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Testing a Multidimensional Theory of Person-Environment Fit 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Abstract 

 

The current study examines the validity of a multidimensional Person-Environment 

(PE) fit model proposed by Jansen and Kristof-Brown (2006). The overall aim of the 

paper is to test the model’s factor structure and influences upon outcome measures. A 

panel of organizational employees from a wide range of companies and locations 

were asked to complete a survey (n = 1,875) measuring five discrete dimensions of 

perceptual PE fit (Person-Organization, Person-People, Person-Job, Person-Group, 

and Person-Vocation) and three outcomes (organizational commitment, intention to 

leave, and job satisfaction). The first sequence of analysis tested the proposed model 

using Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) statistical approaches. Model comparisons 

showed that Jansen and Kristof-Brown’s (2006) original model in which the five 

dimensions of fit coalesce into a multidimensional construct was a poor fit with the 

data, but that a model in which the five dimensions of fit operate independently fit the 

data well. The second sequence of analysis found that the model without the 

multidimensional construct strongly predicted the outcomes of commitment, job 

satisfaction, and intention to leave. This paper discusses the implication of this 

research in relation to the PE fit literature.  
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Testing a Multidimensional Theory of Person-Environment Fit 

 

This paper explores the multidimensionality of employees’ fit. In particular, the 

aim of the present paper is to test the long-term temporal stage of the 

multidimensional model of Person-Environment (PE) fit advanced by Jansen and 

Kristof-Brown (2006) empirically. 

The notion of multidimensional fit has emerged as a reaction to the difficulty that 

researchers have had pinning down the concept of fit. Whereas most people 

understand what being a “misfit” is like, e.g., not getting on with people, feeling like 

an outsider, a desire to leave the organization (Schneider, 1987) or looking for bolt 

holes in which to shelter from the storm (Van Vianen and Stoelhorst, 2007), they do 

not naturally have an understanding of what being a “fit” is (Billsberry et al., 2005). 

Researchers have had similar difficulties conceptualizing fit despite efforts to provide 

a definition of the term (Cable and Edwards, 2004; Harrison, 2007; Kristof, 1996; 

Ostroff and Schulte, 2007). This has resulted in considerable variation in the way that 

researchers conceptualize fit in their studies (Harrison, 2007). Consequently, “fit” is 

regularly termed an “elusive” concept and one that defies definition (Edwards and 

Shipp, 2007; Harrison, 2007; Jansen and Kristof-Brown, 2006; Judge and Ferris, 

1992; Kristof, 1996; Rynes and Gerhart, 1990). 

Deconstructed, Undeconstructed, and Reconstructed Fit  

Management scholars have been interested in the interaction of workers and the 

environments they inhabit for over 100 years (Parsons, 1909; Schneider, 1987). This 

domain, which is called person-environment (PE) or organizational fit, has witnessed 

a large number of empirical studies and experiments, but researchers have struggled 

to define the “elusive criterion of fit” (Jansen and Kristof-Brown, 2006; Judge and 
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Ferris, 1992). The problem is that both people and the environments they inhabit are 

multidimensional. These dimensions include “internal” factors such as personality, 

values, attitudes, skills, emotions, and goals, and “external” factors such as job 

requirements, expected behavior, organizational culture, pay structures, and 

collegiality. Researchers have been faced with the seemingly impossible problem of 

capturing all of the internal and external dimensions and mapping how they fit 

together to influence behavior. In short, there are many forms of fit (Edwards and 

Shipp, 2007), researchers do not know if all forms of fit have been identified 

(Billsberry et al., 2005), and it is not known how they all fit together (Jansen and 

Kristof-Brown, 2006). 

As the task of identifying, capturing, and combining all of the various factors 

influencing fit is so massive, most studies have theorized a link between singular 

aspects of the person and the environment. Chatman (1991), for example, focused on 

values and showed that the congruence of individual and organizational values 

predicts job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and tenure. Turban and Keon 

(1993) found that people with a high need to achieve were more attracted to 

organizations that offered a merit-based reward structure (i.e., those that rewarded 

performance over seniority) than people with a low need to achieve. They also 

showed that people with low self-esteem were more attracted to decentralized 

organizational structures (and larger firms) than people with high self-esteem, thereby 

suggesting that people are attracted to organizations that mirror their personality. In 

addition to values and personality, other personal factors that have been explored 

include goals, interests, and attitudes.  

But it is on the environmental side of the fit equation where most attention has 

been directed. For example, Caldwell and O’Reilly (1990) focused on Person-Job (PJ) 
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fit and demonstrated that a fit can be identified between employees and the type of 

work and also with the skills they use. Other researchers considered the fit between 

people and their vocations (PV fit; Holland, 1985; Moos, 1987), their colleagues 

(variously called Person-Person, Person-People (PP), and Person-Individual fit; 

Graves and Powell, 1995), their work groups (PG; Adkins et al., 1996; Barsade et al., 

2000; Becker, 1992; Hobman et al., 2003), their organizations (PO; Chatman, 1991; 

O’Reilly et al., 1991; Vancouver and Schmitt, 1991), and their supervisors (PS; 

Adkins et al., 1994). In addition to variations in the way that the person and the 

environment parts of the fit equation have been deconstructed, there is also great 

variety in the constructs and behaviors that have been predicted in fit research 

(Kristof-Brown et al., 2005). The most commonly operationalized are job satisfaction, 

tenure, staff turnover, organizational commitment, organizational citizenship 

behaviors, performance, and absenteeism (Kristof-Brown et al., 2005). 

These studies represent the mainstream of research into organizational fit. They 

are based on a theoretical deconstruction of the concept of “fit”. They involve the 

comparison of one aspect of the person with one aspect of the environment to predict 

a behavioral or psychological outcome. The legacy of these studies is a mass of 

findings involving many individual factors (personality, values, goals, etc.), even 

more environmental factors (jobs, organizations, vocations, etc.), and a myriad of 

dependent variables (job satisfaction, tenure, staff turnover, etc.). An additional factor 

that further deconstructs “fit” is variation in the way that “fit” is conceptualized and 

measured. Harrison (2007: 389) recorded “similarity, congruence, alignment, 

agreement, composition, compilation, configuration, matching, and interactionist” 

forms of conceptualization. Such is the bewildering array of definitions, methods, and 

findings that some scholars have begun to wonder what this thing called fit is. 
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Drawing a retail analogy, Harrison (2007: 389) stated, “I’m lost in the supermarket of 

fit research, and I haven’t yet stepped inside!” 

Two responses have emerged to resolve the definitional problems inherent in the 

deconstructed mainstream approach.  The first of the responses is to reconstruct fit 

from the various components that have been theoretically separated out. This 

approach is collectively known as multidimensional fit. Three motivations drive such 

work. First, as mentioned earlier, one goal is to move the field back to people’s 

overarching sense of fit (or misfit) by attempting to unite the various forms of fit. 

Second, by combining different dimensions of fit as predictor variables, researchers 

hope to find more predictive power. Third, various scholars (e.g., Jansen and Kristof-

Brown, 2006; Sekiguchi, 2004, 2007) suggested that the different dimensions of fit 

play different roles and have different emphases at different points of the employment 

relationship. For example, Jansen and Kristof-Brown (2006) predicted that PJ and PP 

forms of fit will be evident during job search, while PO and PJ forms of fit will be 

prominent during socialization. Kristof-Brown et al. (2002) conducted an empirical 

study in which they showed that PO, PG, and PJ forms of fit simultaneously predicted 

work satisfaction. This study furthered understanding of how these forms of fit 

influence outcomes, but it shifted attention away from any overall, multidimensional 

model of fit (Law et al., 1998). 

The most ambitious contribution on multidimensional fit came from Jansen and 

Kristof-Brown (2006) who developed a model encompassing five different 

dimensions of fit (PV, PO, PG, PJ, and PP) and five stages of employment (Pre-

recruitment, Recruitment/Job Search, Selection/Job Choice, Socialization, and Long-

term Tenure). In brief, they predicted that the five forms of fit (PV, PO, PG, PJ, and 

PP) combine to comprise multidimensional PE fit. Their conjecture is that these 
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different dimensions of PE fit have more or less salience at different points in 

someone’s employment. Before thinking about joining an organization, PV is 

relevant. During job search, PJ and PP fit become important and PJ and PO come to 

the fore during selection. During socialization, PO and PJ are predicted to be the most 

salient and during long-term tenure, all five forms are relevant (this final phase of the 

cycle is the focus of this paper). During long-term tenure, the authors predicted that 

multidimensional PE fit will predict the individual-level outcomes of satisfaction, 

commitment, and withdrawal (see Figure I). 

INSERT FIG. I ABOUT HERE 

Jansen and Kristof’s (2006) model has an integrative design in that it predicts how 

the various dimensions of fit combine with people’s sense of fit. In effect, this model 

suggests that the multiple dimensions of fit are facets of a single overarching sense of 

fit. However, as noted earlier, the construct of fit is an elusive concept and as the 

authors point out, it is unclear how the various dimensions of fit combine, or whether 

they do combine, to produce an overarching sense of fit. Consequently, an alternative 

model readily offers itself based on Kristof-Brown et al.’s (2002) findings (see Figure 

II). In this model, there is no overarching sense of fit and instead multiple dimensions 

of fit remain separate as predictors of the outcomes. Rather than construing 

multidimensional fit as a reconstruction of various dimensions of fit, this model 

accepts the logic in the deconstructed approach to fit and assumes that the various 

dimensions of fit operate separately on behavioral and psychological outcomes. 

INSERT FIG. II ABOUT HERE 

The second response is to study “fit” as an undeconstructed construct. This 

undeconstructed form of fit is known as “perceived” fit (also known as “Gestalt fit”) 

and it relates to a person’s overall sense of fit to their employing organization. 
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Perceived fit is usually captured via subjective methods, that is, research instruments 

that allow respondents to report a direct assessment of their compatibility (Kristof et 

al., 2005). For example, a person might be asked to say how much they agree with a 

statement like, “My personal values match my organization’s values and culture” 

(Cable and DeRue, 2002: 879). Although studies of perceived fit have been derided 

for their lack of theoretical rigor (e.g., Harrison, 2007), they have maintained a place 

in PE fit research. This is due to their central role in the theory underpinning 

organizational fit, such as Schneider’s (1987) ASA theory, which talks about 

employees behaving as a result of their overall sense of fit. For example, “people who 

do not fit an environment well will tend to leave it” (Schneider, 1987: 442). In 

addition, a major meta-analysis has shown that perceived fit is a much stronger 

correlate of behavioral and psychological outcomes than deconstructed forms of fit 

(Kristof-Brown et al., 2005). 

Researchers in the UK used cognitive mapping techniques to explore how the 

deconstructed dimensions of fit (e.g., PJ, PV, PG, and PP) relate to undeconstructed 

perceived fit. By asking people to talk about the things that influence their sense of fit, 

Billsberry et al. (2005) showed that perceived fit is much richer than previously 

expected. In total, the researchers (Billsberry et al., 2005, Billsberry et al., 2008; 

Talbot and Billsberry, 2007) found sixteen different dimensions of fit. In addition to 

the expected dimensions of fit described in the literature, people included work/life 

balance, extra-work factors, and aspects of the physical environment in their sense of 

fit. Although their exploratory qualitative methodology shows that undeconstructed fit 

largely comprises of the known discrete dimensions of fit, their method was unable to 

provide a definitive breakdown of perceived fit or show how the various 

deconstructed dimensions of fit coalesce. 
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The current paper tests both Jansen and Kristof-Brown’s (2006) original model 

(Figure I) and the alternative one presented in Figure II. The purpose of this 

comparison is to provide insight into the nature of fit. Do people have an overarching 

sense of fit or are perceptions of fit closely linked to salient features of the 

organizational environment? Following Jansen and Kristof-Brown (2006), Structured 

Equation Modeling (SEM) techniques are used to perform the analysis. In addition, 

this study offers a quantitative follow-up to the qualitative studies of Billsberry and 

his colleagues (Billsberry et al., 2005, Billsberry et al., 2008; Talbot and Billsberry, 

2007) with the aim of testing their construction of perceived fit. 

METHOD 

Design, Procedure, and Sample 

Participants were recruited via StudyResponse, an organization based at Syracuse 

University, which offers researchers access to a database of people willing to 

complete online questionnaires in return for a small inducement. These respondents 

are primarily based in the United States, in a broad range of organizations and are 

thought to be a representative sample of company employees (Buchanan and Smith, 

1999; Davis, 2007; Dennis and Winston, 2003; Judge et al., 2006; Maurer et al. 2007; 

Piccolo et al., 2008; Piccolo and Colquitt, 2006). Maurer et al. (2007: 341) described 

the sample as “a diverse demographic composition”, while Dennis and Winston 

(2003: 456) stated that the database contains “a cross section of the population in 

terms of age, education, and gender”. Respondents in the current study was entered 

into a draw to win one of 100 $50 Amazon vouchers. A hotlink to the survey 

instrument was embedded within email messages that were distributed to participants 

asking them to complete the online questionnaire. A reminder was sent out one week 

following the first invitation to participate. The data gathering period closed a week 
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later. 

Ten thousand working people primarily based in the USA were targeted for the 

current study. 2,593 of the targeted people completed the online questionnaire (26%). 

2,289 were valid responses of which 1,875 remained once they were filtered to 

remove people who had been employed for less than a year at their current employer 

or who did not respond to the tenure question. 689 (36.7%) were men and 1,186 

(63.3%) were women. Average organizational tenure for employees was seven years 

and average age was 31 to 35 years.  

Measures 

Person-Environment Fit. One of the problems preventing researchers from 

studying multidimensional fit is the difficulty constructing measures that capture all 

dimensions of fit. Traditionally these have been captured separately and have slightly 

varying formats. To avoid problems such as combining dissimilar methods, it was 

decided that a new instrument should be developed to capture multidimensional fit 

across its various forms. The starting point was the sixteen dimensions of fit in 

Billsberry et al. (2008). These sixteen different dimensions of fit emerged following 

two in-depth qualitative studies of employees’ perceptions of fit. Billsberry et al. 

(2008) employed the causal mapping method outlined in Billsberry et al. (2005). In 

this approach, one-to-one interviews are conducted in which participants are asked to 

talk about their “sense of fit”. To help them do this, they are presented with a large 

piece of paper with the word “Fit” placed in the center. They are then asked to 

embellish the piece of paper with factors that influence their sense of fit thereby 

creating a causal map of their fit. The benefits of this approach are that it helps the 

participants uncover causes that may have been unconsciously held, it triggers new 

ideas through a process called “spreading activation” (Daniels et al.,1995), it allows 
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participants to check that their description of their fit accords with their experience of 

the construct by visually scanning the map, and, crucially for an exploratory design, 

allows participants to describe their fit free from the researchers’ preconceptions. In 

their first in-depth study, Billsberry et al. (2008) conducted these in-depth sessions 

with 63 members of a higher education establishment. Afterwards, their second study 

sought to validate their emerging definition of fit with further sessions with 38 people 

in six organizations in different sectors and geographical locations. After the maps 

were coded for the type of fit being described, fifteen different dimensions of fit were 

revealed (nature of work, skills and knowledge, behavior, colleagues, relationship, 

manager, physical working environment, terms and conditions of employment, 

opportunities for growth and development, opportunities for achievement, 

organizational behavior, organizational values, organizational mission, organizational 

reputation, and work/life balance). To be included in the typology, a type of fit had to 

appear on at least 20% of the maps. 

For the current study, three experienced organizational fit researchers reviewed 

the fifteen dimensions of fit and selected nine of them that aligned with Jansen and 

Kristof-Brown’s (2006) multidimensional model. In addition, vocation fit, which had 

been mentioned by fewer than ten of Billsberry et al.’s (2008) participants, was added 

so that all dimensions of fit in the model could be captured. Then, following the 

advice of Nagy (2002), each dimension of fit was constructed as a single item for use 

on a Likert-style questionnaire (e.g., “How do the organization’s values fit with the 

values you think it should hold?”). Participants’ answers were recorded on a 1 

(Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree) Likert scale. PO fit was represented by four 

dimensions (Organizational Values (OV), Terms and Conditions of Employment 

(TCE), Opportunities for Growth and Development (OGD), and Physical Working 



 12 

Environment (PWE); Cronbach’s alpha = 0.81). PP fit was represented by two 

dimensions (Relationship (RE) and Individual Behavior (IB); Cronbach’s alpha = 

0.71). PJ fit was also represented by two dimensions (Skills and Knowledge (SK) and 

Nature of Work (NW); Cronbach’s alpha = 0.70). PG fit and PV fit were both 

represented by one dimension each (Colleagues (CO) and Vocation (VOC)). This 

approach of using single-item measures follows the recommendations of Billsberry et 

al. (2005), Billsberry et al. (2008) and, Talbot and Billsberry (2007) and has the 

benefit of capturing the essence of the construct which is particularly helpful when the 

precise construction of the construct is unknown (Nagy, 2002; cf. Churchill, 1979).  

Organizational Commitment. Commitment was measured using four questions 

from Hult’s (2005) organizational commitment measure which is originally derived 

from the “Porter scale” (Porter et al., 1974). Participants were asked to report their 

responses on a 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 7 (Strongly Agree) Likert scale. An example 

of an item is “I am proud to be working for my organization”. For purposes of the 

current study, the four questions have been averaged to produce an overall score for 

organizational commitment. The Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficient for the five 

items is 0.80.  

Intention to Leave.  In the present study, withdrawal has been represented by 

“intention to leave”. Three items were used to measure intention to leave adapted 

from Hom et al. (1984). Respondents’ answers were reported on a 1 (Strongly 

Disagree) to 7 (Strongly Agree) Likert scale. A sample item is “I intend to leave the 

organization in the next 12 months”. The three items were averaged to produce one 

single overall measure of intention to leave. The Cronbach’s alpha reliability 

coefficient for the three items is 0.83. 
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Job Satisfaction. Five items measuring facets of job satisfaction from Nagy 

(2002) were chosen for the current study. Respondents’ answers were reported on a 1 

(Strongly Disagree) to 7 (Strongly Agree) Likert scale. An example of an item is “My 

work compares well to the type of work I would like to do”. Principal Components 

Analysis (PCA) was conducted using Varimax rotation to test the factor structure of 

the five different facets of job satisfaction. One component with an eigenvalue greater 

than 1.0 was generated with a variance of 56.18. Since the PCA indicates that the five 

items are all measuring a similar concept, they have been scored into one overall 

measure of job satisfaction. The Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficient for the five 

items is 0.80. 

Analysis 

The analysis in the current study follows the following procedure. Initially, 

preliminary analysis and a correlation table will be produced showing the 

relationships between all variables in the study. This will be followed by two 

Confirmatory Factor Analyses (CFA) to test the factor structure of the 

multidimensional PE fit model proposed by Jansen and Kristof-Brown (2006) and the 

alternative model. Structural equation modeling analysis will then test the predictive 

influence of the best fitting PE fit model upon the three outcome measures included in 

the present study (commitment, intention to leave, and job satisfaction).       

RESULTS 

Preliminary Analysis 

For many years, researchers in organizational behavior have raised concerns about 

common method variance biases (Williams et al., 1989). It has been suggested that 

relationships between self-report measures can become exaggerated due to 

measurement method (Kline et al., 2000). In order to test for the presence of method 
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variance bias within the current study, a sequence of statistical approaches were 

undertaken. First, Harman’s single-factor test was performed. This test is one of the 

most widely used approaches by researchers (Podsakoff and Organ, 1986; Podsakoff 

et al., 1984). All variables in the study were entered into an exploratory factor 

analysis to examine the unrotated factor solution (Anderson and Batemen, 1997). No 

single factor emerged from the analysis indicating that there is no substantial amount 

of common method variance present in the current data. Confirmatory factor analysis 

using the single-factor technique was also performed as a more sophisticated test. 

This test also failed to produce a single factor from the analysis. Following this, a 

further test controlling for the effects of a single unmeasured latent method factor was 

conducted as recommended by Podsakoff et al., (2003). This test has been used in a 

number of studies by adding a first-order factor with all other measures (e.g., Carlson 

and Kacmar, 2000; Podsakoff et al., 1990). Findings from the current study revealed 

that the variance explained by the method factor is low and correlations among 

constructs are similar with or without the method factor included, thus indicating that 

common method variance is not a serious bias.   

Descriptive Statistics 

Scale means and standard deviations for all measures used in the current study are 

shown in Table 1. All multidimensional fit scales and outcome measures correlate at 

the 0.01 significance level. All five fit measures correlated positively with 

organizational commitment and job satisfaction, indicating that greater levels of PE fit 

are associated with greater levels of commitment and job satisfaction. All five 

measures of PE fit are also significantly and negatively related to intention to leave, 

suggesting that greater levels of PE fit are associated with lower levels of intention to 

leave. Additional analyses of gender differences demonstrated no significant 
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differences. 

INSERT TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE 

Confirmatory Factor Analysis  

Confirmatory factor analysis was performed to test the multidimensional PE fit 

model put forward by Jansen and Kristof-Brown (2006) using data from the current 

study. Maximum likelihood estimation to the covariances using AMOS 17.0 was 

applied to conduct the current CFA (AMOS; Arbuckle and Wothke, 1999). The 

Comparative Fit Index (CFI), Goodness of Fit Index (GFI), Normed Fit Index (NFI), 

and Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) were used to test model fit 

(Tabachnick and Fidell, 2006).  

Model 1. This model is the most direct replication of Jansen and Kristof-Brown’s 

(2006) model for temporal stage of long-term tenure possible with this data. Ten PE 

fit observed forms of fit are used to construct five independent latent factors (PO, PP, 

PJ, PG, and PV), which in turn predict a dependent latent variable reflecting the single 

overall unidimensional aspect of the PE fit model. The authors feel this model best 

represents the multidimensional theory of PE fit described by Jansen and Kristof-

Brown (2006). The chi-square statistic produced a statistically significant value of 

4244.90 (df = 34, n = 1,875, p < 0.01) and poor goodness-of-fit statistics (CFI = 0.47, 

GFI = 0.73, NFI = 0.47, and RMSEA = 0.24). Model 1 shows the ten factor loadings 

on the five multidimensional fit latent variables as well as the five loadings on the 

single overall dimension of PE fit. The rule of thumb is that with the CFI, GFI and, 

NFI indices scores of 0.95 or greater are required to adjudge that the data fits the 

model well (0.90 is sometimes seen as acceptable). With RMSEA, a score of 0.05 is 

required for a well-fitting model. The fit indices for Model 1 are well below these 
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thresholds indicating that this model does not fit the data in the current study (Hu and 

Bentler, 1999; Tabachnik and Fidell, 2006).  

INSERT MODEL 1 ABOUT HERE 

Model 2. This model represents an alternative multidimensional model of PE fit 

without the overarching construct of multidimensional PE fit. Ten observed 

dimensions load on five multidimensional latent factors (PO, PP, PJ, PG, and PV). 

This model is similar to Model 1, however, without the higher second-order 

unidimensional facet of PE fit. Chi-square exhibited a statistically significant value of 

177.9 (df = 27, n = 1,875, p < 0.01) and excellent goodness-of-fit statistics (CFI = 

0.98, GFI = 0.98, NFI = 0.98, and RMSEA = 0.06). Model 2 shows the ten factor 

loadings on the five multidimensional PE fit latent variables as well as the 

correlations between the five latent factors. Results from this analysis indicate that 

Model 2 does fit the data in the current study (Hu and Bentler, 1999; Tabachnik and 

Fidell, 2006).  

INSERT MODEL 2 ABOUT HERE 

Model Comparisons. The chi-square difference test allows the two alternative 

multidimensional PE fit models to be examined to test which model best fits the data. 

Comparing individual model chi-square values and associated number of degrees of 

freedom with the corresponding difference in chi-square and number of degrees of 

freedom of the competing model allows the test of difference between different 

models. Lower chi-square values are an indication of better fit. 

The following comparison analysis is between Model 1 and Model 2. Chi-square 

difference test produced a significant finding (Model 1 vs. Model 2: χ2 (df = 7) = 

4067.00, p > 0.001). This indicates that Model 2 better fits the data than Model 1. 
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This result is based on Model 2’s superior chi-square value and goodness of fit 

indices. 

Overall, the above comparison analysis shows that Model 2 best represents the 

multidimensional model of PE fit proposed by Jansen and Kristof-Brown (2006).  

Outcome Model Analysis 

The next stage of analysis is to examine best fitting Model 2’s predictive influence 

on three outcomes. Three series of analysis were performed to test the effect of Model 

2’s multidimensional PE fit factor structure upon organizational commitment, 

intention to leave, and job satisfaction. This analysis is again based on Jansen and 

Kristof-Brown’s (2006) proposed model. 

Organizational Commitment. A model with structural path arrows emanating 

from the five multidimensional PE fit latent variables (Model 2) to single outcome 

measure organizational commitment was tested. A chi-square test resulted in a 

statistically significant value of 263.62 (df = 33, n = 1,875, p < 0.01) and very good fit 

index statistics (CFI = 0.97, GFI = 0.98, NFI = 0.97, and RMSEA = 0.06). Results 

from this analysis indicate that the best fitting multidimensional Model 2 with five 

paths predicting organizational commitment is a good fit to the data in the current 

study (Hu and Bentler, 1999; Tabachnik and Fidell, 2006). Table 2 shows the five 

individual regression weights for this model. It can be observed that PO, PP, and PJ 

all provide significant regression weights; however, PG and PV do not.  

INSERT TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE 

Intention to Leave. A second outcome model with five structural paths from 

Model 2 predicting intention to leave was examined. A statistically significant chi-

square value of 197.01 was produced (df = 33, n = 1,875, p < 0.01) with excellent 

goodness-of-fit statistics (CFI = 0.98, GFI = 0.98, NFI = 0.98, and RMSEA = 0.05), 
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indicating that Model 2 with five paths predicting intention to leave fits the data well. 

The regression weights produced for this model are shown in Table 2. Two significant 

regression weights were found for PO and PJ fit, but not for PP, PG, and PV.  

Job Satisfaction. The final outcome model explores best fitting multidimensional 

PE fit Model 2’s predictive links to the outcome measure of job satisfaction. Chi-

square and goodness-of-fit statistics for the current model exhibit a good fit to the 

data: χ2 (33, n = 1,875) = 367.09, p < 0.01, CFI = 0.97, GFI = 0.97, NFI = 0.96, and 

RMSEA = 0.08). Findings indicate that best fitting Model 2 with five paths predicting 

job satisfaction is a good fit to the data. Table 2 shows the five predictive regression 

weights for this model, which reveal that PO and PJ all offer significant regression 

weights, whereas PP, PG, and PV do not. 

No possible chi-square difference test model comparison analysis could be 

statistically conducted between the three outcome models. Differences in models are 

due to changes in outcome variables, not in degrees of freedom. Instead, the RMSEA 

fit index (Browne and Cudeck, 1993) will be used to compare models. This has the 

ability to order non-nested models from a single data set from best fitting to worst 

fitting, with lower values indicating greater fit (Maruyama, 1998). It can be observed 

from Table 3 that best fitting multidimensional PE fit Model 2’s best path prediction 

of an outcome is intention to leave, followed by organizational commitment and then 

job satisfaction. This is evident in the intention to leave outcome model’s greater 

goodness-of-fit statistics and smaller chi-square and RMSEA values.  

INSERT TABLE 3 ABOUT HERE 

DISCUSSION 

To summarize, the present study tested two different models that conceptualize 

how dimensions of fit combine to influence the individual-level outcomes of 
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commitment, intention to leave, and satisfaction. This was done with employees who 

have spent at least one year in their current organizations and through perceived fit 

methodology. The data shows that the model advanced by Jansen and Kristof-Brown 

(2006), which posits that five dimensions of fit combine to create a multidimensional 

fit construct, is not the best representation with the current sample. Instead, the data 

supports an alternative model with the separate forms of fit influencing the outcomes 

of commitment, intention to leave, and job satisfaction directly.  

These results suggest something quite important, namely, that employees who 

have been employed by their organizations for a year or more do not have an 

overarching sense of fit. Instead, employees make fit assessments to various aspects 

of the organizational environment such as their jobs, the people they work with, and 

the overall organization. These do not appear to coalesce into an overarching sense of 

fit before influencing commitment, intention to leave, and job satisfaction and instead 

operate separately on the outcomes. This finding explains why people have difficulty 

responding to the question “How well do you fit?” (Billsberry et al., 2005; Talbot and 

Billsberry, 2007) but can respond more quickly to questions about how they fit their 

jobs, colleagues or employers.  

While these findings cast doubt on whether employees have an overarching sense 

of fit, it should be remembered that this study focused on people who had been 

employed for at least a year. This is just one part of Jansen and Kristof-Brown’s 

(2006) model of multidimensional fit, which itself varies temporally and during 

different phases of the employment relationship. Their hypothesized construct of 

multidimensional fit might occur at other times. One of these occasions might be 

during the pre-entry phases of recruitment/job search and selection/job choice. During 

both of these phases, the word “fit” readily enters people’s language and appears 
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important to their decision-making (Cable and Judge, 1996, 1997). Applicants ask 

themselves, “Will I fit in?” and organizational selectors ask, “Will this person fit in?” 

Hence, the concept of “fit” comes alive for them and the way that this phrase referring 

to an overarching sense of fit enters common parlance may be an indication that it is 

mirroring the appearance of a salient psychological construct. 

Extending this thinking a bit further, it begs the question of why an overarching 

sense of fit might become non-salient for people who have worked in the organization 

for more than a year. One answer might be that during the first year or so of 

employment, new hires are seeking out information about the new organization to 

assess their fit (Chatman, 1991). Once they have determined that they fit, the 

construct becomes non-salient and instead they shift their focus to the more dynamic 

aspects of the organizational environment, such as their fit to their jobs and people. At 

this point, Schneider’s analysis becomes relevant. He argues that “while people may 

be attracted to a place, they may make errors, and finding they do not fit, they will 

leave” (1987: 442). In effect, an overarching sense of fit becomes relevant during 

employment when it is in the negative, i.e., people leave when they become a misfit. 

As research has shown, people who label themselves “misfits” have a clear 

understanding of their misfit (Talbot and Billsberry, 2007). In such cases, Jansen and 

Kristof-Brown’s (2006) model with its multidimensional PE fit construct may capture 

the underlying psychological processes. It would be particularly interesting to see 

empirical tests of the model during the pre-hire phases of employment and with 

misfits.  

One unexpected finding of the study was the differing strength of the various 

dimensions of fit in predicting the outcomes. In particular, PP and PG fit had very low 

standardized regression weights and were almost negligible in the equations, 



 21 

especially with intention to leave and satisfaction. One explanation of these findings 

is that while PO and PJ dimensions of fit refer to an individual’s assessment of fit to 

singular aspects of the organizational environment, there could be multiple people and 

groups that employees fit to. There are already studies in the literature that tease out 

person-supervisor (PS) fit and presumably people have other salient relationships as 

well (Kristof-Brown et al., 2005), for example, the person they work next to, 

customers, staff, and other individuals that they encounter regularly. All of these may 

have salience, but the model collapses them all into one salient fit assessment. A 

stronger model might be forthcoming if respondents are allowed to enter all of their 

salient relationships (both to individuals and groups of individuals) into the model 

rather than simply overarching PP and PG fit assessment.    

Limitations 

The main limitation of the present study is its cross-sectional design. The next step 

is to replicate the findings with longitudinal data. In addition, Jansen and Kristof-

Brown’s (2006) model has temporal dimensions involving changing salience of fit 

assessments through different stages of the employment relationship. These require a 

longitudinal design to test fully. The cross-sectional design has also necessitated the 

use of latent variables for the dimensions of fit and overarching fit. Capturing these 

three forms of fit (individual components, dimensions of fit, and overarching fit) in 

one study would have lead to insurmountable problems associated with common 

method error. A three-step longitudinal design would allow for the three different 

forms of fit to be captured separately avoiding this problem. Another limitation is that 

the study employed self-reported measures for all the concepts. As a result, some of 

the results might be influenced by social desirability effects. Self-reported measures 

have the benefit of being more economical than other types of data collection, but 



 22 

more importantly they are more proximal to people’s behavior (Cable and Judge, 

1996, 1997; Kristof, 1996), which also explains why this study opted to conceptualize 

fit in perceived terms rather than in an objective or actual manner. Nevertheless, it 

would be interesting to see the study replicated with objective fit data that allows for 

the separation of P and E sides of the fit equation; thus, the differing contributions of 

the two sides and the interaction between them can be explored.  

Conclusion 

Jansen and Kristof-Brown (2006: 206) conclude their paper with the following 

line, “As the research on PE fit accumulates, it becomes apparent that increasing our 

understanding of single dimensions of fit, in isolation of time and context, is no longer 

sufficient.” The current study’s data reaffirms this conclusion, but rather than 

supporting the existence of an overarching multidimensional construct of fit, it shows 

the single dimensions of fit operating simultaneously and directly on the outcomes of 

commitment, satisfaction, and intention to leave. 
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Table 1: Descriptive statistics and correlations for multidimensional person-environment fit, commitment, intention to leave and job satisfaction 

Subscales Mean SD 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 

1. Person-Organization Fit 3.70 0.88 (0.81)        

2. Person-People Fit 3.80 0.89 0.56 (0.71)       

3. Person-Job Fit 4.06 0.92 0.50 0.35 (0.70)      

4. Person-Group Fit 3.81 1.03 0.53 0.68 0.35 (-)     

5. Person-Vocation Fit 3.76 1.12 0.70 0.51 0.54 0.45 (-)    

6. Commitment 3.57 1.74 0.53 0.31 0.39 0.30 0.49 (0.80)   

7. Intention to Leave 4.10 1.66 -0.48 -0.31 -0.40 -0.30 -0.46 -0.52 (0.83)  

8. Job Satisfaction 5.13 1.41 0.62 0.41 0.70 0.41 0.62 0.60 -0.57 (0.80) 

All correlations are significant at the 0.01 level.
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Table 2: Best fitting multidimensional model of person-environment fit standardized 

regression weights for outcomes 

 

Fit Dimensions Organizational 

Commitment 

Intention to 

Leave 

Job Satisfaction 

Person-Organization Fit 
 0.58 *  -0.41 *  0.24 * 

Person-People Fit 
 -0.21 *  0.05   -0.03  

Person-Job Fit 
 0.21 *  -0.29 *  0.50 * 

Person-Group Fit 
 0.05   0.03   0.02  

Person-Vocation Fit 
 0.11   -0.09   0.13  

     Note: * p <0.001  
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Table 3: Goodness-of-fit statistics between best fitting multidimensional model of 

person-environment fit and outcomes 

 

Model χ
2 df CFI GFI NFI RMSEA 

Commitment 263.62 33 0.97 0.98 0.97 0.06 

Intention to Leave 223.27 33 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.05 

Job Satisfaction 367.09 33 0.97 0.97 0.96 0.08 

        Note: * p <0.001  

 
 



 33 

Figure I: Jansen and Kristof-Brown’s (2006) higher order multidimensional PE fit 

model showing long-term tenure relationships 
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Figure II: An alternative model of long-term tenure multidimensional fit assuming no 

overarching sense of fit 
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Model 1: Higher–order multidimensional model of person-environment fit 
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Model 2: Multidimensional model of person-environment fit 
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