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ABSTRACT |
This study'asseSSed the relationship of person—job'(?—J)fitu
and person- organization (P—O) fit to job choice intentions;‘
Spec1fically, this study examined whether ]Ob seekers
perceived fit, or compatibility, with organizational
‘attributes (values, goals, personality/climate,‘
needs/supplies) was more predictive of job choice
intentlons, above and beyond perceived fit with jOb
attributes (knowledge, skill and ability requirements)
One hundred and eleven job seekers part101pated in this
study by voluntarily completing a survey that assessed P J
and P-0 flt dimensions for two jobs that they were currently

‘seeking. Results confirmed that value congruence, goali

'*_‘congruence, personality/climate congruence, and

.needs/supplies fit, are indicators of the. latent construct‘
person organization flt Further, results found perceived
pP-0 flt, to be predictive of jOb chOice intentions, above

and beyond‘perceived P—J‘fit.
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‘~rare maklng 1t;jf

'fﬁbeGOmlng moreﬁsophlstlcated

~ CHAPTER ONE

'Introductlon

Understandlng the recrultment process is extremely
?11mportant for both 1nd1v1duals and organlzatlons due to the -
rfchanglng demographlcs of today s workforce : Workforce!“‘
‘demographlcs are changlng more rapldly than the populatlon
; as a whole (Hattlangadl, 1998) ; Accordlng to Hattlangadl

‘-g;(1998) the changlng demographlcs of today s workforce |
vllnclude an 1ncrease in aglng workers, mlnorltles,' :
v'lnd1v1duals wlth a varlety of ethnlc backgrounds, and
fv1nd1v1duals w1th varylng llfestyles These changes have ledv

1kto less new workers and 1nd1v1duals w1th varylng Sklll

'levels enterlng"the workforce These changlng demographlcs'

js;ngly dlfflcult for organlzatlons to-

;ubttract and recrult quallfled appllcants.: The dlfflculty of

lattractlng these quallfled appllcants stems from jobs'

,e educatlonal preparatlon

',1becomes less reflned ‘ urther, buslness success is
:dependent upon;effectlve 1nteractlons and communlcatlon
hhbetween people Often tlmes people‘from dlverse backgroundsn
iohaVe.dlfferent value orlentatlons and llfestyles whlch lead:
ﬁfto dlfferencesvln communlcatlons and rnteractlons -
‘rTherefore, those organlzatlons that are able to attract |

riquallfled appllcants w1ll be at an advantage How do



_attract quallfled appllcants° What do

: ﬁ?appllcanta_con31der when selectlng jobs°”%Such questlons .

‘ffj'leadit thellmportance of understandlng how 1nd1v1duals‘

'“fsearchrngmfor jobs,,referred to as job seekers, are maklng
Ijob ch01ce dec131ons
Tradltlonally, people search for jObS w1th1n thelrﬂlff*

‘fvocatlonal flelds of 1nterest Research has supported the'

Mﬁfnotlon that jOb seekers try to match thelr abllltles to the

”nfftasks on the job (e g . Bowen, Ledford . & Nathan, 1991 Saks :

& Ashforth 1997) Job seekers have often made jOb ch01ces

J{-based upon the degree to Wthh they flt the tasks

-requlre”ent

"person jOb (P J)}fit Current research has led us to

‘hbelleve that jOb seekers are looklng for more than flt w1th

(fconcept is referred to as. R

‘ the job Spec1f1cally, research has suggested that job kv‘,‘ |

‘ seekers are also 1nterested 1n looklng for a match or flt N

‘f‘w1th the organlzatlon (e g, Tom, 1971 Bretz & Judge, l994a,' L

'j‘i;‘Cable & Judge, 1996 Saks & Ashforth 1997- Judge & Cable,

o 1997) In addltlon, research has suggested that jOb seekers'k
‘(self select organlzatlons to work for based upon the
l"percelved flt between themselves and the organliatlon (e‘g ,:
Cable & Judge, 1996, Judge & Cable, 1997) . This concept 1s“1
‘referred to as person organlzatlon fit (P O flt), or the i"

'compatlblllty between person‘characterlstlcspand



vorganlzatlon characterlstlcs (e‘g‘, Kristof 1996).
_.Therefore, thlS prOJect assessed whether job. seekers
rncorporate perceptlons of fit w1th organlzatlons”when
.maklng job ch01ces Spec1f1cally, the purpose of thls study
l‘was to 1nvest1gate whether P O flt is predlctlve of job.f
ch01ce dec181ons above and beyond P- J flt |
In addition torlnvestlgatlng the;lmportance of‘P—O_fit,_

above P- -J flt the separate dlmen31ons of person— J
'Organlzatlon flt were egamlned,;‘Schnelder S Attractlon
SelectionvAttrition‘modelpkASA) suggests that people match
their:attributes to Organiéational characterlstlcs (1987)
What do these attrlbutes and organlzatlonal characterlstlcs
consist of? Research has 1dent1f1ed 1nd1v1duals to percelve
flt with organlzatlons based upon the congruence and/or
complements of four‘dlfferent fit dlmenslons (Krlstof, 1996;
Judge & Cable, 1997) . hspecifically,tP-O fit has been deflned'
as. value congruence, goal congruence, personallty/cllmate
congruence,‘andvneeds/supplles flt, alue congruence, for
bexample,‘ls referred to_as the natch-betweennindlv1dual'and
organlzatlonal values (e.g;,’O’Rellly,/Chapﬁan,‘& Caldwell,
11991; Krlstof, 1996; Judge &WCable,‘l997). Much of the
~current research refers to P-0 flt as s1mply value | |
congruence flt, and that fit between values is the most

important'component of fit. 1Is this the case, or'are



'tindividualfatt\;bute:”;a "personallty,sand needs

jgalso 1ncluded 1n pe ce” io ””«fltfw ~h’organlzatlons°‘lfaf

'da'Therefore,vthls rese,h h'also a'sessed whether P O flt was a:y”

‘hga;latent construct 1ndlcated by value congruence,"goal

fﬁ’féangruence, personallty/cllmate congruence, and
hﬁfneeds/supplles flt B, e e
Flndlngs about thedlnformatlon 1nd1v1duals use durlng‘v”:

u;jOb seeklng have 1mp11catlons for applled settlngs ‘

Organlzatlons can 1mplement recrultment and selectlon

1rstrateg1es,vtallored to the flndlngs of thlS study, Wthh

W 1ll as51st them 1n attractlng appllcants that flt thelr

?eorganlzatlons

. dﬂJOb Seeklng and the Job Ch01ce Process

Ind1v1dual jOb seeklng behav1or, oftenvreferred‘to.as
"Tdthe jOb ch01ce process,tusually beglns w1th an evaluatlon of e
o recrultment sources such as organlzatlonal advertlsements,‘iﬁ
“h‘medla messades, and soc1al networks (Gatewood Gowan, &‘f;*
‘“:Lautenshclager, 1993) | Thekgeneral 1mpress1on the jOb
| ;aSeeker has of the organlzatlon, has a blg 1nfluence on
'fbhhls/her attractlon to. the organlzatlon vPotentlal dh
:appllcants have only a small amount of 1nformatlon‘to"

"1n1t1ally assess organlzatlons, Wthh leads to the 1n1t1al

.dVand overall organlzatlonal 1mage belng extremely 1mportant

‘fJob7appllcantsgare in a'sense‘“customers”‘lnwthat”they areh.



”_Qiseeklng out the pOllCleS, practlces, and styles Of

‘w1th them, appllcants €?, ;;f

Rellly,

freover, Saks and S

'ﬁ}Pearlman, & Stoffey,

f:themselves Accordln to”Tom,ﬁthe 1mag



determinants;to.belpartialiy basedion personaliand;enotionalf
factors. g B C | SRR R
As Tom 1nd1cated organizational descriptions are a
source of 1nformatlon that jOb seekers use. In addition?ﬁ
tthe job advertisement 1s another source that is utllized in
‘the search process | Accordlng to Barber and Roehling d': |
(1993), jOb advertisements 1nclude such 1nformatlon as jOb
'title, 1ndustry, firm 31ze,_benef1ts and salary iJobf
‘seekers make 1nferences about the 1nformatlon presented in_b
the advertlsements "For eXample, a job advertlsement that
‘promotes salary levels may 1nd1cate that the organlzatlon 1s
| ompetitive and that it empha51zes rewards. Barber and
‘Roehling further. 1nd1cated that jOb seekers also make
1inferences about incompleteiinformatlon, or 1nformatlon that
| ié3missiﬁg:ih theijobbadvertisement. ‘In'addition, they -
indiCated;that~an”absence of information in job ads'may-
indicate sloppiness and/or uninterestedjrecruiting
practices;‘while'aflack‘of informationumay indicate the
organization’s‘carelessness or lack of conscientiousness.
'Thorsteinson,rMcFarland, and Ryan (1998) conducted‘avy
study inveStigating how*job ad characteristics and
spec1f1c1ty affected the 1nferences job seekers made about
job and/or organlzatlonal characterlstics Spec1f1cally,

through the use of fictional jOb advertisements, results



_1nd1cated that messages concernlngvsuch thlngs as the
treatment of employees, the dlfflculty of the jOb and‘thef?h:
. degree of challenge w1th1n the jOb could be 1nterpreted
ffrom the advertlsements ‘In other words, job seekers werek'f
.uvable to make 1nferences about the organlzatlon S practlces’
from the 1nformatlon‘presented in the advertlsement
vaesults further 1nd1cated that 1nd1v1duals are more llkely,vv
to apply to organlzatlons when the jOb descrlptlons were h’
- more spe01f1c as. compared to non spec1flc organlzatlonal
hdescrlptlons : Barber and Roehllng (1993)_81mllarly found
hadvertlsements w1th the least 1nformatlon to be the least-f
B pattractive. | |
Researohfhas:also'investigated‘howrjob,ad specificity‘fV
allows 1nd1v1duals to assess thelr levels of flt w1th |
organlzatlons._ Results 1nd1cated that 1nd1v1dualsb“self—
Uselect out”tif&a-fltvls not percelved between'thelrv

,vfgabllltles and the requlrements of the job requ1rements

%;(Krlstof 1996,‘Sohne1der, 1987) S In other words,
.1nd1v1duals w1ll no longer pursue‘jobs when they do not
percelve a match or fit between themselves and the job Job
ad spec1f1c1ty assumes‘that enough 1nformatlon is portrayed

to allow for,“un—matched” individuals to determlne whether.l

) or "ot they are capable and/or have the des1re to perform :

the dutles w1th1n the organlzatlon (Thorstelnson, Ryan, &f



McFarland, 1998). Accordingly, self-selection into

'QrganiZations appeafs to be a function of job ad

v specificity; ThorSteinson'and-COlleagues studyr(1998)f

which included the use of fictional job ads to vary‘the

specificity Of applicant.requirements, demonstratéd that‘job

advertisementé alldwed’job'seekers tO'aSSess their
qualificétions.and desires:fér the j@b which later afféétéd
their éttractioh-to érgaﬁizatioﬁs-as'well.as'their
likelihéodfbfvapplyihg;:v B |

Besides jobvadvertiseméhts, job seekers also use the

‘organization’s selection process to gather information about

the organization. According'to.Smither et al. (1993), the
selection process allows jbb éeekers’to gain access to an
organizationfsivaluesxand'beliefs. The validity, fairness,
and ﬁfilityin“SeléctionvproCédures cali férth applicant
reactions.  Thefactuaivse1ection process is a Qsocial
process” and if applicant’s expectations are incongruent -
with those of the organization, the applicant will most

likely not pﬁrsue employment (Smither et al., 1993). Job

‘seekers’ perceptions of the organization are based more on

procedural justice than distributive justice. In other

words, job seekers are more concerned about the processes
through which organizational outcomes are determined

(procedufal justice) than they are of the actual



7._ and the flrm s characterlstlcs throug;a}

nd Judge (1994a) indicate

‘or_mlsflt Human resource

‘Tphsystems were fou d;to conveyélnformatlon about thelr

’?'-organlzatlons,,whlch mos 1mportantly, affected jOb seekers ;‘55=”

"'dec131on—mak1ng processes

'hhuse thls type 1nformatlon to dec1de whether or not to pursuepfalf:‘

'VJ further (Gatewood Gowan,'& Lautenschlager/*j'“

potentlal

s

3; Smlther etmalfu cFor;example(

“:lmore pos1t1ve 1nformatlon the recrulter conveys about the
‘jforganlzatlon, the more llkely appllcants w1ll pursue thegi,f“

'forganlzatlon further Past research has hypothe81zed that

employment 1nterestsjfrf

he recrulter fTﬁéf-7’~"



demograbhié;éimilafity pe£wéeﬁ the job;seéker énd>the‘
‘réCrﬁiterfleadS’to a pé;Ceived ﬁatch (Jéckéon;'Brett,jSeSsa,i
Cooper,‘Juliﬁ,'& Péyfbnﬁiﬁ; 1991),1 H6wé§ér; réséa£¢h"has
further ideﬁtified théf'thié ﬁecfuiter-infldeﬁdevig nof
always related to thét'of:theqorganizétion he/shé’ié‘
representing# Specifically;.the~re¢fuitér imégé maysﬁot
always refléét the true qoiporate.image»due to the
manipulatidn of recruitmént‘advertiseménts‘in»é,positive
light for-the brgaﬁizatiOn (Rynes, 1991). | R

v»FinélLy, realiétic‘job»pfeviews (RJPs) havé‘been found
to bé an.impOrtant’compOnent during the jdb seeking process.
A metanalyéiskby Pfemaék-and WanéUs (1985) indicated that
the more individual»expectations fit organizational reality;
the highervfhe'levels of jéb satisfaction and fenure. Such
findings lead to the importance of the RJP. A RJP gives the
job seéker a true repiésentation of what the job looks like,
which allows the'job seeker to assess whether his/her
expectationé match the reality of the organization.
Realistic job previews provide more information that can be
used when asSessing‘fit with organizations.

The job choice itself, is the end result of the seéking
‘behévior. ‘Barber and Rbehling (1993) uéed Vroom’s |
‘Expectancy‘Théory‘to explain job‘choice decisions,
Specifically; accordingvto Barber and Roéhliﬁg, “job choice

y
10



1s a multlplrcatlve functlon of the percelved‘probablllty off
belng offered a jOb lexpectancy) of the percelved | |
txlprobablllty that the jOb w1ll prov1de certaln attrlbutes 1
'f‘(lnstrumentallty)fiand the percelved attractlveness of those
‘;attrlbutes”b(pg 847) ffOsborn (1990) p051ted that in orderv
"for a jOb to be acceptable, the jOb seeker s mlnlmum B |
V_requlrements that he/she sets w1th regard to certaln fh
.organlzatlonal characterlstlcs must be met Such flndlngs
ilead to the notlon‘that 1nd1v1duals.have expectatlons and .
fmlnlmum requ1rements that they are . looklng to be fulfllled
when- searchlng for jObS ' These a‘prlorl expectatlons and o
'vrequlrements 1nfluence the jOb ch01ces they make
Wanous (1980) also used expectancy theory to descrlbe
fthe “ratlonal ch01ce" process and 1nd1cated that the
,attraCtlon that stems‘from the jOb seekers beliefs and
ylnstrumentallty about organlzatlonal outcomes leads to
Worganlzatlonal attractlveness Accordlng to Wanous, this
attractlon is then related to job. ch01ce preferences
‘Wanous'’s flndlngs also hlghllght the 1mportance of the
1nd1v1dual’s expectatlons and bellefs, and the 1mpact they
have on Jjob choices. |
In sum,’ research has shown that jOb seekers assess
multiple criteria durlng their jOb search Much of the.

research has shown that 1nd1v1duals assess thelr levels of

11



h'flt or congruency w1th organlzatlonal characterlstlcs (e g ,.:flj

. kKrlstof 1996, Saks & Ashforth 1997) : Moreover, research
m;has shown that 1nd1v1duals self select organlzatlons based
brupon the 1nferences they make on flt Further,dresearch hasl
1hshown that 5ob seekers make ch01ces at the organlzatlonalip'&
_olevel rather than only at the jOb or task level fjhé;_ﬂ{'.[‘f”
.,follow1ng sectlons w1ll dlscuss the flt components i o

,t_Spe01f1cally, person job flt w1ll be dlscussed as well as a ];

_ dlscu851on on person organlzatlon flt

Person Job F1t
Durlng a typlcal jOb search appllcants look for a f1t
”ﬂbetween thelr quallflcatlons and the task requlrements of

'“the jOb As prev1ously mentloned expectancy theory may

operate 1n jOb seekers dec151on processes Job~seekers.are’_*: L

unllkely tO pursue a- JOb 1f they are. not quallfled and/or dofﬁ

not expect to get the jOb Job seekers tend to belleve theyhhlﬁ

yare more quall‘ hd for the jOb when they have the necessary

& fﬁknowledge,?skllis, and abllltles (KSAs) that meet the

lﬁﬁﬁdemands”offtheiﬁdhfﬁgFurther, most jOb seekers do not expectrf“

'tga job offer when they do not meet the ba51c task _f

:-requlrements of the jOb Therefore, in order for ;;,
”jylndlv1duals to flt the JOb they must have the necessary

‘KSAs, as well as have a hlgh probablllty of gettlng the job 1t*




A match between an applicant’svqualifications and the
job may lead to an increase in his/her expectancy of a job.
offer. Saks andvAshford‘(1997) define person-job fit as
the traditional conceptnofpersonesituatiOnofit in which
individuals match:their knowledge,ﬁskills, and abilities to
the‘requirements of the job. ;Similariy,jEdwards (1991)
definedpP—J fit as the fit.between a’perSon’s abilities and
the demands of a job, often referred to as the demands-
‘abilities»fit. hin basic terms,ﬁperson—job fit'is the match
between_thehindividual»andthettaSKs‘onkthe_job. Kristof
(1996) defined a'job‘as‘“the tasks a'person is expected to
accomplish in exchange foremployment,’as well as the
charactéristics of those tasks” (pg 8). ‘Accordinglto the
above deflnltlons, person jOb fit appears to be based upon
the tasks performed ‘on the job rather than “the organlzatlon
tln whlch the jOb ex1sts’ (Krlstof 1996, pg. 8). Previous
: llterature has focused on P—J fit as-the~major component of
fitsthat‘is‘related to individnai outcomes. | |

Basedvon,a professional popUlation;FWanous‘(1980)
'suggested the actual jOb ch01ce is a result of many ch01ces
made durlng one’s chlldhood and adulthood years Wanous
suggested that the 1nd1v1dual flrst chooses a general
voccupatlon fleld for example, science. Then the 1nd1v1dual

chooses a. spec1f1c occupatlon w1th1n that fleld f‘r"

13



example, a reseéfqh éhemist. Next,ithe indiVidualfmakes a'
job choiée, for example, researchihg chemistry on the
deVeiopment of a new additi&e for gasoline; According>to‘
Wanous, the last step then is the‘brganizational choice, and
the eXample he used was cthsing to work fdr Exxon instead‘
of Shell Oil CompanyQ The example above suggests that ovef}
time, people match themselves to jobs to create'person—job
fit. ThdmpSon, Avery, and.Carlson (1968) referred to a job
as ablocalized version of the occupation in which the job
allows the iﬁdividuai to practice the oééupétion in time and
space. |

O’Reilly (1977) did a study that looked at
“personality-job fit” which alluded to person-job fit.
Speéifically, his study indicated that job seekers haVe two
different orientations towards their}jobs; First, there are
people who perceive their jobs‘as.a meahsvto another end
(inétrumentaliy); Second, there are pééble who use their”
jobs.as a meéﬁs for fulfillment of their needs for
achievement_and‘self—actuaiization (expfessively). Such
statéments suggestvthat people approach jobé differently due
to their individual differenceé and intrinsic needs. |
C’Reilly‘(1977)»concluded,that persohality»characteristics -
interact with task‘chéracteristics on théhjob"and affect |

peopie’s work attitudes: and performance. Further, lack of

14



congruencefbetween'peOplerslbersonalfty andvthe job, resulty
in less p081t1ve affect for work -

Caldwell ‘and O Rellly (1990) looked at how f1t between
1nd1v1dual skills and task requlrements related to ]Ob |
performance Using commensurate measurement, spe01f1cally‘
Q sort methodology Wthh measures 1nd1v1dual and i
vorganlzatlonal varlables in the same terms,. thelr study
found p-J fit to be related to job performance and work’
adjustment‘ Higher levels of P-J fit were related to hlgher N
levels of jOb performance, while lower levels of P- J flt |
were related to lower levels of performance.» Importantly,
lCaldwell and O Rellly s research demonstrated that person-
job fit was an important component for jOb performance

Muchlnsky and Monahan (1987) deflned a good flt to
exist when an appllcant possessed the necessary requlrements
‘needed by an env1ronment : Accordlng to their research |
personnel selectlon from an organlzatlonal standpoint is
, based‘upon creatingca match between theﬂperson and the job.
Specifically, personnel selection‘includes analyzing the job
in order to identify‘the>necessary_tasks and knowledge
needed»by‘employees,kasuwell asfincludes the development of
_ tests and asSessmentvtools in order to asSessbemployees’
ahility. In addition, the selection process‘ends when

organizations hire the right people‘who fit thedjob
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(Muchinsky & Monahan;>1987), Overall, ithappears that the
‘organizationfs goalvis-to’“piCk‘the‘right persOn‘for the '
rlght job”. | “

Wanous (1980) hasdfnrthersnggested'that p-J fit is the
‘traditlonal view of organiiationalvseleCtion 'The matching
of the 1nd1v1dual's abllltles, or potentlal abllltles, tov
the requlrements of the job has been the prlmary concern for
vmany organlzatlons Wanous 1nd1cated that a mlsmatch |
between a person s abllltles and the requlrements of the
job, has been shown to be reflected through ]Ob performance
His research.has shoWn»that-PeJﬁflt has been‘ofvprlmary
-rmportance to the organlzatlon and not necessarlly to the
'1nd1v1dual.‘ The tradltlonal p- J v1ew dld not appear to
'fbcﬁs“oﬁ the individual's needs andvor'later satlsfactlon
‘and commltment to the organlzatlon | |

‘In sum, research has 1nd1cated that both the 1ndiv1dual
and the organlzatlon look for flt at jOb level and that such
Aa fit has been found to lead to both 1nd1v1dual and
'organiZationaiboutCOmes. Person—job‘fit has been the basis
- of many organizational selection systems as well as been the
basis‘for many job seekers»during their'job‘search. Fit has
been found to be related to jobvsatisfaction, organizational
commitment, organizational identification,‘and stress

symptoms‘(Saks & Ashforth, 1997). Further, Caldwell and
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-C”f#(e g " O Rellly et al 1991{ Bretz & h

h*:f;land/or multlple operatlonallzatlons

j-o'Rellly (1990) have“faundhp4d""itwﬁg,béiféistgdfv'l'

fﬁperfo mance

| 7{fPerson Organlzatlon Flt 1{;3;

Currently, P'O;flt can be deflned asi- fébmpatibii,

"]f;between the person and the organlzatlon'(Krlstoftf1996)

*Past research has.conceptuallzed and operatlonallzed P- O flt:]ff"i[

':Q 1n‘mult1ple ways Thls.com atlblllty, regardless of how 1t.ff{ﬁﬁv¢

\\

v;vlls deflned_ylswan

importanh ;concept 1n jOb seeklng v

*gprocessesgfe g'; Cablef&v’

g?soc1allzatlon processes (e g,~» '

'7;{relatlonsh1p to long term fects,‘such as work ,

1994b) Cableff_:i"“

.Mbréove , O Rellly et al (1991) have found that;”);‘

fywhen individuals "jbif; -1t between themselves and the i
lorganlzatlon; they w1ll most‘llkely have splll over effects, o
v”or in- other words, have 1ncreased jOb satlsfactlon and ;yiyfgvl7:

7comm1tment

Research on person organlzatlon flt can be confu31ng

:fﬁand/or mlsleadlng due to 1ts multlple conceptuallzatlons P

vThere ln no agreed

'fvupon conceptualideflnltlon of P- O flt;in the llterature Jﬁ'.

(Adklns, Russell ,& Werbel 1994) There are several wayscadV"-l
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| personﬁmay’fithuithhan?Organlzatlon, Individuals may hayela
supplementary flt w1th the organlzatlon or afcomplementary ‘
flt (Krlstof 1996) ; Supplementary'flt'occurs:when abperson
“supplements,‘embelllshes, or possesses charaCteristics.
'whlch are 31mllar to other ‘individuals” withinlan“
env1ronnent (Muchlnsky & Monahan,,l987,tp; 269). According
itjto Muchnlsky ‘and Monahan (1987), thefenvironment is defined
L by the people 1n 1t, or'ln other w0rds,tis;?eferred to as
'Lorganlzatlonal culture in thlS context. | Person' |
;characterlstlcs conslst'of personallty,.goals;evalues, and,
attltudes, whlle organlzatlonal characterlstlcs cons1st of
culture, cllmate,»values;:and,goals‘(Krlstof 1996); " When af
_perSoneperceives‘similarity_between hls/her;characteristics'
and the organiZation{s characteristics, a supplementary flt:
-»ispséid‘tb exist. u |
:_Complementary fityoccurs when a person’Sf
charaCteristics “make Whole” the,environment:or‘add to‘it
what is misslng (MuchinSky &JMonahan;.1987)Q AcCOrding to
v Krlstof (1996)'complementaryfit'eXists'when the
‘-organizationfs needsfare met'by the individualfs’supplies
bandvthe inoiyidual;s needs are met by the organization’s
supplies. Specifically,‘organlzatlons prov1de 1nd1v1duals

w1th f1nanc1al phy51cal and psychologlcal resources, task—

"relatedvopportunlt;es, and 1nterpersonal and growth
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opportunities. ‘Individuals, On'the other‘hand, supply
organizations with their time, effort,_commitment, and
knowledge, skills, and abilities._‘Fitia‘achieved when each
entity’s supplies and demands‘are met,‘or in other worda‘
“make whole” the environment. For‘example, an individual
may have a'need for nsychological‘reSQurces. - The
‘organizatiOnhon the other hand,bmay,be‘able to supplyvthe_
resourCe that the‘individualfneeds, therefore, complementary
- fit would be_attained. In other words, the organization has
something that»the individual does_not’have yet neede, which -
~once supplied, makes:whole therindivldual; ACcording‘to o
Muchinsky and Monahan (1987), the environment within this‘
perspective 1s not deflned by the culture, rather is defined
accordlng to the demands and requlrements of the
organization.

‘_lntan effort to combinevthis literature,fKrlstofo(1996)
identifled»four Categoriea for definitionslofigfo fit.
Specifically, P-0 fit,has been'studied,and neasured as 1)
value COngruence,'2)"goal‘congruence, 3) personallty/cllmate
cOngruence, and 4) needs/supplles f1t ‘ Value congruence fit a
’.ex1sts when one’s values match the organlzatlon svvalues
For example, fit would ex1st when both the 1nd1v1dual and
the organlzatlon value falrness Goal~congruence 1s 51mllar

to value congruence, yet flt ex1stsvwhenﬂindividuals and

19



organizatlons’share s1milar goals _'Personality/climate
'congruence ex1sts when the 1nd1v1dual’ personalities

' matches or “flts” the organization S climate | Lastly,
needs/supplles fit ex1sts when both the 1nd1v1dual’s and the
iorganization s needs are supplied by one another. The next
section w1ll explain each component of flt in detail as well

as prov1de the supporting research

‘Value Congruence.} The category most often used in the
literature is value.congruence. Fit is achieved and/or
'perceived when 1nd1v1dual’s values match that of
organizations’ values (Cable & Judge, 1996 Adkins et al.
1994- O'Reilly et al. 1991), This fit is often referred to
as the match between the person and organizational culture
. According to Cable and Judge (1996) value congruence fit 1s'
the most 1mportant component of fit. Recent literature has
suggested that employees and the organization perceive fit
based upon the congruency between their values. FUrther,
research has suggested that value congruence is related to‘
many positive*aufaomes for bothtthe'organization and the
“individual. |

According to Locke (1976) a Value’“is that which one
acts to gain and/or keep;” While‘according to Rokeach
(1973) “values are intrinsic, enduring perspectives of what

is:fundamentally right or wrong.” MoreoVer, values have
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been referred,to as stable individual characteristics,that»
Should not change much 0ver tlme (Meglino, Ravlin, & Adkins,
1989) as well as represent the “mediating belief system” |
‘between dispositional characteristics (tralts) and ch01ces
of ﬁpreferredlenvironments” (Judge & Cable, 1997).
Contlnulng on, Allport (1937) argued that values are
embedded 1n preferences, whlch later get translated into
behavrors. Slmllarly, o’ Rellly et al. (1991) indicated that
these.“internaliied‘normative beliefs” or enduring values,
guide behav1or (pg 1492) . | Thevpowerful statements above |
lend support to the 1mportance of values and the role they
| play on preferences and behav1orv
Ind1v1dual values turn 1nto ‘individual work values that
later result 1nto organlzatlonal culture’preferences | ThlS
tran51tlon occurs due to values belng manlfested in

preferences (Kristof' 1996). As mentloned above, 1nd1v1dual

work values w1ll gulde 1nd1v1dual preferences and behav1or

in the”work”settingﬁtaRavllf 'nd Megllno (1987) were

| 1nterested in flndlng ‘the most sallent work values : They
did a study that looked at the effect of work values on

i perceptlon Results 1nd1cated that achlevement, concernifor
o thers, honesty, and falrness were the most 1nfluent1a1 work

values on 1nd1v1dual's perceptlons and dec151ons Ravlln .

3_and Meglino (1987) deflned achlevement as the concern for
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L 'deflned as one hav1ng a carlng, compass1onate demeanorr

‘the advancement of one’ s career Concern»forvothers7was*ﬁquﬁf

a _Honesty was deflned as the accurate transmlttal of

v};lnformatlon or the refusal to mlslead others for. personal

‘.ngaln - Lastly, falrness was deflned as a state of

f’thwimpartlallty The flndlngs of Ravlln and Megllno s work ’;d

"x{_»was the bas1s for much of the future research on value |

~.congruence; '

| Scheln (1985) 1nd1cated that 1n order for organlzatlonsf?“"‘

to surv1ve, they must have a set of core values that are'°

“imfollowed by employees ‘ The 1nfluence of the organlzatlon s.‘i"fu

fgcore values, lead to behav1ors that foster organlzatlonal
":surv1val ThlS 1s often referred to as- “external

iadaptatlon” Wthh 1nd1cates that values are shown to have afff

h:-'fdlrect effect on 1nd1v1dual behav1or Scheln (1985) furtherfh~fff

'ffreferred tO,“lnternal 1ntegratlon” of values when values areklf*

'nteractlons

"Tnfcore work values and thelr effects on corporate culture

'*1_commun1catlon were found to decrease the level of

l7zThe1r study found 1nd1v1duals who share values, often tlmes:

;-1share 'ommon system for communlcatlon Common systems ofl;f‘

f7uncerta1nty w1th1n 1nterpersonal 1nteract ’ns (Megllno et

yal.,‘1989)f The value s1mllar1ty between employees was.

[l egllno, Ravlln,‘and Adk ns'(1989) dld a study on such fﬁﬂ~ﬂtw



’o;allow for clear role expectatlons because _T,%i:"

"*;other s behav1ors could be predlcted more accurately

. “:(Megllno et al 1989)‘?fThe decreased level of uncertalnty ig:;f??f

-between communlcatlon and role expectatlons was found toﬁf'

',{ﬁlead to 1ncreased coordlnatlon, jOb satlsfac

:forganlzatlonal commltment

In addltlon, Megllno et al s (1989) study found the G

'ffilmost 51gn1f1cant value congruence relatlonshlps at thev f'

E ‘flowest _evels of organlzatlons Spec1flcally, value
“fbcongruence was most 1mportant between employees and thel =

Moreover, these value congruent relatlonshlps

“'?con31sted of greater overall and facet jOb satlsfactlon,' et

7:and lower levels of vféVfo

‘fqgreater organlzatlonal commltment

“le;lateness among workers ,'Such flndlngs suggest that value

"f_fcongruence has more of an“effect for lower tenured ];;W}”

”,{”employees

Value congruence'at the co- worker levellhasi’,:hf:ffi‘":“b

1 .flncreas1ngly become‘lmportant due the “popul r b;of‘team—’ﬁigf’f“

waaanegllno'(1996) resea ched value congruence effefﬁt;d;fffﬁfil

nvolved‘looklng at.lnd1v1dual values and:tenure

ﬁ"ﬁ;*their s udy



:1and thelr effects on satlsfactlon, performance and

_'dattendance Results found employees W1th the same values to ;}f,fd'

'j.lnterpret events that took place 1n the env1ronment in apv” o
‘slmllar;fashlon-(Adklns et al 1996) The shared
perceptlons of env1ronmental stlmull between co workers,.;_yfahi
Jwere found to decrease the chances of dlsagreement between.
'employees _ ThlS enhanced agreement"’between co—workers has.fvﬂ
been con51dered to lead to- 1ncreased satlsfactlon w1thln |
day -to- day operatlonsbulMoreover, thelr study found hlgh—
1tenured employees to less llkely be absent when they had a
hlgh degreevof value‘congruency’w1th'thelr‘CO—workers ‘7And”
i finally; value congruence w1th1n work dyads was found to be_w
| related to hlgher performance ratlngs (Adklns et al : 1996)
The llterature presented above demonstrates the o
‘.importantgrole values play for both thevlnd1v1dualuand.the
5‘forganlzatlon Many p031t1ve outcomes of value"conoruence
v;flt between the 1nd1v1dual and the organlzatlon were -

'frldentlfled The majorlty of the research has used The

'Organlzatlonal Culture Proflle (OCP) (O Rellly et al., 1991)

f;and the Comparatlve Empha81s Scale (CES) (Ravlln & Megllno,>fvf"~‘

"1987) to assess the flt between values of 1nd1v1duals and
:organlzatlonsgyiThé OCP measure spec1f1cally looks at elght
.jwork'values‘alThese work values 1nclude 1nnovatlon,f-”'x

”attentlon to detall outcome orlentatlon, aggre331vehess;, i

ggfzéf»"




V:?erahn, 1978)'

‘vsupportlveness, empha51s on rewards, team orlentatlon,vandhﬁ"

hfdec151veness TheVCES:on the?other hand looks at the four f"

v?domlnant values of honesty,ffalrness, achlevement,»and

'jconcern for other

"Goal Congruencé l The second operatlonallzatlon of

-}are syste“s

W1th the prop 51t10n that organlz'tlonal goals are”a

flt Vancouver and Schmltt'(1991)

f‘component‘o,

nd1v1dual agreement of organlzational

flthe degree to W

‘"d “he- person organlzatlon flt Spec1f1cally

'lgoals affeh

'“itatlonal goals, such asm

fectedkemployee attltudes and | ?i”

n‘which they flnd themselves (1991) ‘1hng.*

the:organ;zatlons~




Moréover their study found member—cénstituency goal
‘cohgruence (peervagreement) to have a greater influence on
job attitudes (é}g., job satisfaction, érganizational
commitment, and intentions to quit) tﬁan did supérvisore
subordinaté goal congruencé. |
Member—constituency goal congruence is dfteﬁ refefied
to aé group cohesiveness, in that it is the'cgmmitment-and
agreement of goals that makes’a group cohesive (Vancouver &
Schmitt, 1991). Further, it is the attraction to group
goalé and the safisfaction and}realization‘ffom goals that
defines cohesiveness. Low‘cohesive groupé often consist of
individuals who are not in égreement withithe goals of the
group. Specifically, Vancouver'and Schmitt'(199l) found .
individuals with incongruehtigoals to feel “diSsociated”i
from their’work and/or theif*brganization, In other words, '
by showing how incongruency‘of group goals can have negative
effects;, Véncouver_and Séhmitt’s research highlights the |

benefit of being in-.agreement with the goals of others.

Researchxby Vancouver;iMillsap, and Peters (1994)
.expandea Véncouver‘and Schmitt’s (1991) work on goal
cdngruence. According to Vancouver et al. “the agreemeﬁtv
among organizational émployees on thé importancé bf4the
goéls the organization could be pursuing”} defined goal

congruence (pg. 666). It was hypothesized that the
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rencesvbetween congruenc1es are of 1mportance for SRR
‘f,1nd1v1dual attltudes, rather than the mere ex1stence of”,"”

l;congruency : More spec1f1cally, referred to as betweenffa"

:constltuency congruencefwthey proposed that goal congruency}f
”fbetween const1tuenc1es would 1nfluence attltudes of
.1nd1v1duals regardless of a>51ngle 1nd1v1dual’s goal
»:congruence w1th thevorganlzatlon‘ Thls was proposed because
.'what happens to others 1n organlzatlons, affects most | |
v“1nd1v1duals | Results 1nd1cated that between constltuency
-goal congruenceuwas related to 1nd1v1dual attltudes after
vllnd1v1dual level congruence was controlled for The reverse
fdlrectlon'was found in that anblnd1v1dual‘1n a hlgh
i,congruence‘env1ronment vwhose congruence w1th/the leader 1s?f
at the mean, w1ll have a more‘negatlve attltudevwhen.v“
compared to an 1nd1v1dual in a low congruence env1ronment
.rFurther, 1t‘was found that the more subordlnates are in
',congruence w1th thelrvsuperv1sor s/leader s goals, the morefﬁ
vllkely subordlnate s satlsfactlon, commltment :and |
:1ntent10ns to qu1t w1ll be 1nfluenced .

Flnally, Vancouver et al (1994) argued that 1f
:attltudes are a result of goal congruence, then 1t can be ,
’assumed that emPloyees care about the dlrectlon of thelriuﬂ?*\
_organlgatlon Relatlng goal congruence back tolperson—'

fOrganiZation_flt, Vancouver et‘al‘ (1994) 1nd1cated the'
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1mportance of other conceptuallzatlons of fit, such as
values (Chatman, 1989)' to be added to increase the
understanding and the power of fit.

~ Personality/Climate COngruence. The third

doperatlonallzatlon of P-O fit in the research is
‘personallty/cllmate congruence ThlS component of flt is
the match between an:lnd1v1dual S personallty and
organizational cliﬁate or in other words fdrganizational.
personality"” (Tom,t1971). Individual personality'includeS-
one's level of conscientiousneSS, extroversion, openness to
experience,gneuroticism,fand agreeableness (Costa & McCrae,
1992), While organizational'climate includes, for example,'
communlcatlon patterns, phy51cal work env1ronment, and/or
culture. Accordlng to Schneider (1987) ‘cllmate can. further
be defined through what the organlzatlon‘rewards, supports,
and expects from 1nd1v1duals w1th1n the organlzatlon
Ekehammar (1974) proposed research to look at the
»perceptlons, constructlons, and categorlzatlons that
1nd1v1duals make about their work env1ronment In
<accordance with Ekehammar (1974), Ivancev1ch and Matteson
(1984) studled personallty behav1ors, Type A vs. TyperB,
(spec1f1cally deflned as patterns of behav1or), and thelr
‘effects on one’s flt.Wlthln‘theiwork_env1ronment, This

research did not provide empirical support for this area, -
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yet proposed tﬁat lack of fit, for example,‘would“be when a
Type B persoﬁ (characterized as relaxed,.easy goiﬁg, and
unhurried) works in an optimal TypeoA environment’ |
(chafacterlzed as controllable, fast—paced,‘and‘extremely
challenging). Ivancevich and Matteson suggested this lack
of fit’between'che individual’s‘personality and the‘climate
of the organiZatioh to lead toothSiological, psychological,
~and organiéatlonal problems_forltheeworker. Therefore;}an
optimal fit.would include a match between the individﬁel’s.
personality and the climateeof‘the‘work environment.
Research proposed individuals with Type B persohalities to
fit well in routine aﬁd moderately paced work environments.
The congruency between person and cliﬁate as proposed by
Ivancevich and Matteson, would‘then lead to‘higher levels of
job satisfaction, increased health, and lower levele of
stress. Increased outcomes would further be‘enhanced if the
match was created at organizational entry.

In sum, when person—organization fit is operationalized
as the match between personality and organizational climate,
it appears that certaiﬁ work environments are more
compatible for certain personalities. Moreover, a good
match with the work envlronment has‘beeh‘shown to lead to

positive outcomes for the individual.
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7Needs/Supplies Fit.»; Finally, pérson:brganizatian fitw"“

‘dhas been operatlonallzed as needs supplles flt fAccordingl
to thlS perspectlve, flt occurs when there 1s a matchv
between 1nd1v1dual needs and organlzatlonal structures'
-,(Bretz, Ash,v& Dreher, 1989, Krlstof, 1996) The Theory of 15
Work Adjustment (TWA) as deflned by Daw1s and Lofqulst E
(1984) suggests that one w1ll percelve a flt when one’s
needs are fulfllled by supplles w1th1n the organlzatlon s”
env1ronment o

~ Bretz and Judge (1994b) investigated-the TWA as a~méaﬁéf
for person organlzatlon fit and career success As*
-researched by Daw1s and Lofquist - (1984) TWA positslthat
1nd1v1duals and env1ronments impose requlrements on - one
‘ another, and-thatn“successfulwworkarelat;ons' are a result
of the corresp0ndence betweenvthe individual‘and7envir0nment
characteristics .Job'satisfaction, according to TWA, |
suggests that 1nd1v1dual needs or “requlrements are met by
- the env1ronment or the organlzatlon‘ Tenure,ian indicator"
of job satlsfactlon, represents that the 1nd1v1dual flnds
'the work env1ronment acceptable and that the work
‘ enVlronment also flnds the 1nd1v1dual acceptable
VTherefore, thefothers supplles meet both 1nd1v1dual and

organizatlonaaneeds,u
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_i»Iﬁ-addition, the TWA ccncept suggests that iﬁdividuels.
Will seek out organizations tﬁat supportetheir’ihdividual
preferences.“The theory iﬁplies that.overtime,‘fitting
iindividuals wili achieve higher 1evels»of career success
(Bretz & Judge, 1994b). In other words, those that fit will
“flourish”. Moreover, this typelof#fit resembles needs-
press theory. Specifically, needs‘sre representative‘cf_
individual feelings, behavior, and reaCtions['while’press
represents what the environmeht can do for rhe individual to
assist‘or hamper the meetingrof needs or the accomplishment
of goals (Murray, 1938). 1In sum, research‘has shoWn‘that:
fit, as defined by the fulfillment of needs frcm cthers"
suppiies; is relatede£OYWOrk adjustment, job satisfaction,_
and“cereer success. Research‘Cnsthis fit dimensibnlhas
‘further shown the importance of correspcndence betweenv;
individual and:organizaticnsl charaCterisfics;

Kristof (1996) has categorized ﬁhe four definifions of
. P-0 fit, as described ébove) into representations cf either
supplemenfary of complemenfsry fit. ‘Kristof indicated that
when operaticnalizedbas value‘and'goal COngruence,.fit is
supplementaryl(Kristof, 1996). 1In other‘words,_the
~congruence between individual and organizational values and
goals,bresults in an addition of‘similarﬁcharécteristics.

. On the other hand, when fit is operationalized as needs-
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"-bsupplles flt 1s,complementary Flt,ls categorlzed as

‘lycomplementlry because the fulflllment of needs “makes whole

o 3roperatlonallzatlon., Krlstof further prOposed that

:ffsupplementary and complementary flt mlght have addltlve i;}"‘“:

‘i?feffects on dependent varlables In other words, beneflts of;

7f1t may be max1mlzed 1f 1nd1v1duals have both supplementary R

'iyfflt on values and goals, yet complementary flt on KSAs

It 1s 1mportant to note that there 1s some overlap

‘dh_;between the deflnltlons of f1t For example, organlzatlonalg‘7*'“

'hlgoals are often tlmes drlven by the leader s values, whlle‘f“

:hﬂhls/her value orlentatlon »(Bes1des some overlap that may

fuex1st, 1t can be assumed that}these four categorles are

‘-fseparate and can be used as dlmen51ons of person— f“'

'forganlzatlon f1t Spe01f1cally, P O f1t appears to be made'e:f

u p of a comblnatlon of the four dlmen81ons.f Research hasva.

*f;an 1nd1v1dual’s personallty 1s often tlmes 1nfluenced by



J:hinted tovaluedcohgruence:flt‘being;the;mOStkimportant i
l?dlmen51on of flt ' B S
Research has beenvdone’on both‘percelved person—:
v’forganlzatlon flt and actual person organlzatlon f1t MUchgjf'
of the research has focused on actual flt rather than
pppercelved flt | In fact due to the llmlted research on
‘percelved fit, one goal of thlslstudy‘was to assess the
percelved fit of jOb seekers and the 1nfluence thelr |
perceptlons have on jOb ch01ce de0131ons dehe next sectlon,
compares percelved VS actual f1t and hlghllghts the

1mportance of percelved flt

Percelved P- O Flt vs Actual P-0O. Flt

Recent research has shown that a person ] “percelved”
or/“subjectlve" flt is just as 1mportant,-1f not more |
h 1mportant than actual flt durlng the jOb seeklng process
(e,g.,'Cable & Judge, 1996 Judge & Cable, 1997) Objective
fit, ‘or actual fit is an emplrlcal relatlonshlp between the
assessment of both 1nd1v1dual and organlzatlonal values
(Krlstof 1996) 'Subjectlve,'or percelved f1t represents
' the 1nd1v1dual’s dlrect judgment of how well he/she f1ts or.5
hwould flt in a- jOb and/or organlzatlonal context (Judge &'i
flCable, 1997) | SEREES ”
Accordlng to‘Krlstof (1996),v“perce1ved f1t ls»a more‘;

prox1mal 1nfluence on actual dec1s1on maklng ’(pg 24).
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_ Spe01fically? Kristof 1nd1cated.that perceived flt is more
'1nfluential in the jOb search process due to the short
period of time ind1v1duals have to evaluate Values, goals,
and-personalities of organizations. Moreover, Schneider S
(1987) ASA model»suggests‘that job seekers deyelopd
perceptions about their “ohjective”‘fit' then choose
organizations to work for, based upon those perceptions.

Rynes,vBretz, and Gerhart (1991) referred to perceived
fit as more immediate and compelling when compared to actual
fit. Further, Nisbitt and Ross (1980) suggested that one;s
perceptions of reality affects One’s‘emotions, reactiohs,
¥and behaviors in situations. Such findings lead to the
notion that people’s perceptions of organizational
characteristics (especially values and goals), influence
individual levels of satisfaction, commitment, and
intentions to leave, more so than the individual’s “actual
fit” with the organization (e.g., Posner, Kouzes, & Schmidt,
1985).

It has been argded that subjective fit leads to
objective fit (Schneider, 1987) and conversely that
objective fit leads to subjective fit (Chatman, 1989; Cable
& Judge, 1996). Further, Locke (1976) argued that one’s |
perceptions are more predictive of behaviors when compared

to ohe’s “objective” reality. Judge and Cable (1997)  found
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sboth subjectrve and objectlve fit to be related to
- 1nd1v1dual attractlon to organlzatlons? yet 1n agreement
_w1th Locke and Krlstof the perceptlon of fit 1s a more"
iprox1mal 1nfluence on 1nd1v1dual decision maklng

Past research on percelved flt has used dlrect
measurements of fit rather than 1nd1reot measures,(Kristof;
'1996) . Direct measures explicitly ask 1nd1v1duals’Whether
or not they “fit” the organization. >Specifically, |
vlnd1v1duals rate how compatlble they are w1th organlzatlonal
values,_goals, personal;ty,'andfsupplles., For example, good
fit exists as»long ashit is perceived to exist.

In sum, research has begun to focus on the importance
of peroeiyedlperson—organization.fit, rather than actual
vfit;in that‘individual perceptions guide choices and
behaviors; Speoifically, perceived fit has been suggested
‘to betimportant‘for latergindividual attitudinal outcomes.
Now that the distinctionvhas:been made between perceived and
actual P—O’fit as well as the;importanoe of the four P-0O fit
dimensions have been shown, the nexthsection will link
person—organization fit with the job seeking literature.

Person- Organlzatlon Fit and Job. Ch01ce Process

Research has begun to focus on person- organlzatlon flt
during the job seeklng process and the impact it has on

individual job choice decisions. Much of the research
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»'Jmethodology in the literature has used hypothetical
-organizations and jOb descriptions to assess 1nd1v1dual
‘hlevels of attraction, flt and jOb ch01ce decisicns More3
ffcurrent research has tried to assess how the 1ncorporation
j"“_of flt during the search process, affects actual“job chOicew
“.fdeC1s1ons 'Additionally, more current literature 1s“.
4focuSing on how P-0 fit created during organirational entry,
saffects later,outcomeS-such,as joh satisfaction and
| organizational commitment 'Research-has foCused most
heaVily on matching 1ndiv1dual characteristics (Vaiues}

”persOnalities, or‘needs) with organizational characteristics

"‘when making organizational ch01ce dec151ons Goal-

congruence  and how\lt relates to'ind1v1dual choice

decisions, remains the most unclear.

value CongruencewFitrand*Job Choice.s Due to the ‘v
importance of value congruence between individuals and
‘organizations, past research‘hasifocusednon linking work
values withvjob‘chcice decisions. According to Adkins et
al.a(1994), individuals prefer to work in organizations with
dOminant work values consistent with their own. Judge and
Bretz‘(1992)’found‘work values to significantly affect
»individuai_job‘choice decisicns. Moreover, O’Reiliy et‘al.
(1991) indicated that individuals choose‘congruent.roles,

occupations, and organizations based upon their underlying‘

- 36



”d Megllno et al

‘fvalue structures Further, O’Rellly et al 1ndlcated that
.1ff1nd1v1dual values and preferences are expressed 1n

hfhorganlzatlonal ch01ces i Such research has led us to the s

| ”c'notlon that value congruence f1t between the person and thea_g?- -

jorganlzatlon 1s an 1mportant factor when maklng jOb ch01ce

de0151ons ‘

Bulldl gion Ravlln and Megllno‘s research (1987); Judge
':and Bretz (1992) were 1nterested 1n testlng work values on
vfgflnd1v1dual jOb ch01ce dec1slons‘1 Wlth the assumptlon that
| Plnd1v1duals establlsh stable‘values through llfe experlencesv
;lthat do not change w1th the soc1allzatlon of enterlng an’gd
i'organlzatlon, Judge and Bretz pos1ted that 1nd1v1duals may .
'bmake jOb ch01ce dec131ons based upon work values. Further,%”‘

based upon Locke s (1976) suggestlon that jOb satlsfactlon

'fls partlally based upon the degree to whlch the env1ronment

- ﬁallows for value attalnment, Judge‘an _Bretz asserted that v

ff_the work values empha51zed by organlzatlons, may affect

T;'lnd1v1dual attractlon to work env1ronme

_1989) found that 1nd1nguals achleved Qi'”

,fi81mllarly, fd{f;lj‘dA

‘f;greater levels of jOb satlsfactlon and commltment when thelrﬂj:"t’

‘”waork values were co"gruent w1th thelr superv1s” 's values o

Through thebmanlpulatlon of the four sallent work

v;:values 1dent1f1ed by Ravlln and Megllno (1987),

~scenar;os (hypothetlcal jOb descrlptlons) were created to




asseSS the importance of workbvalues in comparison‘to
brseveral joh attributes (salaryh type:ofvwork,yand:promotion
’ opportunitieS);"WithcthefdependentIVariable‘heing the
: probability,offaCceptrnggaojthfoer,:resuits indicated that
Work Valuesxwere,influentialvof;joh choiceydeciSions (Judge
&vBretz,'1992). Moreover(‘work'vaiues-(achievenent, concern
for others,»and fairness) were found to exert more influencey
fln the dec131on maklng process than did such jOb attrlbutes
ofvpay and promotional opportunltles (Judge & Bretz, 1992)"
o Results from Judge and Bretz'’s (1992) study,lend |
ysupport tobthe‘importance of_congruency of valuetsystems
-‘between individualsrand oroaniaations- oHence} yalues were
found to be an 1mportant determlnant of person organlzatlon
frt. ‘Results of thelr study found 1nfluence of flt on jOb
‘ch01ce to be dependent upon 1nd1v1dual prlmary values
Bretz and-Judge 1nd1cated;that_work>values can only affect‘j
decisions‘when they are:perceived. |
ResearCh.by;Cabie‘andJudge (1996) contributevsupportr
‘to person—organization fityas5deffnediby‘yalue.congruence'in
the ]Ob seeklng process "Specifically,féableLand.Judge did
a study on percelved flt and the effects on 1nd1v1dual jOb .
choice dec1s1ons durlng organlzatlonal entry Wlth the two.
1ntentlonS' i) determlnlng the components that make up P-0

fit and’ 2) explorlng the effects of 1mportance placed on P 0
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fit during fhe‘job‘seskingsprscess, Csble‘and Judge (1996)
bcsllectsd data sn paftiéipantsvover>thrée stages.
Spscificsiiy,vtheir study revesied many positive resultsvin
that:first;:vsluevcsngrﬁénce befween applicants and
organizatisns wés>found‘to’be predictivebof individual P-0O
fit‘perspectives. .Sécond, P;O fit perceptions were>found.to
predict job seekers’yjob‘choice intentions. 1In addition,
job seekers’ perceived Qalue congruence-with_orgahizations,
was found to later affest individual P—O'fitjperseptions‘as
empldyees, Lastly, their researsh found.thst“the more
emphasis piaced on P-0 fit dﬁringvthe job seeking'process
"and in determining job choice decisions, the greater P-0O fit
was experienced as employees. | -

Cable and Judge’s (1996) smpirical findings are
consistent with Schneider’s (1987) framework. Further,
their findingsvreinfofce the concept that one’s perceived
value cbngruence, influenceés one’s attraction to
| organizations, which lster affects job choice (Cable &
Judge,v1996). Their fesﬁlts, along with other results.
presehted absvé, support‘perceived>fit, as defined by wvalue
congruence, to be a.critical'determinant of'individual job
choice decisions. |

Goal Cohgruence Fit and Job Choice. Empirical support

for goal congrusnce has yet to be found in the person-
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’organization‘fitpliterature; Support forsthis area‘though
FStems'from Schneider’s ASA (19875 model. ‘The.attraCtion
.componentvof Schneider’s model is the basis‘for this
dimensionlofbfit, in that “it ls ooals to Which.people are
"attractedfiit»is_goals with which they interact,'and:if they
,don'tkfit, theyvleave7 (sghneider,il987, pg. 443). |
Organizationalxgoals are'the’hub of the ASA framework.‘ The‘k
manifestations‘of the goals»Created by the peoplelwithin the
organlzatlon 1nfluence the 1nd1v1duals that w1ll be p
attracted to the organlzatlonv> Moreover, the goals as the ,l
. center}of the framework encompass an 1nteractlonlst
perspectlve; Such a perspectlve»takes 1nto con81deration
tboth the effects of the person and the env1ronment (or ;v
'_ksltuatlon), and how " they both affect behav1or

'Schneider suggests that.“people of;a similar type” will
' bebattracted'to certain organizations;'_Eurther; based upon -
'thevresearch_of Neinerand Qwens (1985)'and Oowens and,‘
1Schoenfeldt (1979)}‘Schneider suggested that job choice d
decisionS'can be predicted lf one's sbiodatavclusters”iare
known. Accordlng to Schnelder, biodatavclusters‘include
such 1nd1v1dual characterlstlcs of.‘college majors, grade
point averages,'achlevement imagery, memory capacity,,
leadership roles on'campus} vocatlonal 1nterests (1987

pg. 443). Once 1nd1v1dual clusters or proflles are known,‘

40



Schneider_suggested‘that'accuratefpredictions can be made
kabout one’s behavior,.or in this matter[‘one’s‘job choice_
" decision.

Personallty/Cllmate Flt and Job Ch01ce Empirical'

_support has been found for. personallty/cllmate congruence
:and 1ts 1mpact durlng the jOb seeklng process, Wthh is
contrary to the goal congruence f1t above Research in this
:area has focused on how 1nd1v1dual personallty traits have -
-1nfluenced attractlon to;organlzatlonal climates.
’SpecifiCally} research in thlS area 1ndlcates that
1nd1v1dual preferencesvfor work env1ronments are. dependent
zrupon personallty tralts |

"With the assumptlon that 1nd1v1duals prefer

“ organlzatlonal characterlstlcs.that match thelr stable .
1nd1v1dual tralts, Burke and Deszca (1982) researched the
effects. of Type A behav1or on organlzatlonal cllmatev'
preferences. Burke and Deszca (1982) hypothes1zed that’
1nd1v1duals w1th Type A behav1or would prefer organlzatlonal
cllmates that fit thelr predlspos1tlons Nine. hypothetlcal
organlzatlonal cllmates were used to measure jOb seekers’
climate preferences while the Jenklns Act1v1ty Survey was
used.  to measure Type A behav1or ' Regre351on analysis
demonstrated that the hlgher the degree of Type A behavior,

the more of a preference for Human Relations Management
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cliﬁates, Impulse Expres51on climates, and Verbal Linguistic
'ErpreSSion climatesl In other words,g“high Type A"
vparticipants wereffound to prefer'climates.that had high
performance standards,_were.spontaneous, ambiguous( and
' 1ncluded toughness éonversely, the same'high Type A
-partic1pants were found to not prefer climates that included
.jOb structure and security Therefore, Burke and Deszcaf‘
(1982) concluded that stable 1nd1v1dual characteristics
influence organizational preferences;' Such findlngs lend .
support that one’s personality influences one’s attraction
and selection to organiiations.

Rather than looking at only Type A Vvs. Type B
personality characteristicspiJudge and Cable (19975
investigated the Big 5 personality traits (Costa & McCrae,
1992) with the organizational culture preferences identified
‘by O'Reilly et al. (1991). With the assumption that job
seekers prefer organiZational environments that are similar
uith their personalities, -Judge and Cable proposed five
hypotheses; First, it was hypothesized that job seekers
high on‘neuroticism would be less attracted to organizations
that were innovative or decisive. The logic behind the
first”hypothesis‘was that‘individuals high on neuroticism
are likely to be‘rigid, unadaptable,ytimid} indecisive,

submissive, and fearful of-novel'Situations.(Wiggins, 1996);
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éecond job seekers‘hlgh on extrovers1on, were hypothe31zed”
wto be attracted to aggre831ve and team—orlented cultures
;EAgaln, thlS hypothe31s stemmed from the notlon that
f“extroverts” are 8001able, bold, and assertlve‘ Slmilar :
»ratlonale was used for the addltlonal three hypotheses
relatlng toiopenness to experlence, agreeableness, and
con301entlousness. Spe01f1cally, job seekers w1th a hlgh
‘,:degree of openness to experlence were hypothe31zed to be
"attracted to 1nnovat1ve cultures and less attracted to
'-detall orlented cultures Job seekers hlgh on. agreeableness
were predlcted to be more attracted to supportlve and team—‘.
"rorlented culturesbf Lastly, jOb seekers w1th a hlgh degree_

of consclentlousness were hypothe81zed to be attracted to o
7 detall—orlented,youtcometorlented, and rewards orlented
env1ronments | : |

Through the use of the NEO FFI personallty 1nventory

lﬂdeveloped by Costa and McCrae (1992) and a modlfled ver31on

2f,ofUOFRelllyv t al (1991) Organlzatlonal Culture Proflle

"*XOCP}; all flve hypothe31zed relatlonshlps were supported
Spe01flcally, results 1nd1cated that jOb seekers .
personalltles were determlnants of- preferences and
lattractlon to organlzatlonal‘env1ronments.' Be51des thev
‘p051tlve results that were found Judge and Cable 1dentlf1ed'

a-major llmltat;on. Spec1f1cally, the statlstlcal effect
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‘sizes were fairly weak.for such findings which led'Judge-and
Cable (1997) to the assumptlon that job seekers’ values,
vgoals, past experlences, and hlstory, in addltlon to
personallty, ontrlbute to env1ronmental preferences

Needs/Supplles F1t and Job Ch01ce Lastly, emplrical

support has been found for needs/supplles fit and its 1mpactd
during the job seeking process. ‘Based on thls perceptlon of':'
fit, research has looked at how 1nd1v1dual needs have»k
‘llnfluencedvorganlzatlonal preferences and dec1s1ons
'Q'Bretz, Ash and Dreher (1989) 1nvest1gated the effects
,of needs and the role they play as: determlnants of
,'organizational Choice Based upon Murray‘s model (1938),
they proposed that 1nd1v1duals would seek out env1ronments
that offer them p0581ble fulflllment of thelr needs, whlle
tthey w1ll av01d env1ronments that will ‘hinder such
' »fulflllment Bretz et al (1989)_v1ewed dlfferences ‘between i
organlzatlons to be based upon thelr reward systems
Prev1ous research that hlghllghted job seekers emphasis on
pay level and pay satlsfactlon when welghlng |
organlzatlon/job alternatlves, and Schnelder s (l987)
‘fconceptuallzatlon of oroanlzatlonal rewards, led Bretz et
,al. (1989) to 1nvest1gate reward systems as a means for
fulfillment of»needs; Spec1f1cally, thelr study examined

individual differencesyof need for achievement and‘need for
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affiliation, and ﬁheir'imbacf on organiiational bréferenées
and attractiohi Bbth needs were hypothesizedﬁto be
predictors_of.préféiences fof differént*suppiies (efg.f
rewafdé)”Offered‘by‘organizatioﬁs;:ilf wés hypothesized thaf'
job seékefs with:a~high.néed for achieVemenf (e.g., those
that foéus ;n individual effoft‘andiachieﬁément,and have a 
competitivévdispoéifion), woﬁlq be attracted to |
organiiations that “encouragé_competitive individual effort
band'aCCéﬁpliShment"v(Bfétz'et al., 1989, pg. 575). It was
 fdrthe£hhyp§thesized fhatithose with a high need for
éffiliaticn (e;g;, those that desire high levels of
interaction) rely on others, and are cooperative in nature),
wéuld‘bevattracted to drganizatioﬁs that focus on
“organizational” perfofmances; such as profit sharing and
bonuses. |
Results revealed marginal support for the need for
achievement hypothesis. SpeCifically, job seekers high on
need for achievement were more likely to prefer
individually-oriented system characteristics when compared
to organizationally-oriented system characteristics.
Individually-oriented organizations were charactérized by
merit pay, individual pe:forménce appraisals, and promotion
on the basis of proven ability. Such findings reinforce the

assumption that job seekers prefer certain
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,organlzatlons/env1ronments; ver other env1ronments, based S

" ﬂﬂupon thelr degree?of “need for achlevement”'and the rewards

'ff(or supplles) offered by the organlzatlon

Turban and Keon (1993) expanded.the “needs fulflllment” _df

ﬂ,through an 1nteract10n1st

»._concept as a component of

'perspectlve Spec1flcal‘ ﬂtheflnteractlonlst=perspectlvei'

.suggest; that the 1nteractlon between the 1nd1v1dual and thef

:organlzatlon 1mpacts the behav1or of the 1nd1v1dual and the
ij;cllmate.ofwthe organlzatlon.d Turban and Keon dld a- study on
} the effects of 1nd1v1dual’svself esteem and need for f"nbu
-achlevement as moderators‘forvorganlzatlonal preferences

On that account, 1nd1v1dual organlzatlonal 1nteractlon was

T~suggested to be 1mportant for understandlng the'.f

”attractlveness of organlzatlons

W1th the use of organlzatlonal descrlptlons, Turban and £

‘,HKeon (1993)‘man1pulated four organlzatlonal characterlstlcs _‘b
'-gln each descrlptlon and asked subjects to 1nd1cate thelr

tattractlon to the hypothetlcal organlzatlonsﬁiTThef;

"'characterlstlcs con31sted of reward structure,;f
"‘centrallzatlon, organlzatlonal 31ze, and geographlcal
B dlsper51on . Accordlng to Rynes and Barber (1990), the

“”fmanlpulated varlables were chosen due to thelr sallency to d7vb

ﬂw’fappllcants,’thelr ablllty to 1nfluence 1mpre831ons of

'*jforganlzatlons, and because they vary across alternatlves
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"b:prov1de more opportu”.

Results found%subjp;ts w1th_low self—esteem to prefer dt

l,'organlzatlons that were larger and more decentrallzed whenv,

compared to subject

”'l1993) =§Often tlmes, larger organlzatlons were percelved to

‘1esffor d1ffus1on of

respon51b lltleS)‘Wthh oftenwwlmes,‘was more desirable‘for l

flnd1v1duals w1th;loier self esteem i Ind1v1duals w1th h1gh
,need for achlevement were found to be more attracted to
'organlzatlons w1th reward systems that were based upon
‘performance rather than based upon‘senlorrty when compared

‘:bto 1nd1v1duals w1th low need for achlevement Such results )
"'suggest that flt preferences and attractlon may be |

ll“reflectlve of 1nd1v1dual needs and.the supplles offered to“”
’them : , : . : T

In- sum, the needs/supplles perspectlve and the llnk

between jOb ch01ce, has been shown through the research As

"gpresented above, one s needs determlne what supplles w1ll be

.fulfllllng of those needs Accordlng to th1s perspectlve,v'
the fulflllment of 1nd1v1dual needs is-a functlon of f1t
fw1th the organlzatlon | | 7 |
Collectlvely, research has suggested that person-'
organlzatlon flt deflned by‘the four dlmen31ons of value"
congruence, goal congruence,’personallty/cllmate congruence,’

and needs/supplles flt, has played a major role in the jOb

a7

"w1thvh1gh self esteem (Tu”ban & Keon'.m.ifiﬁﬂ”



‘eeekingepreeees; épecifieally, it can be iﬁferred that_feoee;
fit haS been1included in,jobveeeke;s"perceptiensi and meet-'
impertanflyy influential When“making‘job cheiCe decisions.

However,‘there hésfbeen ho COﬁpiehensive‘reSearchvlooking at
these components iﬁ the same framework.

Person-Job Fit vs. Person-Organization Fit

Now that both person-jeb fiﬁ ahd person—erganization
fit have-been‘diSCuSsed, it‘is important to‘comparevthe.two.
‘For example, Kristef (1996).e2plained how-organizational
compensation leicies may be implemented diffefeﬁtiy at thee

Organization and job level. Specifically, an organization

may . set gﬁidelines as to how rewards should be distributed,

however there is variability within how the rewards are
actually distribﬁted between different jobs (Bartol &
Martin, 1988). - Therefore, a person may fit at the
organization level, yet not at the job level with regards to
Qrganizational policies and vice-versa. Similarly, O'Reilly
et el. K1991)'sﬁpport thie idea by suggesting that the
'eindividual’s cempetibility between organizational
chéraéteristicsvahd“job Characteristics may vary.

Moreover, Bowen.et al. (1991) claimed that‘“persen—job
,fit_needs tQ‘be supported and‘enriChed by'persoh— |
orgaﬁizationvfit”f(pg. 36). Bowen and colleagues claimed

that,person—organization fit encompasses two types of fit.
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Specifically, Pld fit includes a match between the
1nd1v1dual’s ‘'KSAs and the task requirements of the ]Ob as
‘well as includes a match between the-lndividual’s
‘personality (including needs, interests} and values) and the
climate or'Culture_of the organization. Bowen et al.’
conceptualization‘of person-organiéation‘fitcencompasses the,
notionbof person—job fit, in.that/P—O fit is above and
:>beyond person—joh fit. In addition} Bowen et al. claimed,
that those'who achieve personeorganization fit, match both
~the content and context of the job Whereas those whov
achieve person jOb flt, only match the content of the jOb
Chatman_(1989) opposed person-job- fit as the |
“traditional”'mode for’selecting employees; and stated that
the selection process may be more “loosely” linkedbto P-J
fit than industrial psychologists have claimed. For_
:example,:Arvey.& Campion (1982) raised»the question<as_to
why organizations'continue_to_interview applicants when in
factvthe interview hastailed to be predictive of f
applicants’ performance'on the job. Dawes (1988) claimed
that the interview»is still used today because it allows the-
organization to asseSS'whether job‘seekers' values are
compatible with organizations’ values and norms. ‘Therefore,
it appears that organizations may no longer only be looking.

for -a flt between the tasks on the jOb and the person s
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abilities; rather are looking for people with compatible
values. . |

Along.the same lines, Chatman (1989) recodnizedpthat
individuals arelalso seleCting more than a job, rather they
are selecting an organization for which to work for.
Specifically, research has supported her view in that job
seekers tend to choose organizations based Onﬂthepsimilarity
between‘their values and organizational values (Hall,
Schneider, & Nygrénp 1970). Further, Wanous (1980) refers
to the final job:decision as the “organizational choice”
rather than the “job‘choiceﬁ. Accordind to Wanous,
individuals are interested in creating fit within the
climateﬁof the organization. Finally,'Saks and Ashforth
(1997) snggested that a successful job search extends‘beyond
‘finding fit with a job, to finding a job in which one
perceives,a fit with the organization.

Hypotheses

Based upon the(abundanceof'literature'presented above,
this study is proposing two hypotheses. First, this study
will be assessing perceived P-O fit as a latent construct of
the four dimensions of fit. ‘Second, this studvaill be
investigating whether perceived P-0 fit predicts job choice

intentions above and beyond perceived P-J fit.
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,Hypothes1s 1 Percelved person organlzatlon flt is a-
-+ latent construct indicated by value congruence, goal
- congruence, personallty/cllmate congruence, and
“‘needs/supplles flt ' . : : o
"fIn addltlon to Hypothe31s 1 the areas of knowledge, ‘
“pskllls, and abllltleS, 1n relatlon to matchlng the task
'gs“,requlrements on the jOb are proposed to be 1nd1cators of

':ﬁipercelved P J f1t.¢{ s shown 1n“the llterature,,the three

"dlmens1ons have been

.';Hypothesi f‘? . rcelved person organlzatlon flt as

~defined by value~Congruence, goal congruence, _
_,T;personallty/cllmate congruence, . and needs/supplles flt,‘”
,jhhw1ll ‘be- predlctlve of job choice. 1ntent10ns above and .
w.,fbeyond percelved person jOb flt. a__r R

hr'Although Hypothes1s 2 suggests that percelved P O flt

"1predlcts above and.beyond percelved P J flt, the llterature =

'fsuggests that perc rved P J f1t also 1nfluences jOb ch01ce

”’;flntentlons Therefore, both varlables w1ll be assessed and

ﬁflncludedlln the structural model




- CHAPTER TWO
Method

Part1c1pants

The part1c1pants of thlS study 1ncluded 111 jOb
seekers The estimated number of parti01pants was based
upon 10 subjects for each of the 10 factors ‘included in the
analy31s (Ullman, 1996) , To be quallfled as a job seeker,
“the participant must have been in the process of looklng‘for
a job. The job seeker could have been at the initial phase
of his/her job search, for example, the information seeking
phase, or could have actually been interviewing with the
organization. However, the participant must have been
considering at least two jobs. Those that had'receﬁtly
selected jobs, were not allowed to participate,in this
study. . According»to Moghaddam (1998), people change their
percebtionq and cognitions in order to decrease feelings of
discomfort. This notion is referred to as cognitive
dissonance. Spec1f1cally, people like to have balanced
states. Incongruency often times leads to tension in which
people change the;r perceptions to achleve a balanced state.
Therefore, it would not have been apprbpriate to have people
who had already made their job selections’participate due to

the possibility of them engaging in coghitive dissonance.
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Job seekers ranged in age, sex, race, ethnicity(
educatlon,‘occupatlon, etc. Spec1flcally, 69 feﬁaies and 41
males, with a mean age of 28 years, partlclpated in the.
study (1'participant did not identify his/her gender) . ‘The
sample was made up of 59 Whites, 24 Hispanic/Latinos,v12
Asians,'S’Africah Americans; 2_American Indians, and é

other. Most of the participants.had some college.(n = 56)

‘and/or a bachelors degree (n = 40). In addition, most had
either 1 - 5 years of work experience (n = 50) or 5 - 10
years of experience (n = 23). Lastly, most participants

were considering either 2 jobs (n = 54) or 3 jobs (n = 24),
at the time of their participation in the study. All
subjects were treated in accordahce with tﬁe “Ethical
Principles of Psychologists and Code of Conduct” (American
Psychological Assoc1at10n, 1992).

The data set was collected from three dlfferent
sources. Specifically, it was collected at Callfornla State
University, San Bernardino’s Career Learning Center and Peer
: Advisihg Center. It was also collected at a large utility
company,_Southern‘California Edison. ‘Due to the likelihood
of participants ending up in a wide range of organizations,
it would be difficult to contact them at later times.
Therefore, 1t’was beyond the scope of this study to collect

performance and attitudinal outcomes of the participants.
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_Procedure

" A pilot (n % ;7)>was conducted in order to make-sure’
'the survey 1nstructions and items were clear and
_understandable Pilot part1Cipants indicated that several
1of the 1nstructions were too long and repetitive
Therefore, instructions were reworded to be more- clearhand
concise. Further;ha few questions were re-worded tohadd
clarity.

After the pilot, the data collection began.
PartiCipants were only required to participate at one time.
Part1c1pants were asked to voluntarily fill-out a survey
.gthat»asseSSed their fit with two jobs they were considering.
‘The part1c1pants were asked to base their fit perceptions onj
the information that was available to them while they were
seeking the organizations. It was expected that the
partiCipants had a general understanding of the
organizations they were seeking, whether it was through
'interactlons with recruiters, job advertisements, media,
etc. PartiCipants were informed that the data would remain
anonymous as well as be used for research purposes only. |
Part1c1pants were encouraged to fill -out the entire survey,
yet were given the opportunity to w1thdraw at any time.

- The survey;cons1sted‘of 5 measures: '1) person job fit,

2) value congruence fit, 3) goal congruence fit, 4)
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personality/climate congruence fit; and 5) needs/suppiies
fit. The crlterlon variable cons1sted of the llkellhOOd of
part1c1pants acceptlng the jobs, if given the offer | (See
Appendix A for the Informed Consent and complete survey).

A field-study‘correlational design was uSed‘instead of
,the‘use’ofvvignettes, which assess hyoothetical- : | |
organizations, due'to the importance of real worid
experiences.. Vignettes only convey‘information about the
organlzatlon and the job through fictional advertisements.
Research has shown that job seekers use multlple criteria
(e.g., recruiter, realistic job previews, falrness of the
selection process, etc.) when making judgments about
organizationsi Therefore, it seemed more appropriate to
assessfpeoplefs’real world perceptions of their experiences
in the actual job search process.

Measures

Previous studies in the areas of job seeking and
person- jOb fit and person organization fit, have only
provided limited scales. A complete. measure does not exist
that taps into percelved person- organlzatlon ‘fit or
perceived person- job fit. The few studles that have looked
at perceived fit have used one-item prox1mal scales in an‘v

effort to capture the dlfferent dimensions of fit. For

example, "“To what degree do your values flt with the values
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of‘the organization?”; Therefore, items had to be:written‘
specifically for this study. However, the items wereﬂbased‘
upon those used in previous studies (Cable & Judge,»i§96}
Saks & Ashforth 1997 ~ Rentsch, Menard & Scherer, 1999)

| " Two variables were. used for job ch01ce 1ntentions.,
'Spec1f1cally, the coded variables, Job‘l and Job 2, were
*used to distinguish between the jobs participants werekmore‘
‘ likely to choose if given ‘the offer Job 1 is referred to
~as the job participants would more'likely choose if given
‘the offer, whlle Job 2 is referred to as the jOb
part1c1pants were less likely to choose

Person-job fit. Th1s scale con31sted of 3 items.

| ‘Items were based upon the concept of P-J fit as the match

between one’s knowledge, skills, and ablllties to the task

- requirements of the job. An example 1tem 1ncluded “To what1g7,

i degree does your knowledge match the task requirements of
‘the job?” The 1tems were assessed on a 7 p01nt Likert scalehb
in which 1 = Not at all, while 7 = Completeiy. Items,were' :
averaged to,representjone,scale. Job 1 had:an internal :

consistenCy of .86 and Job 2 had an internal cOnsistencw of'
.89. | |

~ Value Congruence. This scale consisted'of 5 items.

These items were'created‘based'upon‘the definitions”Of

dominant work values provided-by'RaVlin_and-Meglino.(1987),»
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- An example 1tem 1ncluded “Honestyucan’be‘referred'to'as'the
refusal to mlslead others for personal galn and/or actlng in
accordance w1th one’s true feellngsv Accordlng to this |
deflnltlon, to what degree do your values of honesty match
or ‘fit’ the organlzatlon S values of honesty°”v The 1tems

- were assessed on a 7-point leert scale in which l = Not at
vall} while 7 = Completely. ltems were averaged to represent
one scale. Job 1 ‘had an‘internal”consistency of .87 and Job

2 had an 1nternal con51stency of .88.

Goal Congruence.. This scale conslsted of 3 1tems
These items Qere'general and did notvtap into spec1f1c goals
because organizational andvindividual goals vary‘to'a‘large“;'_
degree. An example item included, “To what degree are your
‘goals similar to the organlzatlon S goals°” Again; items-
were assessed on a 7-point Likert scale in which l :Not at
all, while 7 = Completely. Items were:averaged to represent‘
one scale. Both Job 1 and Job 2 had an internal consistency
of .88.

Personality/Climate Congruence. This scale consisted

of 6 items. ‘Thesevitems were based upon Costa and McCrae'’s
'Big Five Personality facets (1992). The big five
personality traits lnclude neuroticism, extroversion,
openness, agreeableness, and conscientiousness. The five

traits are only appropriate as descriptors of individuals
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and not of bréanizations.‘ Judge and Cable (1997} did a
study looking at the.big five féctors apd how they reiated
to orgahizatioﬁal élimates., Based upon their‘study, the |
‘descriptqrs_of flexibility, sociability,'éreatiVity,
codperativeness,‘and cOnscientiousnéss were.used to measUre 
both individual and orgahizati&nél.cﬁaracte;istiés.v Their |
~study was tob specific for the items in this study to
cdmpletely replicate_their items. An eXaﬁple item included,
“To what degree dqu’your le&el,bf sociability meet'thé
_organizatidn’s level of SoCiabilitY?”; The exaﬁplé item
taps into exfﬁoﬁersion. Items were‘asseSSed>on a‘7—point
Likert;Scale;in which 1 = Not at all, while 7 = Completely.
'Itémé‘were ayeragedvtohrepresent one scale. Job 1 had én
in#érnai c§nsisteﬁcy,of‘.85 and Job'Z had an“iﬁternal

consistency of .84.

Needs/supplies Fit. This scale consistedbof 5 items.
Items were created based upoh the concept that fit exists
when individual needs are met by organizational‘supplies and
organizatiohal\needs are;met by individuai‘sﬁpblies. An
example item includéd,v“To what degree do you feel the
organization‘will give you what you need (é.g,; pay,
promotional épportunities, reéognitioﬁ,'etc.).” Items were
assessed on a 7-point Likert scale in which l‘= Not at all,

while 7 = Completely. Items were averaged to represent one
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scale. Both Jobvinand.Job 2 had an internal'COnsisteney ¢ft
.85.

Person-Organization Fit. 'This scale consisted of the

combination of the value congruence, goai congruenCefﬂ L
;perSOnal;Fy/C;imatg.cengruence, and‘needs/supplies fit
‘,jecales,uwhi¢h~equ§;edf19 items;- This scale was ereated‘with{
.tne notienetnet:tnegfeur Variables make up perceived person-
erganiéation fit;..Tne-sub—scales were averaged_tolrepresent‘
- one scale, Which-hadven internal consistency for Job‘itoft:

.94 and for Job 2 of .93.

Job Choice Intentions.i Job choice intentions, as the
criterion variable, was essessed with 2 items. .Based upenf
Cable and Judge'(1996), the two items included, “Assuming
you received a job foer‘from Job 1, how likeiy are you to
accept it?” The same item was asked again, yet for Job 2.

A 7-point Likert scale was used, with a 1 = very unlikely
and 7 = very likely. LaStly, for coding purposes, one item
asked participants to choose between the two jobs, “Assuming
you have been offeted both jobs, which would you more likely
accept?”
Results
Prior to testing hypotheses, descriptives and

frequencies were run. Tables 1 and 2 show the means and
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.stahdard deviations for each of the P-J fit and P-0 fit

variables; for»Jobs 1rand 2.

‘Table 1. Descriptives for P-J Fit Variables

N Mean SD -
Job 1
Knowledgé Requirement 111 5.41 .16
Skills Requirement 111 5.50 .05
Abilities Requirement 111 5;81 .00
Person-dob Fit 111 5.57 .94
Job 2
Knowledge RéQuirement 111 5.08 .29
Skills Requirement 111 5.26 29
Abilities Requirement 111 5.51 .31
111 .17

-Person—Job»Fit
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5Table 2;

Person-Organization

Fit

" Descriptives for P-O Fit Variables
N Mean _ SD
Job 1
Value Congruence 111 5.70 .91
Goal Congruence 111 5.55 .15
Personality/Climate 111 5.51 .89
Congruence
Needs/Supplies Fit 111 5.41 .97
Person;Organization Fit 111 5.54 .83
Job 2
value Congruence 111 5.19 .13
Goal Congruence | 111 4.96 .27
Personality/Climate 111 5.02 .02
Congruence .
Needs/Supplles Fit 111 4.73 .08
111 4,98

.92
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Next, the data set was screened for normallty

ﬁ";Hlstograms were computed for each of the scales 1n order to

compare the dlstrlbutlon of scores to the normal curve _ All’»;l’w

‘scales were normally dlstrlbuted vw1th the exceptlon of the‘
hgoal congruence scale for Job l Wthh was sllghtly R
‘ulpos1t1vely skewed Such skewness mlght be expected for Job
1, as it 1s the jOb partlclpants are more llkely to accept

‘The degree of skewness was marglnal therefore, the scale
' dld not requlre any transformatlon to meet assumptlons for}
.statlstlcal analy51s. gﬁ"r | R

EQS Analyses

‘The data set was analyzed u51ng both EQS and SPSS

RO yFlrst, the data set was, run u51ng EQS to address Hypothes1s7;-»z:

*;31 and 2 The hypothe51zed model looked at the relatlonshlp :
yof the three varlables'(knowledge requlrement 'skllls o
“requlrement,’and abllltles requlrement) to‘P—J f1t and the
four varlables (Value congruence, goal congruence,:

personallty/cllmate congruence, and needs/supplles flt) to

P-0 flt ’ In addltlon, the hypothes1zed model looked at the

‘relatlonshlp of P J flt and P- O f1t to. jOb ch01ce | N

’1ntent10ns , The hypothe51zed model is presented 1n‘F1oure 1

(see Appendlx B) g In Flgure 1 c1rcles represent latent‘

factors and rectangles represent measured varlables 'Theld

| hypothe31zed model represented a marglnal flt of the sample _,“
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data set as indicated by the comparative fit index, CFI =
.92, y%(df = 19) = 55.55, p < :001. /According to Ullman

(1996), the comparative fit index is a more appropriate
index of fit than chi square, because chi square is
sensitive to sample size. Ullman reports that a comparative
fit index greater than or equal to .95, would represent a
good fit of the model.

Based on recommendations of EQS, post hoc modifications
were performed to better fit the data set. The link between
person-job fit to job choice intentions was removed.
Person-job fit was only found to lead to person-organization
fit, which then lead to job choice intentions. The
resulting, modified model for Job 1, indicated a good fit of
the data set, CFI = .95, yx*(df = 19) = 40.46, p > .001. The
modified model supported Hypothesis 1. Specifically, value
congruence, goal congruence, personality/climate congruence,
and needs/supplies congruence were indicators of the latent
construct P-O fit. 1In addition, the knowledge requirement,
skills requirement, and abilities requirement, were
indicators of the latent construct P-J fit. The modified
model is presented in Figure 2 (see Appendix B).

Hypothesis 2 was also supported by the modified model
for Job 1. P-J fit was not a significant predictor of job

choice intentions, while P-O fit was a significant predictor
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ofbjob7choicevintentions :SpecifiCally,fitwwas.hypothesized
~that P-O flt would predlct above and beyond P- J flt which d
‘was demonstrated in the modlfled model | | |

The hypothe31zed model was- compared to the modlfled
Qmodel }whlch 1nd1cated that the modlfled model 51gn1flcantly
,;1ncreased the flt‘tO the data set, xz(df 5,19):= 15.09, E—<,Jd
*;OSPA To furthervconflrm these results, the‘modified model
waslrun forAJob 2 (see Flgure 3, Appendlx B) ’The model'Was‘
. confirmed CFI = .99, x 2(4f = 19) = 24.25, p > .05.
Hypothe51s 1 and 2 were further supported

Flgures 2 and 3 present the standardlzed coeff1c1ents’
for each path within thevmodels.‘_Results 1nd1cated.that thec
Tmeasured“variables‘were significant indicators of the-P—J[,‘
gfit and P-0O fit factors,b‘Personéorganization fit uas :
predictive of job choicevintentions; . ” |

’Regre851on Analyses

To further conflrm Hypothesrs 2 hlerarchlcal
'regres51on analyses were run in SPSS (see'Append1X-C for
lntercorrelatlons) In block one, P- J flt was 1ncluded andd
‘in block two, P‘O f1t was 1ncluded .Because the EQS .
Janalyses conflrmed the 3 varlables for P J flt and the 4
varlables for P-0 flt to be 51gn1f1cant 1nd1cators of the

'latent constructs P J and P -0 fit respectlvely, they werej,7

comblned 1nto the average P-J fit and average P- O flt for f
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' the sake of the regression>analyses. The'regreSSion
1nd1cated that P-J flt did not predlct jOb ch01ce |
1ntentlons, BE = fol,vp~> .05; Eurther,,the regre831on.
analysisﬁindiCatethhatLP;Offit,predicted job choice
| intenﬁions”abovejaﬁd'beyonij:J; R? change‘% .05, p < .05.
Hypothe31s 2 was supported. : | | B
| To reconflrm the results, the same analy81s was run for

Job 2. Slmllar results were found in support of. Hypothe51s
2. P J flt was not a 51gn1f1cant predlctor of jOb ch01ce
’1ntentlons, R2‘— 03 p > .05. P- O flt predlcted jOb choice .
' 1ntentlons above and beyond P- J flt, R? change = .10, p <
;195£; Results 1nd1cated that P- O f1t not only predlcted
above and beyond P—J flt, persOn—job flt‘was not a
s1gn1f1cant predlctor of ]ob ch01ce 1ntentlons

Paired Comparlson Analyses

A thlrd analy81s was run . to account for the comparlson
‘between Job 1 and Job 2 Spec1f1cally,_pa1red t- -tests were
run to see if there were 31gn1f1cant dlfferences between the
jObS part1c1pants were llkely to choose versus the jobs
part1c1pants were not as llkely to choose 'As would be .-
expected, the varlable means were hlgher for Job 1 than Job
2, as. seen 1n Tables 3 and 4 Runnlng a series of t -tests

bopens the 1ssue of Type 1 error. Therefore, the Bonferronl'
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approach'was used,to-suggest a more conservative alpha (E <

.006) .

Table. 3. Paired?TfTeSts,for P-J Fit Variabies

t sig.

Knowledge Requifement Job 1'5 Job 2 ' 2.47 .015

Skills Requirement Job 1 - Jdb 2 2.06  .042
Abilities Requirement Job 1 - Job 2 2.75 .007
Person-Job Fit Job 1 - Job 2 | ' 2,76. .007

* p < .006 ‘ ‘
Table 4. Paired f—Tests for P-O Fit Variables

o | t sig.
Value cOngruehce Job 1 - Job 2 5,50 .000~

Goal Congruence Job 1 - Job 2 ~ 4.94 .000*
Persdnality/Climéte Congruence Job 1 5.3% .000*
- Job 2 S |
Needs/Supplies‘Fit‘Job 1 - Job 2 6.41 .000*

2 .000~*

Person-Organization Fit Job 1 - Job 2 - 6.94

* p < .006

As shown in Table 3, all the P-J fit wvariables weré not

significant at the .006 alpha level, while as shown in #able

6, all the P-O fit variables were significant; However) due

to the extremely conservative alpha that was uSéd, caution

should be exercised_when interpreting results,
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. Dlscu551on R

ThlS study 1nvest1gates what jOb seekers percelve ‘as

_ilmportant when determlnlng flt w1th organlzatlons Are jobflh_:»~

!seekers looklng for flt w1th tasks on the jOb or are they
vvflooklng for flt between organlzatlonal var1ables7 ‘

””Spec1f1cally, thls study examlnes the components of person—\*

: yjob flt and person organlzatlon f1t ‘1n relatlon to. the jOb‘

Vrseeklng process and whether people are looklng for more than |
fit w1th the‘Job ;and looklng for flt at the organlzatlonal |
glevel.‘fln_addltlon, this study examlnes whether percelvedr,f?"
-P;O fit'can bekdefined by the-d1men51on5'of values,‘goals,;"

.personallty/cllmate,‘and needs/supplles,_and examlnes

ﬂjwhether percelved f1t on those d1mens1ons, 1nfluence job o

7§‘ch01ce 1ntentlons

ThlS study flrst assesses whether the four dlmenslons:
;of f1t (value congruence, goals congruence,bpersonallty/
lﬂcllmate congruence, and needs/supplles flt) are 1nd1cators yj
:of the latent construct percelved P- -0 flt Thls assessmentkf
'_was done through testlng the structural model 1n EQS
-Results support Hypothe31s 1. The model conflrms that the Hff
;four dlmen31ons of flt are 1nd1cators of percelved P O f1t g
yIn addltlon,‘the model conflrms that knowledge, skllls, and
‘y“abllltles in relatlon to meetlng task requlrements, are

1nd1cators of percelved p- J flt



HypotheSis 2. was supported by both the EQS analyses and
by the hierarchical regression analyses ; Results found
perceived P- O fit to predict jOb chOice intentions above and:
beyond perceived P -J flt In fact, p- -J fit did not
significantly predict job chOice intentions, rather P J fit
was found to influence P-0 fit.

The Significant results from the paired t-tests further
‘confirm the predictive relationship between P-0 fit and job
chOice intentions SpeCifically, there were Significant
differences between the P-O fit dimenSions for Job 1 and Job
2, indicating that participants perceived higher degrees of
fit on dimenSions With the jObS ‘they were likely to choose,
than on the dimenSions with the jObS they were not as likely
to choose. Results for the P-J fit dimensions did not show
Significant differences, again indicating that fit at the
job level is not the significant determinate in job chOice.

Overall, results,imply'that perceived}P—O.fit is more
influential of job choice than perceived P-J fit,twhich is
conSistent With much of the current literature However,.’
the initial attraction to a jOb or organization may resultv
from perceived P J fit. Perceived P-J fit then appears to
lead to overall perceived fit with the organization, as
results indicate in thlS study ‘ For example, Saks‘and

Ashforth (1997) indicated that a successful job search
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"extends beyond f1nd1ng f1t w1th a jOb to f1nd1ng flt w1th

‘_an organlzatlon : Slmllarly,aBowen et al 1ndlcated (1991),.;}?;"

ﬁlthat P- O flt matches both the content and context of the‘}
J‘job whereas P J flt 1mp11es only flt w1th the content of d.b:
the ]Ob | Hence,‘research and thlS current study hlghllght e
'the 1mportance of percelved fit at the organlzatlonal levelﬁ'
'when maklng job ch01ce dec131ons | | | S
| .As research has 1nd1cated people search for“
,organrzatlons to flnd compatlblllty between thelr personalur
'_characterlstlcs and organlzatlon characterlstlcs (e g ,“h

'gKrlstof'>l996 Judge & Cable, 1997) As 1dent1f1ed by

fKrlStOf (1996) and Judge and Cable (1997)j and*as'conflrmed ”‘ ]

' 1n thlS study, ]ob seekers percelve flt based upon the '
gcongruence and/or complements of the four dlfferent

',‘ﬁdlmens1ons ThlS study went beyond conflrmlng that value

. congruence, goal congruence, personallty/congruence, and

““?gneeds/supplles f1t are 1nd1cators of flt,ytO flnd that P O

vflt is predlctlve of ]Ob ch01ce 1ntent10ns

'lemltatlons

| Although thls study 1nd1cated that jOb seekers’f
perceptlons of flt w1th organlzatlonal characterlstlcs‘are
"more predlctlve of jOb ch01ce than perceptlons w1th the jOb
results are llmlted due to the use of self report data ‘

Results:arepbaSed‘upOn rnd1v1dualipercept10ns. .Perceptlons



of fit have been shown to ‘be more proélmal 1ndlcators.of
‘behavior and deo1s1on maklng (e.g,, Krlstof 1996 Judge &
‘ able; 1997), whenbcompared to‘actual~f1tf'~However, because’»»
«‘>thlS study does not have any dlrect 1nforﬁatlon about the -
| organlzatlons people were seeklng, ather only people s
.perceptlons, flndlngs are somewhat subjectlve d Part1c1pantsf
- may have exaggerated thelr responses w1th a generallzed |
~positive self report blas, Wthh could be a problem
In addltlon to the self- report llmltatlons, the
crlterlon varlable‘(job ch01ce 1ntentlons),vls alsova
limitation. - This study asked job seekers to rate how likely
they would have accepted a jOb, if glven the offer The -
scope'of this study did:not follow-through and see-which
jobsvthev»actually_ohoosef ‘Therefore,twe;have to make the
vassuﬁptlondthét.iob”seehers;'intentions ooinoide with actual
:"jéﬁ‘ahoiéé declsiOnslﬁkfﬁb | o

Future Research

Future research should focus-on thevlongitudinal
bperformance and attltudlnal outcomes of P O fit.
Spe01flcally, now that we know P- O fit 1ncludes
compatlblllty between values, goals, personalltles/cllmates,
‘and needs/supplies, research should,investigate how P—O fit
relates to work attitudes,;such as job.satisfaction»and

organizational‘commitment,~andbto performance measures, such .



-as product1v1ty | Studles should assess whether perceptlons;_,f
"of P O flt prlor to hlrlng, 1ncrease work attltudes and
performance as ‘an. employee In'addltlon, future research

.should focus on. how P- O flt 1mpacts actual jOb ch01ce, ',3If;y?

rather than ]Ob ch01ce 1ntentlons It is 1mportant to ’i;fgch

yﬁlnvestlgate whether job ch01ce 1ntent10ns are related to ;5f7

"factual jOb ch01ces

It 1s also 1m }ant‘forgfuture research tohlooks‘at~'

vm.-,where Job~seeker3ware at'in"their*job Search and assess how -

'that may affect thelr perceptlons of flt ';For example,_yol'”

hsomeone that 1s farther a long in- hls/her jOb search may

vhave a great degree of P O flt because he/she had more tlmegv:fhfy

ﬁto assess organlzatlonal attrlbutes Lastly, future»j'

:bresearch should con51der the dlfferent jObS that people arejf“ffg

looklng at and see. how job - type or profe851on 1mpact the
,relatlonshlp between P J f1t p-0 flt, and jOb ch01ce

“Impllcatlons

Flndlngs from thls present study prov1de support for

‘the 1mportance of percelved f1t when maklng jOb ch01ce

y‘dec151ons Thls s "dybhas found percelved person—

"organlzatlon flt to be predlctlve of jOb ch01ce 1ntentlons;pg~"

. above and beyond percelved person job flt, Wthh 1nd1cates T
'that compatlblllty w1th organlzatlonal attrlbutes 1s

w‘1mportant to 1nd1v1duals when seeklng organlzatlons Muchzf
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of the research has focused on. f1t at the task level rather:53>

ffthan at the organlzatlon level (e g ,- Saks & Ashford 1997)
'EfWe are beglnnlng to flnd that contextual factors such as 'iff
dy'culture and cllmate are 1mportant when maklng ch01ces

‘”These results 1mply that organlzatlons need to attend to‘v |

.f‘factors that ‘are 1mportant to jOb seekers As shown 1n thlsi p'

‘study, values, goals,. llmate, and supplles are 1mportant ”f"'i
alfactors that jOb seekers look at when searchlng for jObS |
»:;Ind1v1duals self select organlzatlons to work for, based
-1upon perceptlons.of organlzatlonal flt ‘ lly | o
Results suggest that 1n order for organlzatlons‘to .
l'attract quallfled candldates, they need to portray an
iorganlzatlonal 1mage that hlghllghts such components of )

’fthelr values and goals Whether it be through recrultment

’-vpractlces or the selectlon process 1tself organlzatlons'f

-;,need to flnd ways to make the job seeker awarefo -their o
e‘attrlbutes in order to attract “flttlng” Candldates.,.;

In sum, th1s present study has 1dent1f1ed value

"congruence, goal congruence, personallty/cllmate congruence,,}'

5¥fand needs/supplles flt to be 1ndlcators of percelved person—V*
'horganlzatlon flt In addltlon, thls study has demonstrated
bzf"the 1mportance of percelved person organlzatlon f1t to jOb ‘H

'f;ch01ce 1ntentlons
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APPENDIX A: INFORMED CONSENT AND SURVEY
Informed Consent

Thank you for taking your time to partnmpate in thls study. Your time is greatly appreciated. Carne Rodgers Masters
Student of Industrial/Organizational Psychology, California State University San Bernardino, is conducting this study in
part for her Master’s thesis on Person Organization fit, under the supervision of Dr. Janelle Gilbert. The purpose of
this research is to assess peoples’ percept|ons of “fit" or compatibility with the organlzatlons and ]ObS they are seekmg
for employment. . ,

To be qualified for a partnmpant you must be in the process of searchmg for jObS and must be at least 18 years old.

You may be at the very beginning of your job search, (e.g., in the information seeking phase) or you may actually be
interviewing with organizations. However, you must be considering at Ieast two jobs and/or two orgamzatlons to work :
for. .

Your part:cnpatlon includes filling out the attached survey. The survey should take about 20 minutes to complete All of
your responses will remain anonymous and be used for research purposes only. You are strongly encouraged to
respond to all items, yet if you feel unable or unwilling to respond to a particular item, please skip it. Partucnpatlon in this
study is completely voluntary and if you have aneed to withdrawal, you will not be penallzed

This study has been approved by the Institutional Rewew Board at California State UmverSIty San Bernardmo If you
‘have any questions, please contact Carne Rodgers at (909) 880-5587. :

Thank you again for your partncupatlon
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Many jb seekers have alternatives they can choose from when making job choices. Assuming you are considering
multiple jobs, please only pick two for the purposes of this study. This study is interested in assessing two of the jobs
you are considering. The two jobs you choose to describe will be referred to as Job 1 and Job 2. Please briefly

- describe both jobs in the space provided.

D 1

JOB 1 - Please briefly describe the first job (Job 1) you are considering (e.g., position, sélafy, organizaﬁon,- industry,
etc.). : . ' o S o

JOB 2- Please brieﬂy describe the second job (Job 2)- you are considering (€.g., position, salary, drgan’iz'ation, S
industry, etc.): S ‘ - ; e .

For items A and B, please rate your likelihood of choosing the jobs you are considering, independent of each other.

Please circle the appropriate response. For item C, please compare the two job choices you are consideringand -
indicate which you would more likely accept. There are no right or wrong answers. - Please use your best judgment.
A. Assuming you received a job offer from Job “'1",vhow likely ér'e"yout@ accept it? _‘ N
1 2 3 45 8 7
Very Unlikely ' N o Llikely - T ~ Very Likely

"B Assuming‘_;yqu received a job offer ffom Job 2, how likely are you to acceptit? .

Very Unlikely - o0 ~ Likely . " \VeryLikely

C. Assuming you have been offéred both jobs; which would you more likely accept?

bl b2
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The remaining items on the survey will be assessing the degree to which you match or “fit" the two jobs you are
considering. First, read through the items and rate each according to Jo 1. Place th ropriate number usin
the scale below in each blank to indicate your degree of agreement. After you are done, repeat the process and
answer the same items for Job 2. Please use your best judgment when rating each item. It may be helpful to
consider such information as the job advertisement, organizational descriptions, friends, media, the recruiter, the
interview process, etc. when rating the items. There are no right or wrong answers. Please use the following scale
when rating the items: o

1 2 3 -4 : 5 6 7
Not at all Very small Small Moderate Great Verygreat  Completely
degree degree degree ~ degree . degree '

Section 1: Person-Job Fit. This section measures the degree to which you feel your knowledge, skills, and abilities
meet the task requirements of the two jobs your are considering. Knowledge can be thought of in terms of your
education or “what you know” (e.g., knowledge of mathematics or accounting). Your skills, for example, may include
typing, giving presentations, or working on car engines. Abilities reflect what you can do (e.g., ability to work in team
settings or work outside). The task requirements of the job include the specific duties that are required (e.g., tasks for
an administrative job include typing, taking notes; answering phones, etc.). ‘

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Not at all Very small Small - Moderate Great  Verygreat - Completely
degree ' »degree degree degree degree
| Job1 Job2

1 To what degree does your knowledge match the task requifements of
the job? ’ ‘
2 To what degree do your skills match the task requirements of the job?

'3 Towhat degree‘do your abilities meet the task requirements of the job?

4 Towhatdegree aré»yqu attracted fo the tasks of the job? -

5 To what degree are the tasks on the jbb similar to the tasks you want to '
- . perform? A .
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L Sectrgn g Value Congruengg Thrs sectlon measures the degree to whrch your values match or “ﬁt” the values of thls : E - . o
o »orgamzatron Both you and the orgamzatron are most Irkely gorng to have values around honesty, farmess concem for
o _others and achlevement ' Ee T , o : e

Not at all - Very smaII Small Moderate  Great .~ Verygreat Completely ~
degree ' degree . ,»degree ' ‘d‘e_grjee degree R T Rt
Honesty canbereferred to as the refusal to m|s|ead others for personal o e

.gain and/or.acting in accordance with one’s true feelings. ‘According to
“this definition, to what degree do your values of honesty match the
orgamzatlon S values of honesty’? : FEN

2 Farrness can be deﬁned asa state of rmpartralrty for example judgrng A
dlsagreements in an impartial fashion, or considering different points ¢ of e
view before ating: According to this definition, to what degree to your .
’alues on farrness match th orgamzatlon s vatues of farmess?

;havrng a canng, oompassronate
;demeanor Often times thls is shown through helping others perform . . .
difficult robs ore ncouragrng others who are having a bad day. Accordmg SRR
.. tothis deﬁmtron to what degree to your values of concern: for others

match the orgamzatron s concern for others? S

r-~~-~--—‘4;-i Achrevement can be referred to asthe concern for the advancement of___ o

- _-one's career, or willingness to work hard and take upon additional :

- responsrbllrtres ‘According to this definition, to what degree do your. - S

. values of achrevement match the organlzatron s values of achrevement FOPE
pnncrples'? P : : L

5 Overall to what degree do you feel your values match the organrzatrons
,values? S S , RIS




Ség_tion 3 Ggall Congruénce. This se_ctidnxmeasu"res ‘thve degfee to which your goalé match the organization’s goais.
_Using the example of an academic setting, goals may include 1) increase student's basic skills, 2) increase breadth of
- courses, or 3) increase staff development, etc. Lo SR o

f 2 3 4 5 6 7

~ Notatall g_Very small ~ Small Moderate ~  Great Very great Completely
. - .degree - ‘degree  degree degree - degree ’
. Job1 - Job2

1 - To what degree are your goals similar to the organizatioﬁ's goals?

, 2 Towhat degfée do you strive for W_hat the organization strives for?

3 Towhat degree do you agree with the gbals of the organization?

Section 4: Personality/Climate Congruence. This section measures the degree to which your personality matches the
personality of the organization (i.e., organizational climate). Organizational climate is usually made up of the physical
work environment, communication patterns and expectations of employees. Individual personality-as well as
‘organizational climate can be thought of in terms of flexibility, sociability, creativity, cooperativeness, and
conscientiousness. ‘ ’

1 2 3 4 5 6 ' 7

- Notatal Very small Small Moderate Great - Very great | Completely
. degree degree . -degree - degree degree ,
o o Job1  Job2

1 To what degree does your level of flexibility meet the organization's level
of flexibility? :

2 To what degree does your level of sociability meet the organization’s
" level of sociability?

3 To what degree does your level of creativity meet the organization’s
level of creativity? : .

4 To what degree does your leve! of cooperativeness meet the
organization's level of cooperativeness? '

5 To what degree does your level of conscientiousness meet the
organization's level of conscientiousness?

" 6 Overall, to what degree does your personality match the personality of
the organization?
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Section 5: Needs/Supplies Fit. This section measures the degree to which you percerve your needs will be fulfilled by
the organization’s supplies. For example, individuals are likely to have financial and growth needs.in which they expect
organizations to fulfill those needs through pay, bonuses, challenging work, etc. On the other hand, the organization is
also looking for needs to be fulfilled (e. g productrvrty skills, etc) by individual supphes (eg. trme effort, knowledge
skills, and abilities, etc.). ‘

P S N 4 _5 ':6 '-'7

Notatall . Verysmall ~° y"‘;l‘:s'rnal'l, ~ " Moderate ~  Great ~ Verygreat  Completely
' o degree : degree - 'degree' - degree - degree
e : o , b w2

1 Towhat degree do you feel the organlzatton wrll supply you with what
you need? . , . S _

-2 To what ‘degree do you feel the orgamzatron will grve you the rewards
you need (e g pay, promottonal opportumtres recogmtlon etc.).

3 Towhat degree do you feel the organlzatlon will meet your needs for
achievement? (Need for achievement is defined as the degree to which
you need to be challenged at work, focus on individual effort, and have a

- competitive dlsposrtlon) : -

4 Towhat degree do you feel you supply somethrng that the orgamzatron
needs that others do not have?

- —=5-—=Fo what degree -do-you-feel: your needs erI be: supphed by the
organization as well as the organization's needs be met by your -
supplres" - '
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Gender
~a) Female
-b) Male

Age

Race
a) African Amencan
b) Hispanic Latino
c¢) - American Indian
d) Asian
e) White
f)_ Other.

Education (please circle the hlghest level achleved)
a) some high school
'b)  high school degree
c) some college
d) - Bachelors Degree
- e) Masters Degree
- f) - Doctorate Degree

Years of work experience
@) less than ayear
b) 1-5years
c) 5-10years
d) 10 -20years -
-e) more than 20
) “nowork experlence

Current»Occuvpatlon:‘ ,‘

How"mény job options are your’curre'n»t‘ly conSidering?
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| Appendix B:
Figure 1: Hyp

EQS Models
othesized Model
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- Appendix B: EQ”SV"Y,Mcj)delts
Figure 2: Modified Model for Job 1

“*=p <.05 ) :

+ = Variance of path fixed to scale of Goal Congruence
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Appendix B: EQS Models
Figure 3: Modified Model for Job 2

*

p <.05 :
t = Variance of path fixed to scale of Goal Congruenc
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‘Appendix C: 'Tableg of Intercorrelations

'Intercorrélations for Job 1

Skill Requirement .764*

Variables =~ . - Knowledge  Skill - ‘Abilities -~ Person-Job  Value Goal Personality/  Needs/ ~ Person-
: ~ Requirement = Requirement  Requirement Fit - Congruence = Congruence  Climate ~  Supplies Fit- - Organization
- - - __ Congruence - Fit
“Knowledge _ = T
Requirement

© Abiities 561 700"
Requirement / ' :
Person-JobFit ~ 887%  e27™ 840" |
Value Congruence 44 26* 2080 20t
Goal Congruence 301 283 318" 3y e
Personality/ Climate ~ .316* 341" 431" 406" 692* 651
Congruence ‘ ’ , e ’ . : -
Needs 33" 35 arse 3t s TMt 708"
Supplies Fit - o o o . T
Person-Organization .317* 337 -39t 391 P XY V1 L 900" 872"
Fit | | - T
**p<.001

*p<05 o
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Appendix C (continued): Tables of Intercorrelations

Intercorrelations for Job 2

Variables Kndwledge Skill Abilities Person-Job  Value Goal Personality/ ~ Needs/

Person-
‘Requirement  Requirement . Requirement  Fit Congruence ~ Congruence  Climate Supplies Fit  Organization
: Congruence Fit
Knowledge
Requirement

Skill Requirement 731"

Abilities , 651" 798"

Requirement ,

Person-JobFit 877" 932 904

Value Congruence 142 125 .241* .188*

Goal Congruence .246* .235* 231" .265™ 573

Personality/ Climate ~ .299** 307+ 387+ 366" 589" 636

Congruence - : , ' :

Needs/ .241**. 318+ 347+ 334+ 480 614* ©.e51
Supplies Fit : , v

Person-Organization  .279* .297* 372+ .359* 802+ 815" ~.880* .825*
Fit o

**p<.001

*p<.05
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