnfetdsal of 10
organizational climate units were removed from subsequent analyses baegusad fewer
than eight participants, and 16 organizational climate units were removed bieguisad
greater than 100 patrticipants. These thresholds reduced the number of organizatiateal cl
units from 88 to 62.

Two sets of extreme groups ANOVAs were conducted to ensure that threraave
significant differences between the study variables from the databkeadlirxdepartments in
comparison to a dataset with the reduced set of departments. A new group vasable w

calculated to classify department size into three equally sized groups. AYANGs
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conducted with the group size variable as the independent variable, and the studysvasiable
the dependent variables. The results indicate that there were stétistgraficant
differences between the means of different sized departmentdderssavalue 6, value 9,
organizational climate, and climate strength (see Appendix A). Once thagutly
departments were removed, a second grouping variable was calculatedify ddgsstment
size into three equally sized groups. When these outlying departments wevedethere
were no longer statistically significant differences on any of tndystariables. Thus, there
IS support to justify eliminating these outlying departments. Of the 62 clumég an
additional 26 organizational climate units were removed from subsequent datasnalys
because of missing performance data. Thus, the final dataset consisted ¢$ 86 climate.

In cases where there are large differences in the sample sizehetmts, Schneider
and his colleagues (Schneider et al., 2002; Schneider, Hanges, Smith, & Salvaggio, 2003)
recommend that researchers equalize the standard errors for the umtdansl This
would prevent units that contained disproportionately larger sample sizes from dneving t
results. To equalize the standard errors, Schneider et al. (2002) randomly selected f
observations from each unit of analysis to use in subsequent data analyses. Kzdlag)ut
equalized the standard errors by including only those units where the number of respondent
fell within one standard deviation above and below the sample size mean across units.
Schneider et al. (2003) looked at the organization (their unit of analysis) with aHestm
number of respondents and used that number to sample across organizations. In order to
retain the largest number of observations within climate units, the current stizylut
Schneider et al.’s (2003) approach. The unit with the fewest number of respondeB)s (

was used to randomly sample eight respondents from each of the remaining 36 units. Thus,
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the final dataset for all analyses consisted of a random sample of etgtippats across 36

climate units for a total of 288 participants.
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Chapter 5: Results

Descriptive Statistics

The means and standard deviations of all study variables and their inlatznrse
are presented in Table 1. Organizational climate was significaotiglated with
organizational commitment € .72,p < .01) and job performance£ .18,p <.01).
Organizational commitment also was significantly related to job perfomenfi=.16,p <
.01). Person-organization fit and climate strength did not have any signigtatranships
with the key study variables.

Test of a Mediated Moderation Model

The analytical framework offered by Edwards and Lambert (2007) was ussd to t
the hypotheses illustrated in the mediated moderation model of the current Bhusly
framework utilizes ordinary least squares (OLS) regression and payisiaraf taking a
basic mediational model, adding product terms related to the moderator, and developing
reduced form equations to determine the effects of the specific paths in the inodel
principle, this framework can be applied to multilevel models because thenoakngerves
as a way of thinking about how to combine mediation and moderation by using algebraic
manipulations (J. R. Edwards, personal communication, December 13, 2007).

Edwards and Lambert (2007) state that, in the context of path analysis, thegwocess
of mediated moderation and moderated mediation can be equivalent when the path from
(P-O fit) toM (organizational commitment) is moderateddfclimate strength) but the path
from M (organizational commitment) t6(job performance) is not moderateddiclimate

strength). This is the case in the current study as the model proposes afdceandfa
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first stage (but not second stage) indirect effect. Edwards and Lambectaselthat the
label applied to the model (i.e., mediated moderation or moderated mediation)theflec
researchers’ conceptualization of the model. As such, the current study useelhe |
“mediated moderation model” because of the focus on climate strengthadesgator.

The framework offered by Edwards and Lambert (2007) makes several assismpt
regarding the OLS regression and path analyses. First, the variablgema measures
that contain minimal measurement error. The study variables in the psashnare interval
measures and this first assumption is met.

A second assumption of Edwards and Lambert’s (2007) framework is that the
residuals are (a) normally distributed with a mean of zero and a constantea(la
uncorrelated with other residuals, and (c) uncorrelated with the predictor varidloe
examine the normality of the residuals, g-q scatterplots of the residuals wotted pkross
the study variables in SPSS version 14.0 (Cohen, Cohen, West, & Aiken, 2003). By
examining the distribution of residuals within the plot, all residuals fronsttigty variables
appeared to be normally distributed. To examine the correlations betweendhalsesnd
the study variables, the Durbin-Watson statistic was calculated in SPs&VEE.0
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). Using the 1.80 and 1.81 critical values by Savin & Whit
(1977) (also see http://lwww.stanford.edu/~clint/bench/dwcrit.htm), all rdsidigaie
independent with two exceptions. The residuals were correlated betweeh &@diimate
strength (Durbin-Watson statistic = .426) and organizational commitmentiaradecl
strength (Durbin-Watson statistic = .486). Edwards and Lambert (2007) steaétitbagh

there are methods to correct violations of correlated residuals, these methodsthmeen
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adequately studied in a mediated moderation framework. Thus, the violation of asduming a
residuals are independent will be acknowledged as a concern in the discussion section.

A third assumption for using Edwards and Lambert’s (2007) framework is that the
relationships between the variables are unidirectional, linear, and additive. d&cwdr
Lambert state that these assumptions can be addressed by using the mrduegddtions
and interaction terms in the framework. Specifically, the additivity assamistimet
because product terms are included in the regression equations based on pagthesters
than the study variables themselves. The linearity assumption is met becdtea¢nerk
plots simple paths among the variables to capture the effects at speeifscabx.

The fifth assumption of Edwards and Lambert’s (2007) framework is that thal caus
structure of the relationships is correctly portrayed in the model. Although the @dopos
model may not be the best-fitting model or represent the “true” relationshipgyahe
variables, the assumption that the specified causal structure is cogdottta time lag
between the variables. That is, because measures of P-O fit and organizatronahtent
were taken prior to the assessment of job performance, we can assumedspetified
causal structure between P-O fit and performance as well as organizediomaitment and
performance is accurately specified.

Analyses

As recommended by Edwards & Lambert (2007), all continuous variables ware m
centered prior to analyses. Analyses of the current study were cahdacteding to the
structure outlined by Edwards and Lambert’s (2007) first stage and diesttraoderation
model (see panel F, p. 4). As such, Equations 5 and 6 (see p. 5) were used in theffirst set

analyses. The following two regression equations were used where tlie gadic
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coefficients are represented in Figure 1, and wKRergerson-organization fit{ = job
performanceZ = climate strength, and = organizational commitment. The subscripts of 5
or 6 identify the equation number to which they belong.

The first equation foM (organizational commitment) (Equation 5 in Edwards &
Lambert, 2007) added product terms to the basic regression equation that tests fationode
to determine if climate strength moderated the effect of P-O fit on vititkdes.

M = a5 + asX + sl + &zsXZ + ey
The regression equation fgr(job performance) (Equation 6 in Edwards & Lambert, 2007)
incorporated work attitudes to determine if organizational commitment isdetajob
performance and to determine if the interaction between P-O fit and chtmatgth X2)
was no longer significant.
Y = loe + bxeX + bzeZ + byzeXZ + M + €y

OLS regression can estimate the equations for the models, but bootstrapping
procedures must be used to test the coefficients (Edwards & Lambert, 2007). eBbsaus
framework utilizes reduced form equations (i.e., they contain the products of two
coefficients), the analytic procedures to test the coefficients nkesthta sampling
distributions of the products of random variables into account. Applying the bootstrapping
method produced a sampling distribution of product terms by taking repeated samples t
estimate the coefficients.

The constrained nonlinear regression (CNLR) module of SPSS (Version 14.0; 2005,
SPSS Inc.) was used to estimate coefficients from 1,000 samples. Eattrapaatsiple
contained 288 cases (based on the size of the original sample) that were ranogidg sa

with replacement. The module automatically wrote the coefficients to an dilgpuhich
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was subsequently saved as an Excel 2003 file. The coefficients from Equation 5 and 6 were
merged together in the same spreadsheet.

Formulas were entered into the spreadsheet to construct confidence intetesis
the coefficient estimates, simple paths, and direct effect of the mode\gpendix B).
First, formulas were entered into the spreadsheet to compute the meaheairtestriptive
statistics from the bootstrap samples to test the coefficient estinias, additional
formulas were written into the spreadsheet using Equation 19 from Edwards & Lamber
(2007).

Y = [bos + bzeZ + (s + asZ)bme] + [(bxs + bxzeZ) + (aks + azsZ)bme] X + €vs + buevis

These formulas computed the simple paths and direct effect of the model aettedse
levels of the moderator variable: one standard deviation b&ew)(52) and one standard
deviation aboveZ = 0.82) the mean level of climate strength. The use of one standard
deviation above and below the mean is recommended when there are no values with clear
practical meaning (Aiken & West, 1991; Edwards & Lambert, 2007). Applying these
formulas produced 1,000 estimates of the simple paths and direct effect of the model.
Finally, an additional set of formulas produced 1,000 estimates of the diffemtaesen
the two levels of the moderator variable for the simple paths and dirextt effe

After applying these formulas to derive the estimates of the coefB¢c®iniple paths,
and direct effect, formulas were written into the spreadsheet to locate ¢teatges to
construct 95% and 99% confidence intervals around each of the estimates. Theddgserc
were then corrected with formulas proposed by Stine (1989, p. 277) to obtain bias-dorrecte

confidence intervals (as recommended by Edwards & Lambert, 2007). If the coafiden
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interval did not contain zero, then the estimate of interest was considereddbdbieaity
significant.

The coefficient estimates from the original OLS regression analgsigesented in
Table 2 and as part of the model in Figure 2. Individual coefficients werd testey the
standard errors from OLS regression analysis. Products of coefficientesteckusing the
bias-corrected confidence intervals derived from the bootstrap coefistmiates produced
by the constrained nonlinear regression (CNLR) analysis. The path heivgamizational
commitment and job performance was significagi® 1.061,p < .05) indicating that if all
variables were held constant, the predicted value of job performance wouldébyea
approximately 1 unit for every unit increase in organizational commitmetits Patween P-
O fit and organizational commitment and P-O fit and job performance were noicsighif
(axs = 0.012n.s.; bys = 0.835n.8,, respectively).

With regards to the hypothesized moderating effects of climate strémgth,
coefficient estimates show that climate strength did not moderate thiegratR-O fit to
organizational commitment¥a = .609,n.s.), nor did it moderate the path from P-O fit to
job performance (s = 4.046,n.s.). To illustrate how the paths remained the same
regardless of climate strength, analyses of the simple effects aeteated using a high and
low measure of climate strength. The estimated coefficients arenfgeése Table 3 and
were tested using the bias-corrected confidence intervals derived fravmatsérap
coefficient estimates produced by the CNLR analysis. More spdgificdaenZ = 0.52 (one
standard deviation below mean climate strength) the first stage of the tiredieet (&s +
axzsZ) equals 0.012 + 0.609(0.52) = 0.33. The direct effegtlx-sZ) equals 0.835 +

4.046(0.52) = 2.94. Wheh= 0.82 (one standard deviation above mean climate strength) the
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first stage of the indirect effectyat azsZ) equals 0.012 + 0.609(0.82) = 0.51. The direct
effect (Ixs + bxzsZ) equals 0.835 + 4.046(0.82) = 4.15. None of the simple effects reached
significance.

Differences in simple effects were obtained by subtracting low @distaéngth from
high climate strength. There were no significant differences betweeard high climate
strength for the first stage of the indirect effect (0.51 - 0.33 = 8.48nor for the direct
effect (4.15 - 2.94 = 1.2h,s)). Figures 3A and 3B illustrate the differences in paths
between low and high levels of climate strength for the first stage and effiexitof the

model.
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Chapter 6: Discussion

The current study proposed and tested a mediated moderation model between person-
organization fit, climate strength, organizational commitment, and job perfoem#neas
hypothesized that climate strength would moderate the mediating effagamiizational
commitment on the relationship between P-O fit and job performance. Although thle initi
interest was to examine facets of job performance in the hypotheses etisenfare
collapsed together for an overall measure of job performance because thkttdewas
agreement on a content sorting task and the facets were highly correlated. Nowagpor
found for the moderating effect of climate strength; however, severasiitey relationships
were noted. Each hypothesis addressing these relationships will be atidrégse

Hypotheses 1a and 2a posited a positive relationship between P-O fit and job
performance. As presented in Table 1, P-O fit did not have a significanationetith job
performance. Prior meta-analytic studies have reported a modeagitensHip between P-O
fit and contextual performance but inconsistent relationships with task and overall
performance (Arthur et al., 2006; Hoff man & Woehr, 2006; Kristof-Brown et al., 2005). As
the measure of job performance collapsed facets of task and contextual aec@rthe
results of the current study are consistent with meta-analytiacasading non-significant
or weak relationships between P-O fit and overall measures of performance.

Hypothesis 3a posited a significant positive relationship between P-Q@ fit an
organizational commitment. Although prior meta-analytic studies have ggnegrted
moderate relationships with work attitudes, the strongest relationship has been wi

organizational commitment (estimated population correlation coefficientsxgaingm .31
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(Arthur et al., 2006) to .51 (Kristof-Brown et al., 2005). Surprisingly, the current shildg f
to find a significant correlatior & -.01). One potential reason for these results could be the
conceptualization and measurement of P-O fit in the current study, to be ad dnedsiil
later in the discussion. However, it is interesting to point out that organizatmmatitment
did have a strong significant relationship with organizational climate72). As
organizational climate scores increased (in terms of perceived qualityefitlienment),
commitment to the organization increased as well. Organizational elafsat had a
significant relationship with job performanae<.18). These findings are consistent with
research indicating that the perceived quality of the work environment can hgnéiaasit
association with positive employee outcomes such as organizational coenitreinal job
performance (e.g., Kozlowski & Hults, 1987; Zohar, 2000).

Additional hypotheses posited that the relationships between P-O fit and
organizational commitment and job performance would change when climatgisties
taken into account. It was expected that strong climates would provide defangd roles,
procedures, and practices, and consequently individuals who fit in with these expectations
would be more likely to be committed to the organization (hypothesis 3b) and $uitgess
perform on the job (hypotheses 1b and 2b). In other words, the highest ratings of
organizational commitment and ratings of job performance would be for individuals
experiencing high P-O fit in strong organizational climates. Exaromafithe coefficient
estimates in Tables 2 and 3 indicate that climate strength did not have a duecatimg
effect on the relationship between P-O fit and organizational commitmebetvaeen P-O
fit and performance. Although there are theoretical arguments thatektnangth should

moderate the relationships because it would heighten the importance of ittt the
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practices, policies, and procedures of the strong situation, the current study slig pt
these arguments. In fact, the results are consistent with othechetes failed to find a
moderating effect of climate strength on person-environment constrigetsSi@ar, 2001).

Organizational commitment was hypothesized to partially mediate #tenship
between P-O fit and performance in hypotheses 4a and 5a. Examination of Tables 2 and 3
and the paths labeled in Figure 2 indicate that organizational commitment did natentieeli
relationship between P-O fit and performance. Organizational commitmsmioa
significantly related to P-O fit; however, the path from organizational cémeant to job
performance was significant.

Finally, hypotheses 4b and 5b stated that climate strength would moderate the
mediating effect of work attitudes on the relationship between P-O fit andmparfoe such
that the relationship between P-O fit and job performance would be weakened when
organizational commitment was taken into account, with the greatest decreasangadn
strong organizational climates. As indicated in Tables 2 and 3 and the paths labeled in
Figure 2, these hypotheses were not supported. Organizational commitment dédliadé m
the relationship between P-O fit and performance, and climate strengtbtdidve any
moderating effect.

Explanation of Results

Overall, the results suggest that P-O fit appears to have little to doithiéh e
organizational commitment or job performance. As these findings are counteattovas
reported in prior meta-analytic research (e.g., Arthur et al., 2006; KBstotn et al., 2005),
this may suggest that the results could in part be due to problems with the meé&sure of

These potential issues will be discussed in the limitations section. Asidéhieom
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measurement of P-O fit, there are numerous possible reasons for why ttsefadsd| to
support the hypothesized model.

First, researchers have argued that it can be very difficult to findratode of
relationships that involve fit constructs. In a recent symposium, aptly nanedifpens”,
Schneider (2007), argued that moderators are very difficult to find in field stoelcause
there is not a great deal of variability. Studies that involve fit constreqtsre a great deal
of variability because the concept of P-E fit is an interaction in and of aiseléxamining P-
E fit with a moderator would require enough variability to measure the relaifonstween
two interactions with an outcome. An additional complication when examiniogr#tructs
is that restriction in range for either the person or the environment variabld make
finding a significant effect quite difficult because the algebraic interaterm would be
constrained (Schneider, 2001). To this end, it could be that individuals with an extremel
poor fit have already left the organization, restricting the range of PsColies. Thus,
general methodological difficulties with examining P-O fit as a tanscould have
impacted the ability to fully test the model.

The lack of significant relationships between P-O fit and organizational oescom
could also be due to individual differences in fit. For example, individuals might have
different sensitivities for how they react to misfit. The role of individudédghces in
sensitivity to misfit has not yet been examined in research. In addition, inds/ohudd
place different levels of importance on various fit constructs. Research hastsddbat
past experiences play a role in determining how much emphasis an individual pldoes on
various types of fit (Kristof-Brown et al., 2002). Despite the potential for individua

differences, meta-analytic studies report consistent relationséipeen P-O fit and
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outcomes such as organizational commitment, intention to stay, and contextual gectrm
(e.q., Arthur et al., 2006; Hoffman & Woehr, 2006; Kristof-Brown et al., 2005). Thus, it
seems likely that there may be other explanations or other issues withrthernmawhich P-
O fit was conceptualized or measured, to be addressed in a subsequent section.

Another reason why P-O fit appears to be unrelated to organizational out@arttes c
be because other types of fit are overriding the importance of P-O fit. Theptohcfit” is
likely more complicated than merely focusing on P-O fit independently. It dmuthat high
levels of fit with other constructs, such as fit with the job or fit with the supendsald
substitute for poor P-O fit. Kristof-Brown et al. (2002) used a policy capturingrdisig
explore how individuals combine information on person-job, person-work group, and person-
organization fit when evaluating work environments. They found that individuals combine
information about fit by using processes that are more complicated thaple additive
integration as two-way and three-way interactions explained additionahgaracross
outcomes.

Recently, Jansen and Kristof-Brown (2006) developed a comprehensive model of
multidimensional fit that delineates between the different types affitheir model, they
argue that there are predictable situations where one type of fit would rgedaaer
contribution to determining overall P-E fit than other types of fit. Each typeisfthbught
to have a different degree of salience based on factors related to indiviteraindés (e.qg.,
personality characteristics, previous experiences, and personal valuesyraental
differences (e.g., culture strength, size, and level of hierarchy), arehtperal stage of the
applicant/employee (e.g., job search phase versus post-entry socializ&ioer) this

salience, the types of fit are combined to form multidimensional P-E fit, whiclkdwoul
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theoretically impact a variety of individual-level outcomes. The curradystought to
examine P-O fit in isolation as P-O fit is seen as the most salient doeisglection process
and the employee’s long-term tenure (Jansen & Kristof-Brown, 2006). HoweJsaippex
more integrated approach by examining P-O fit in addition to P-J and P-S fit weeld ha
provided a more comprehensive picture of how fit constructs interact togetheditt pre
outcomes. Future research should take multiple fit constructs into account ta@xaeni
possibility that other fit constructs could override the importance of P-€ggirdless of
organizational climate strength.

Alternatively, it could be that the situation overrides the influence of P-O fit on
organizational outcomes. In strong organizational climates, the strertghfuation may
be a better predictor of behaviors and outcomes regardless of how well theemfjitoy
with the climate. Mischel (1977) would argue that individuals will be more likesict in a
manner congruent with the expectations in the environment when the climate ig™stiibn
clear expectations for behavior. Thus, regardless of how well one agredsewith t
expectations for behavior in the work environment, the strong situational cues could have a
greater influence on behavior than fit. Perhaps there is a minimum threshold quiifiéde
in the work environment, such that employees with a very poor fit either volunta
involuntarily leave the organization.

Although there are several potential explanations for the results, therecase\adsal
issues related to how the study variables were conceptualized and asbepseticular, the
way in which P-O fit was measured could have a substantial impact on constdity aaki
explain why none of the hypothesized relationships were found in the current studg. Thes

methodological concerns and other study limitations are addressed in tisectexi.
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Limitations

There are four key study limitations related to how P-O fit was condegitiand
measured. First, the current study conceptualized P-O fit in terms of-based
congruency because this content dimension appeared to have the largest effetthsazes
variety of outcomes (Arthur et al., 2006; Kristof-Brown et al., 2005; Verquer et al., 2003).
Despite this conceptualization, many of the work preference values thaiseelr¢o
evaluate P-O fit may not vary within a particular work climate. ésx@mple, three values
related to compensation and benefits would apply to the entire organization ratreer tha
specific unit of climate. Thus, there will not be any variability in thengtite of these values
across climates because the values are implemented in the same wathaaaganization.
Unfortunately, these values were necessary to include as work prefaretieesurrent
study, and there are no corrections that can be made to remove these values from the tota
rankings calculation to assess P-O fit.

The instructions for how to rank the work preference values are a secoatidimir
P-O fit measurement. The instructions asked participants to rank the itesasdoatheir
importance in motivating the employee to work hard and remain with the orgamiz&his
instruction is a double-barreled item which is a threat to construct validity.itdm is
asking two different questions because what motivates people to work hard is ryst alwa
what also motivates them to remain with the company. In fact, it could be théaiasene
employees work hard so that they can better position themselves to leave pa@yom
There is an additional contradiction by combining the two question stems becaleseth
of effort needed to remain in one’s position is often much lower than working hard.

Unfortunately, organizational constraints prevented modifying the instructotisef
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purposes of the current study. Ideally, the study should have simplified the insttact
rank the items based on their importance to motivate employees to work hard or based on
their importance to remain with the organization.

A third limitation in P-O fit measurement involves the use of ranking th& wor
preferences rather than using a Likert-type scale. A rank-ordereshahpwas used because
it was thought to create more variance in work preferences than ratihgtem on a Likert-
scale. That being said, previous research suggests that participanteamgghtd difficulty
understanding how to rank order items (Lundquist et al., 2004). Thus, the use of rank-
ordering procedures may have been more cognitively complex and other methods would
have been more appropriate. Another issue the use of ranking procedures estuahes
that the differences in importance ratings across values is equal. Thahéranks values
1, 2, and 3, the extent to which value 1 is more important that value 2 is equal to the extent to
which value 2 is more important than value 3, and so on. Because this assumption is unlikely
to be true, ranking procedures fail to capture information about true differgniceportance
ratings.

A fourth major limitation of P-O fit measurement is that no definitionsvpeovided
for the work preferences. Although most of the work preferences appear to tresirfeug.,
compensation), many of the work preferences could be interpreted in different weays. F
example, the work preference item regarding supportive management dolesityaf ¢ is
referring to an immediate supervisor, a division leader, or the executive bohed of t
organization. As another example, the work preference item for teamwork caultbref
either a preference to work in teams or to the quality of interaction the yagdias with

their team. As definitions were not provided, there is another threat to conshdity va
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because the same values may not be measured across employees if thefehane dif
reference points.

In addition to the limitations in P-O fit measurement, there were alsafioms with
some of the other variables included in the model. For example, there \waslii@ince in
job performance ratings. Research has shown that when performance evalaagilinked
to administrative decisions, performance ratings are generalliedifle.g., Bernadin &
Villanova, 1986; Murphy, Balzer, Kellam, & Armstrong, 1984). As the performance sating
in the current study are used as part of the performance management $ysematy have
been less variability in ratings than if the ratings were made for another gurpeguld
have been beneficial to collect performance ratings as additional resedyalariables for
the current study. Unfortunately because the third party vendor was used tafiomknpace
ratings to employee survey data, the collection of research-only parfoennatings was not
an option.

In addition to restricted variability, job performance ratings wenéedd in that
ratings were not standardized per rater. Because supervisors could ratieamanee job
incumbent, there may be some additional common method bias due to the fact that a large
amount of variance is attributed to the rater itself. Ideally, one emplbge&shave been
randomly sampled per rater to be included in the final dataset. However, béeatiselt
party vendor was used to link performance ratings to employee survey data, supervis
names were not identified or included in the dataset. As part of the confideaigrégment
between the company and the third-party vendor, there must be no personalliaimentif
information in the dataset containing employee survey responses. SuperviSonaiiaio is

contained in the dataset as a name rather than a numeric code or another anonymous
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identifier. Prior to sending the dataset with employee opinion responses and gec®rm
ratings, all identifiers were removed. Supervisor names are still coegide identifier
because it removes the anonymity of employee responses per the compamy. contra

Another study limitation is common method bias. Recall that the organizational
climate measure, P-O fit measure, and organizational commitment mmeaserall assessed
at the same time. Common method bias could occur because ratings on one measure may
impact ratings on another measure because they were measured at one time.

A final limitation of the study variables is that the analytical framdwsed to test
the relationships among the variables had one violation of the statistical assismfine
residuals were correlated between two sets of study variables. Thisovielais not
corrected in the current study because the methods to do so have not been adequately studied
in a mediated moderation framework. Thus, the model may not represent the best
estimations of the relationships between study variables because of thatednesiduals.
Sudy Implications

Although organizations have traditionally focused on measuring P-J fit iniselect
processes, there has been recent interest to incorporate measureftdid3€d on the
changing nature of work (e.g., Borman et al., 1997; Werbel & Gilliland, 1999), and the
importance of contextual performance to organizational effectivenessB@rman &
Motowidlo, 1993). Although meta-analytic evidence suggests that a gredetwfgen the
person and the organization is significantly related to a variety of positikeattdudes and
contextual performance (e.g., Arthur et al., 2006; Hoffman & Woehr, 2004, 2006; Kristof-
Brown et al., 2005; Verquer et al., 2003), the relationship between P-O fit and job

performance has been inconsistent. One of the goals of the current studyewassine a

86



potential situational moderator of the relationship between P-O fit and jobrparfoe to
evaluate the utility of including P-O fit in the selection process.

Arthur et al. (2006) argued against the use of P-O fit in selection because its
relationship with job performance does not adhere to legal standards of eenghdaysEon
making. There were two specific concerns. First, standards statel¢ictibegests need to
be validated against individually-based criteria rather than organizatioresl-baieria
(CRA, 1964, 1991; EEOC, 1978). This would imply that relationships between P-O fit and
contextual performance may not be appropriate to deem its use in selectiooughlsome
researchers encourage cross-level thinking to consider how selection procesltetded
to both individual-level and organizational-level criteria, (e.g., Schneider, SmBip&
2000), current legal standards deem only individual-level criteria as approprsaiection.
That being said, some organizations are starting to include tasks relatecetdauzint
performance as part of a job analysis. Although these tasks are usualigdht tap into
personality constructs, it could also justify the relevance of contextualhpearice should
the tasks be appropriately validated in a job analysis. Second, as previously methese
standards also state that test validation needs to involve job-relate@ utei as work
performance, production rate, tardiness, absenteeism, or length of service.

If P-O fit would be a valid predictor of performance for strong orgaoizati
climates, then it could be considered a useful tool in the selection process. Hadlever
current study did not find any evidence to support the inclusion of P-O fit in selectiene T
were no significant relationships between P-O fit and any outcomes, implytrigrdéit
does not have an impact on relevant individual outcomes. Thus, there is no evidence to

contradict Arthur et al.’s statement that P-O fit is not appropriatrieritor selection.
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Despite this conclusion, prior meta-analytic research would still indicatd>-O fit
is an important construct to measure. A greater fit between the person and nieatoysis
significantly related to job satisfaction, organizational commitmenttndestay with the
organization, and contextual performance (Arthur et al., 2006; Hoffman & Woehr, 2004,
2006; Kristof-Brown et al., 2005; Verquer et al., 2003). Thus, fit appears to have some
utility to the organization even if it is only with current job incumbents. This i hat
socialization practices either during orientation or through everydayatitera with the
work unit are important to developing fit perceptions. As a result of these fipperse
beneficial outcomes can occur that save the organization time and resoueesdey r
hiring, recruiting, and training efforts required when an employee leavesgdu@zation. In
addition, the benefits of contextual performance can facilitate overall aeg@mal
effectiveness by addressing the extra role components that may not befahpaformal
job requirements.
Future Research

Future research should incorporate modifications to the current study’s design i
order to better evaluate the relationships between P-O fit, organizationaltozenin
climate strength, and job performance. Specifically, future researcldgiefine the
measurement of P-O fit to include values that can vary across organizatiosanthiietter
define the work preferences and ranking instructions that are used to asséssIR-O
addition, performance ratings for non-administrative purposes should be colleectedamt
with climate survey ratings in order to have greater variance acrossyeeglo

In addition to methodological changes, future research should further explore the

nature of P-O fit in context with other fit constructs. The trend in fit resepears to be
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moving towards examining multiple fit constructs in the same study rathrer tha
independently. Jansen and Kristof-Brown’s (2006) multidimensional model of fit provides
an excellent framework that integrates the literature and provides a gufdeufe research.

The assessment of multiple fit constructs simultaneously will provide a batterstanding

of how fit constructs can compensate for one another, can change over time, or haad differ
levels of importance for individuals.

Future research should also continue to focus on potential moderators of the
relationship between fit and performance. Meta-analytic research hdyg exasnined
methodological moderators, but a large percentage of the variance remains unddoounte
which suggests the presence of additional moderators (Arthur et al., 2006; Hoffman &
Woehr, 2004, 2006; Kristof-Brown et al., 2005; Verquer et al., 2003). Other situational and
individual difference variables should be examined as potential moderators. As pyevious
mentioned, there could be individual differences in sensitivity to fit/mistiydypes of jobs.

In addition, other variables, such as tenure with the company or age could have an impact on
P-O fit. For example, it could be that P-O fit plays a stronger role during $hethges of
employment with the company; employees who have been with the company %oerzoted

period of time may have other factors that have a greater impact on perfermait as the
presence of established relationships or promotional opportunities. Similarly yemplge

could also play a role on the impact of P-O fit on job performance. Generationetmiits

could exist in terms of employee expectations and desires from the conimargxample,
employees from Generation X (born between 1961 and 1980) tend to appreciate flexibility

and seek work/life balance, whereas Baby Boomers (born between 1945 and 1960) tend to be

more competitive and concerned with fair treatment (Noe, 2005). Thus, generatitths ¢
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have different desires from the company if certain generations aiaterested in how well
they “fit” with the company as long as there is work/life balance oea dareer path.

In addition to individual difference variables, other situational variabdsaiso
moderate the impact of P-O fit on job performance. Industry type may impact the
relationship to the extent that the individual has control over his or her own peréarman
For example, Chatman (1989) found that P-O fit did not impact performance in a
manufacturing plant when the task was highly interdependent on other individuals. Thus, the
type of work and industry may moderate how P-O fit can impact job performance. Future
research should incorporate how other individual differences and situatiorédll@arcan
moderate this relationship.

Fit constructs have been one of the most heavily researched areas in irdustrial
organizational psychology. Over the years, models have become more compleand tes
illustrate how the complex interaction of fit between the person and the enviroranesarg
across situations. Although the current study did not find evidence to support P-@nfit ha
significant relationships with work-related outcomes, a wealth of i@seaes exist to imply

that fit does matter and should continue to be examined in applied settings.
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Table1

Descriptive Statistics, Correlations, and Reliability of Study Vargble

M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13
1. Gender 1.45 0.50 -
2. Age 42.95 8.40 .04 -
3. Tenure 10.88 7.72 .01 .58 -
4. Organizational Climate 4.92 0.66 .03 28 | .25+ | (.95)
5. Climate Strength 0.67 0.15 | .00 25 | 17 .02 -
6. Person-Organization Fit 0.57 0.28 -03| -12| -.07 .02 .05 --
7. Organizational Commitment 5.33 0.73 -.04 A1 B 72 .00 -.01 (.87)
8. Overall Job Performance 29.72 5.04 -.01 -.00 .04 A8 | -.11 .02 16 --
Personal Importance Rankings
9. Immediate Supervisor 4.11 2.33 .10 =11 -21 | -.10 -12 | =27 -.09 -.02 --
10. Work/Life Balance 4.14 2.73 .04 .19 .03 .03 -05 | -47 | .04 .08 -.05 -
11. Medical Benefits 6.75 2.46 -.01 -.10 -12 -.09 -1 .14 -.05 A0 41 -.14 --
12. Pay 3.22 2.00 -.18 .05 13 .06 .07 -.36 A1 .00 -2% | -21~ A7 --
13. Retirement Benefits 6.86 2.39 .00 - | -13 -.03 .05 24 .03 A5 | =25+ | =25+ | .46~ .18~ -
14. Work 3.17 2.31 .05 -.04 .05 .06 .07 =40 .04 -.08 -.04 -.04 441 -.05 - 43
15. Ideas/Innovation 6.33 2.46 -.03 .03 A1 -.09 .02 12 -.00 -.09 -14 | - 27 | =29 | -.29« | -29~
16. Senior Leadership 7.16 272 | -12| -11 -.06 .01 -07| 47| -06 | -12 04 | -42- | -30+ | -.28 | -.28~
17. Teamwork 6.45 2.11 .18 -.08 .06 -.01 .03 .23 -.04 -.03 -.02 -1 | -.29 | -.36+ | -.19+
18. Training 6.78 2.65 -.04 .28 15 .16~ A2 .25+ .05 .02 1% | =18 | -.26+ -.08 -.18
Climate Importance Rankings
19. Immediate Supervisor 4.06 0.63 .06 -11| -.33| -19 | -24- | -.03 -.10 -09 | .26 .02 .07 -.09 -.05
20. Work/Life Balance 3.96 0.86 .09 10 -.03 .08.25- | -.09 .04 14 | -.00 | 3% .08 .02 -.03
21. Medical Benefits 6.61 0.65 -08 -20-18 | -.06 | -.14 | .10 -.06 .10 -.01 04| 31| .04 | 2%
22. Pay 3.34| 0.65 .02 -.05 .05 o7 =19 -.08 .05 .05 -.08 .01 -0 24| -.01
23. Retirement Benefits 6.8( 0.7 -0 =25-.16~ | -.12 .08 .08 | -12| .04 -01| -.09 .10 .02 .24
24. Work 3.41 0.54 .06 .08 A9 .03 | .16 | -11 .07 -08| -07| -34|-24| .08 | -13
25. Ideas/Innovation 6.41 0.55 01«15 .11 .04 -.01 .03 .01 .02 =10  -0f «1p -.04 | -.04
66. Senior Leadership 7.16 0.7 «18 -.02 | -.05 06| -13| .08 .02 -11| -.03| -.04 -.02 -.0% .02
27. Teamwork 6.42 0.58 -.04 .06 +16 -.00 | .36 .06 .06 | -14| .02 -11 | -09| -13| -.05
28. Training 6.82 0.82 .01 23] .11 .07 A2 | -.04 .05 .01 .00 -05 -.11 -.08 -8

Note: Reliabilities are shown in parentheses on the diagomed.05 **p<.01
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Table 1 (Continued)

Descriptive Statistics, Correlations, and Reliability of Study Vargble

14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 2] 21 5 y. 27
1. Gender
2. Age
3. Tenure
4. Organizational Climate
5. Climate Strength
6. Person-Organization Fit
7. Organizational Commitment
8. Overall Job Performance
Personal Importance Rankings
9. Immediate Supervisor
10. Work/Life Balance
11. Medical Benefits
12. Pay
13. Retirement Benefits
14. Work -
15. Ideas/Innovation 22 -
16. Senior Leadership -04 | .13 -
17. Teamwork .07 .05 .03 -
18. Training -06 | -14 | .00 -.03 -
Climate Importance Rankings
19. Immediate Supervisor -14 | -15 | -.01 .05 .04 -
20. Work/Life Balance -14 | -05 | -09| -08| -06| -.01 -
21. Medical Benefits -2 | -16+ | .02 -04 | -19 | -.06 .08 -
22. Pay .04 -.05 .01 -.04 -01f -38| .17 A1 --
23. Retirement Benefits -01 | -.05 .05 00| -22]|-15 | -30+ | .52« | .15 -
24. Work 31~ 15+ -.08 .09 .07 -25 | -33 | -53 | .23~ | -.15+ --
25. Ideas/Innovation A5 | .30+ | -.01 .02 -08| -42 | -23 | -32+ | -.33+ | -.19« | .3 --
66. Senior Leadership -07 | -01| 2% | -09 | -03| -07| -18| -08 | -24 | -06 | -29 | .08 --
27. Teamwork .10 .07 -.09 .24 .09 20 | -.44~ | -30~ | -.46~ | -.20~ | .26~ 25+ | -.28~
28. Training .08 .04 -.06 -.05 .36 .08 -14 | -55+ | -.29+ | -.60~ .08 .09 .03 -
Note: Reliabilities are shown in parentheses on the diagomed.05 **p<.01
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Table2

Coefficient Estimates

Moderator Variable ® as as as R bos bxs bye byzs bve [~

Climate Strength -.003 .012 -.047 .609 .001 -.014 .835 | -4.020*| 4.046 | 1.061* | .041*

Note. N = 288. Coefficient estimates that begin vathre from Equation 5 from Edwards & Lambert (2007) where work attitudes
was the dependent variable. Coefficient estimates that begi aathfrom Equation 6 from Edwards & Lambert (2007) where the
dependent variable was job performance. Individual coefficients were testedhasstgndard errors from the original regression
analysis. Products of coefficients were tested using the bias-correnfetbace intervals derived from the bootstrap coefficient
estimates produced by the CNLR analysis.

*p<.05.
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Table3

Analysis of Simple Effects

Moderator Variable First Stage Direct Effect
Climate Strength
Low 0.33 2.94
High 0.51 4.15
Differences 0.18 1.21

Note. N = 288. Table entries are simple effects computed from Equation 19 from Edwagaisl&itt (2007) using the estimated
coefficients from Table 1Z = 0.52 and 0.82 for low and high climate strength, respectively, which reflects onedtexdation

below and above the mean. Differences in simple effects were derived froacgngtlow climate strength from high climate
strength. Tests of these effects were based on the bias-corrected ceniervals derived from the bootstrap coefficient estimates
produced by the CNLR analysis. No simple effects reached significatiee.86 level.
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Figurel

Climate
Strength
2

Organizational
Commitment

(M)

Mediated Moderation Model of Person-Organization Fit and Job Performance

axs
Person- Job
Organization »  Performance
Fit By 4
Xy

Note: Coefficientsa andb identify whether the coefficients are from equations where the
dependent variable is organizational commitmbhtdr job performanceY), respectively.
The subscripts of the coefficients identify the variable to which they belong.
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Figure2

Path Models of the Simple Effects for Low and High Climate Strength

A — Simple Effects for Low Climate Strength

M
X > Y

2.94

B — Simple Effects for Low Climate Strength

M
X >y

4.1¢

Note. Path coefficients from organizational commitmewj {o job performanceY] are not
presented as climate strength was not hypothesized to moderate thiagkiptio
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Figure3

Path Coefficient Estimates of the Mediated Moderation Model

Climate
Strength
4]
.609
Organizational
Commitment
(M)
.012
Person- Job
Organization »  Performance
(X
Note. * p<.05.
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Appendix A

Results from Extreme Groups Comparisons of Datasets Varying by Department Sze

Study Variable

Entire Dataset

from 4 to 522)

Reduced Dataset

(Department Size Ranging (Department Size Ranging

from 8 to 100)

Value 1
Value 2
Value 3
Value 4
Value 5
Value 6
Value 7
Value 8
Value 9
Value 10

Organizational Commitment

Organizational Climate

Climate Strength

F(2,85) = .407p = .667
F(2,85) = .216p = .806
F(2,85) = 1.108p = .366
F(2,85) = .069p = .993
F(2,85) = 3.665p < .05
F(2,85) = 4.915p < .05
F(2,85) = .555p = .576
F(2,85) = .484p = .618
F(2,85) = 3.484p < .05
F(2,85) = 1.436p = .244
F(2,85) = 1.422p = .247
F(2,85) = 3.923p < .05
F(2,85) = 3.666p < .05

F(2,59) = .196p = .822
F(2,59) = .333p = .718
F(2,59) = 1.604p = .210
F(2,59) = .740p = .482
F(2,59) = .592p = .557
F(2,59) = 1.337p = .270
F(2,59) = 1.214p = .304
F(2,59) = .460p = .663
F(2,59) = .234p = .792
F(2,59) = 2.284p = .111
F(2,59) = .529p = .592
F(2,59) = .001p = .999
F(2,59) = 2.564p = .086
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Appendix B

Formulas to Construct Confidence Intervals

Path Coefficient (e.g., a05)

Estimated Path

BOOTSTRAP RESULTS

AVG =AVERAGE(B39:B1039)
MEDIAN =MEDIAN(B39:B1039)
MIN =MIN(B39:B1039)
MAX =MAX(B39:B1039)
STD =STDEV(B39:B1039)
SKEW =SKEW(B39:B1039)
KURT =KURT(B39:B1039)
T =(Estimated Path/STD)
NORMAL APPROXIMATION
-1.645*STD =Estimated Path-1.654*STD
+1.645*STD =Estimated Path+1.654*STD
-1.960*STD =Estimated Path-1.960*STD
+1.960*STD =Estimated Path+1.960*STD
-2.576*STD =Estimated Path-2.576*STD
+2.576*STD =Estimated Path+2.576*STD
PERCENTILE METHOD
5% =PERCENTILE(B39:B1039,0.05)
95% =PERCENTILE(B39:B1039,0.95)
2.5% =PERCENTILE(B39:B1039,0.025)
97.5% =PERCENTILE(B39:B1039,0.975)
0.5% =PERCENTILE(B39:B1039,0.005)
99.5% =PERCENTILE(B39:B1039,0.995)
BIAS CORRECTED PERCENTILE METHOD
p(Q*<Q) =PERCENTRANK(B:39:B1039,Estimated Path)
Zo =NORMSINV(p(Q*<Q))
=PERCENTILE(B$39:B$1039,NORMSDIST
BC 5% (2*=NORMSINV(p(Q*<Q))-1.645))
=PERCENTILE(B$39:B$1039,NORMSDIST
BC 95% (2*=NORMSINV(p(Q*<Q))+1.645))
=PERCENTILE(B$39:B$1039,NORMSDIST
BC 2.5% (2*=NORMSINV(p(Q*<Q))-1.96))
=PERCENTILE(B$39:B$1039,NORMSDIST
BC 97.5% (2*=NORMSINV(p(Q*<Q))+1.96))
=PERCENTILE(B$39:B$1039,NORMSDIST
BC 0.5% (2*=NORMSINV(p(Q*<Q))-2.576))
=PERCENTILE(B$39:B$1039,NORMSDIST
BC 99.5% (2*=NORMSINV(p(Q*<Q))+2.576))

Note: B39:B1039 represents the 1,000 estimated bootstrap samples for the path coefficient.
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