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Intro

· P-O fit is an important concept for managers.

· Hiring and socializing for P-O fit is considered key to maintaining an effective workforce in today’s rapidly changing market.

· The paper has 4 goals:

· Defining P-O fit

· Discussion of measurements

· Propose a framework of antecedents and consequences

· Recommend further areas of investigation

Definition of Person-Organization Fit

· Two-step approach to defining P-O fit

· Present the most common operationalizations

· Distinguish between P-O fit and other types of P-E concepts

· Multiple Conceptualizations P-O fit

· Most often defined as compatibility between individuals and organizations
· Compatibility can be distinguished by supplementary fit & complementary fit
· Supplementary = “a person ‘supplements, embellishes, or possesses characteristics which are similar to other individuals’ in an environment” (p.3)

· Complementary = a person completes an environment by adding something that is missing.

· Another concept is the needs-supplies or demands-abilities rubric 

· These two concepts can be integrated into a comprehensive definition (see Figure 1 on p.4)

· “the compatibility between people and organizations that occurs when: (a) at least one entity provides what the other needs, or (b) they share similar fundamental characteristics, or (c) both.” (p.4-5)

· recognizes that optimum fit can be achieved (p. 6)

· Operationalizations of P-O Fit

· Past research has focused on 4 operationalizations

· Investigations of supplementary fit

· Measuring similar characteristics of individuals and orgs.

· Looking for congruence of perspectives

· The same as person-culture fit & value congruence

· Goal congruence

· Employ’s Schneider’s (1987) attraction-selection-attrition (ASA)

· Used to explain “the increase of within-organization homogeneity over time” (p.5)

· Investigations of complementary fit

· Needs-supplies perspective; matching individual needs with org. features

· “A person will be satisfied with work if his or her needs are fulfilled by the environment” (p.6)

· P-O fit as a match between P-O climate (aka: organizational personality)

· Definition sounds like supplementary but often measured as complementary

Other Forms of Person-Environment Fit

· Person-Vocation (P-V) fit

· Broadest level of the work environment

· Super (1953) “people choose an occupation based on its congruence with their self-concepts” (p.7)

· Holland (1985) “people and occupations have ‘personalities’” characterized by RIASEC (realistic, investigative, artistic, social, enterprising, and conventional) types (p.7)

· Person-Group (P-G) fit

· Relevant to teamwork

· Compatibility between individuals and work groups

· Definition of work group varies

· Rarely investigate antecedents or consequences

· Similar to “team compassion” literature

· Homogeneity of group influences outcomes

· Person-Job (P-J) fit

· “Compatibility of individuals with specific jobs” (p.8)

· Edwards (1991) fit of abilities and demands

· Definition of “job” varies 

· Should
be defined by tasks of job rather than the org it exists in.

Measuring Person-Organization Fit

· Commensurate Measurement

· Describes ‘both person and org. with the same content dimensions’ (p.9)

· Recommended because ‘it ensures mutual relevance of characteristics’ (p.9)

· Debate over necessity

· Patsfall & Feimer (1985) suggest a priori hypotheses can determine relevance

· Perfectly commensurate measurement is difficult to achieve (p.10)

· Direct and Indirect Measures of Fit

· Direct measurement

· Asking individuals directly if good fit exists

· Posner, Kouzes, & Schmidt (1985): asked managers about their fit perspectives. Those who indicated that their values fit with the org’s also reported higher positive outcomes (i.e., personal achievement & org commitment)

· Beneficial for constructs that are subjective or deal with perceptions = good fit exists if it is perceived to exist (p.11)

· Criticisms

· Edwards (1991): an individual’s perceptions confound the constructs, precluding ability to estimate independent effects.

· Defining the constructs becomes an issue.

· Consistency bias

· Indirect measures

· Used to assess actual or objective fit

· “explicit comparison” of individual and org characteristics (p.11)

· Two techniques discussed: cross-level & individual-level

· Indirect cross-levels measurement

· Commonly used to assess complementary and supplementary fit

· Involves measuring at two levels: individual & org.

· Individual’s characteristics are independent (individuals vary in their traits and are unrelated)

· Org characteristics are measured by averaging across individuals’ perceptions

· Agreement must exist between lower-level and upper-levels before something can be established as an org value

· Indirect individual-level measurement

· Measures individuals’ perceptions of org values/characteristics

· Typically in parallel questions

· E.g., “what do you value?” “what does your company value?” (p.14)

· Reasoning for this type of measure

· Nisbett & Ross, 1980) “people’s perceptions of reality drive their cognitive appraisals of and reactions to specific situations” (p.14)

· Indices of Actual Fit

· 2 most used measures

· “a calculation of a product term that reflects the moderating effects of one of the entities…on the relationship between the other entity and an outcome variable” (p.15)

· the interaction between person and org

· “the reduction of person and org measures into a single index reflecting the degree of similarity between them” (p.15)

