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Abstract

The aim of this research was to adopt Perceived Person-Environment Fit Scale (PPEFS; Chuang, Shen &
Judge, 2016) into Turkish. The PPEFS consists of four measures: Person-Job Fit Scale, Person-Organization Fit
Scale, Person-Group Fit Scale and Person-Supervisor Fit Scale. The research was conducted with 643 employees
from various sectors and professions, and consisted of two different studies. In Study 1 (n= 325) the CFI
confirmed the hypothesized factor structure of the Turkish version of the PPEFS (PPEFS-TR). For convergent
validity AVE values and the relationships of the PPEFS-TR’ scales with another fit scale (Cable & DeRue, 2002;
PES), and for divergent validity the relations between the PPEFS-TR and theoretically unrelated constructs
(i.e., age and gender) were examined. As expected, AVE values were higher than .50, and moderate to low level
correlations between scales were found. Moreover, the PPEFS-TR has incremental validity above and beyond
the PFS on organizational outcomes (i.e., organizational citizenship behavior, job satisfaction and intention
to leave). In Study 2 (n= 308), each scales of the PPEFS-TR predicted the theoretically related construct (i.e.,
work engagement, organizational identification, group fit, and leader-member exchange) significantly. Internal
consistency reliability coefficients (both Cronbach’s alpha and CR) were found between .77 and .94 in both
studies. Additionally, test-retest reliability coefficients were found between .90 and .94 (n= 55).

*

The first study of this research was produced from the master thesis conducted by the second author, under the
supervision of the third author, at Maltepe University, Institute of Social Sciences, Department of Psychology.
Istanbul Kent University, Psychology Department, fatmacamkahraman@gmail.com, ORCID: 0000-0002-8053-1287
Maltepe University, Psychology Department, evrimfunda@gmail.com, ORCID: 0000-0003-2853-0006
Istanbul University, Psychology Department, ilknuroz@istanbul.edu.tr, ORCID: 0000-0001-8057-2284

ok

Ak

Received: 04.03.2022
Accepted: 05.10.2022 265


http://orcid.org/0000-0002-8053-1287
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-2853-0006
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-8057-2284

Fatma GAM KAHRAMAN + Evrim Funda INKAYA HOROZ - ilknur OZALP TURETGEN

Keywords: Person-Environment Fit, Perceived Person-Environment Fit Scale, PPEFS, PPEFS-TR,
Reliability, Validity

Oz

Buaragtirmanin amaci Algilanan Kisi-Cevre Uyum Olcegi’ni (Chuang, Shen & Judge, 2016; PPEFS) Tiirkgeye
uyarlamaktir. Olgek dort dlgiimden olusmaktadir: Kisi-Is Uyumu Olgegi, Kisi-Orgiit Uyumu Olgegi, Kisi-
Grup Uyumu Olgegi ve Kisi-Siipervizor Uyumu Olgegi. Arastirma kapsaminda iki farkli ¢alisma yiiriitiilmiis
ve aragtirmada farkli sektor ve mesleklerde ¢alisan toplam 643 katilimcr yer almustir. Calisma 1'de (n= 325)
yuriitillen DFA, PPEFSnin Tirk¢e formunun (PPEFS-TR) beklenen faktor yapisini dogrulamistir. PPEFS-
TRnin, yaklagan gegerligi i¢cin AVE degerleri ile 6lgegin bagka bir uyum 6lgegiyle (Cable ve DeRue, 2002),
uzaklasan gegerligi icin ise teorik olarak iliskisiz yapilarla (yas ve cinsiyet) olan korelasyonlar1 incelenmistir.
Beklendigi gibi, AVE degerlerinin .50’nin {izerinde oldugu goriilmiis ve olgekler arasinda ortadan diigiik
diizeye degisen iliskiler bulunmugtur. Ek olarak, PPEFS-TR 6rgiitsel sonuglar1 (6rgiitsel vatandaghik davranisi,
is doyumu ve ayrilma egilimi) diger uyum olgeginin tizerinde ve Gtesinde yordayarak artish gegerlige sahip
olmustur. Calisma 2'de (n= 308), PPEFS-TR'nin her bir 6l¢egi teorik olarak iligkili yapilar: (ise baglilik, orgiitsel
6zdeslesme, grup uyumu ve lider-iiye etkilesimi) anlamli olarak yordamistir. PPEFS-TR’nin her iki ¢alismadaki
igtutarlilik giivenirlik katsayilari (hem Cronbach alfa hem CR) .77 ile .94 arasinda degismistir. Ayni zamanda,
test-tekrar test giivenirlik katsayilar1 .90 ile .94 arasinda degismistir (n= 55).

Anahtar Kelimeler: Kisi-Cevre Uyumu, Algilanan Kisi-Cevre Uyumu Olqegi, PPEFS, PPEFS-TR,
Giivenirlik, Gegerlik

1. Introduction

In organizational research, the conventional approach to “fit” has focused on person-environ-
ment fit, and the concept of the person includes some features of the individual (e.g., personal va-
lues), while the environment covers some characteristics of the work environment (e.g. organiza-
tion values or organizational culture) (Ostroff, Shin & Kinicki, 2005). However, different researchers
have various perspectives on the person-environment fit in the literature. For example, Ekehammar
(1974) described it as the interaction of the person and the environment, whereas Edwards and Shipp
(2007) emphasized the organization’s role in meeting the needs of the person. In another definition,

it is considered as the similarity between the person and the organization (Peng & Chiu, 2010).

According to the Person-Environment Fit Model (Edwards, Caplan & Harrison, 1998), attitudes
and behaviors are due to interactions with the environment, and it is claimed that stress arises in par-
ticular from the misfit between the environment and the individual. According to the theory, when
an employee’s personality traits adapts to the environment, the result is higher satisfaction and per-
formance, and lower stress level (Kristof-Brown, Zimmerman & Johnson., 2005). In various studies
on person-environment fit, this variable has also been found to have a positive relationship with out-
comes such as organizational citizenship behavior (Cable & DeRue, 2002; Li & Hung, 2010), inten-
tion to leave (Chuang, Shen & Judge, 2016; Liu, Liu & Hu, 2010) and career success (Ballout, 2007).

These results highlight the issue of fit, and the importance of being able to measure it.
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In the extensive person-environment fit literature, various scales have been developed to measure
“fit”. Notable examples are Perceived Fit Scale (Cable & DeRue, 2002), Person-Organization Fit Scale
(Netemeyer et al., 1997), Person-Work Fit Scale (Brkich, Jeffs & Carless, 2002) and Person-Group Fit
Scale (Li, Kristof-Brown & Nielsen, 2019). All these scales measure the fit between the person and
the specific aspects of the surrounding environment. As another measure in this field, The Perceived
Person-Environment Fit Scale (PPEES), developed by Chuang, Shen and Judge (2016), allows mul-
tidimensional evaluation of the fit between the person and environment. This scale investigates the
fit notion with all aspects, such as job, organization, group and supervisor together, unlike most pre-
vious studies, which focused exclusively on person-job (e.g., Chen, Yen & Tsai, 2014; Lu et al., 2014;
Peng & Mao, 2015) or person-organization fit (e.g., Cable & Judge, 1996; Chen, Sparrow & Cooper,
2016; Hoffman & Woehr, 2006; Piasentin & Chapman, 2006). Chuang, Shen and Judge (2016) stated
that, in addition to multidimensional structure of person-environment fit, it is important for resear-
chers to consider the multiple contents of each dimension (e.g., personality, interests, values and go-
als). Thus, the development of this scale provided not only multidimensional measurement of per-

son-environment fit, but also, multi-content.

The PPEFS (Chuang, Shen & Judge, 2016) has been translated to languages including French
(Andela, Van Der Doef & Lheureux, 2019) and Dutch (Rietveld, 2015) before, and used in differ-
ent cultures. The aim of the present study is to adapt the PPEFS to Turkish and test its psychometric
qualities in an employee sample from a non-Western culture, and thus contribute to the person-en-

vironment fit field by enabling more effective measurement of the fit construct.

2. Person-Environment Fit

People can be said to be in harmony with their environment when they share its values and cha-
racteristics. When this similarity is noticed by people, they are able to adopt more positive attitudes
towards their environment (Cable & Edwards, 2004). According to Lewin (1951), behavior is deter-
mined by a combination of the person and the environment, rather than by either in isolation. Mu-
chinsky and Monahan (1987) suggested two types of person-environment fit; supplementary and
complementary. Since supplementary fit involves having similar characteristics with other people in
the environment, and thus, complementing each other, the person is likely to comply with environ-
mental conditions. People thus perceive that they are adapted because they resemble individuals with
these characteristics. Complementary fit, on the other hand, allows a greater degree of integration
between the characteristics of an individual with those of an environment. For example, weaknesses

in the environment can be offset by strengths of the individual, and vice versa.

As Cable and Edwards (2004) suggested, the different dimensions of the “environment” should
be examined. For example, Kristof-Brown, Zimmerman and Johnson (2005) examined the fit cons-

truct using job, organization and group dimensions. In recent years, a more holistic approach has
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been taken, with the addition of the person-supervisor fit dimension to the person-job, person-orga-

nization and person-group fit dimensions (Chuang, Shen & Judge, 2016).

Among these environment dimensions, person-job fit is the most fully investigated (e.g., Brkich,
Jefts & Carless, 2002; Chen, Yen & Tsai, 2014; Lu et al., 2014; Peng & Mao, 2015). Due to its effects on
job performance, person-job fit is of key importance, especially at the recruitment stage (Piasentin
& Chapman, 2006). Employers test the suitability of a job candidate using different methods such as
interviews, tests and assessment centers. However, this fit is not only evaluated by employers in the

recruiting process, but also by the employee over time.

Person-job fit is considered as a two-dimensional concept by Edwards (1991), expressed as nee-
ds-supplies (N-S) fit, and demands-abilities (D-A) fit. The author described the N-S fit as harmony
between the individual’s needs, desires and priorities, and rewards from the job, and the D-A fit, as a
harmony between the job demands and the employee’s knowledge, skills and abilities. N-S fit is pro-
vided if the environment provides resources (e.g., financial, physiological and psychological) that
meet the individual’s needs (e.g., development opportunities). On the other hand, the environment
demands time, effort, commitment, knowledge, skills and abilities, and if the capacity of individu-
als meets these demands, D-A fit is achieved (Kristof, 1996; Lauver & Kristof-Brown, 2001). N-S and
D-A fits are covered by complementary rather than supplementary fit because the complementary
model is about the demands and requirements of the environment, rather than the individuals in it
(Sekiguchi, 2004).

The other environment dimension is person-organization fit, which can be addressed from vari-
ous aspects; one of these deals with the person-organization fit as a fit between person and organi-
zation in terms of the harmony of the goals and values (Chuang & Sackett, 2005). According to the
Attraction-Selection-Attrition Model (Schneider, 1987), individuals are attracted to organizations
that have similar goals to their own. These goals attract similar people to particular organizations,
but individuals perceive that their goals are not achieved, they can decide to leave. Another aspect is
related with the values of the person and the organization. The Person-Organization Fit Model su-
ggested by Chatman (1989) focuses on the conformity between the norms and values of the organi-
zation and the values of the individuals. Values are permanent attributes in which people generally
consider various phenomena in terms of good-bad, and right-wrong (Sigri & Gurbuz, 2014). People
prefer jobs and organizations that reflect their own values (O’Reilly, Chatman & Caldwell, 1991). A
match between values is important both for gaining employment and continuity. According to Kris-
tof (1996), person-organization fit occurs when at least one meets the needs of the other, when they

share similar basic characteristics or when both these conditions exist.

In addition to the fit of the individuals with their job and organization, their fit with colleagues is
another important dimension. Interpersonal similarity is one of the most important factors promo-
ting fitting; according to Kristof-Brown, Zimmerman and Johnson (2005), it may arise from an in-

dividuals personality, values and abilities. According to the Social Identity Theory, individuals joins
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groups that have characteristics similar to their own (Tajfel & Turner, 1979). Also, empirical studies
have determined that such similarity strengthens identification among the group members (Cable &

DeRue, 2002), and facilitates interpersonal communication (Schaubroeck & Lam, 2002).

Person-group fit is based on the concept that many positions require interpersonal interaction
with other group members. The ability of the employees to engage in and develop interpersonal in-
teractions can enable them to make a wider range of contributions to the work units (Werbel & Jo-
hnson, 2001). DeRue and Hollenbeck (2007) suggested two types of group fit; internal and external.
Internal fit refers to the degree to which the variables within the group are compatible, for example,
how characteristics of group members — such as the various personalities and skills - fit together. Ex-
ternal fit, on the other hand, refers to the compromise between certain group characteristics and the

external environment.

Thomson and Thomson (2002) discussed the managerial skills of supervisors related to the orga-
nization’s internal and external environment, and suggested that one key skill related to internal ma-
nagement is the building and developing teams. Of all the definitions related to leadership, the most
common one stresses the importance of influencing a group and enabling certain goals to be achie-
ved (Bennis & Townsend, 1989; House, 1971). In other words, the fit or non-fit between supervisors

and subordinates affects the management process.

Subordinates can have varying perspectives on person-supervisor fit. For example, this fit con-
cerns the similarities of the manager with subordinates in terms of personality traits, values, behavi-
ors (Kristof-Brown, Zimmerman & Johnson, 2005), and demographic characteristics, such as gen-
der or age (Strauss, Barrick & Connerley, 2001). Perceived attitudinal similarity with supervisor was
found to be associated with Leader Member Exchange (LMX) and liking (Engle & Lord, 1997).

3. Perceived Person-Environment Fit Scale

The PPEFS, developed by Chuang, Shen and Judge (2016), allows a comprehensive examination
of the person-environment fit. They determined a four-dimension structure, including person-job,
person-organization, person-group and person-supervisor fits. Person-job fit includes D-A (KSAs
and personality) and N-S (interests and job characteristics) fit, while person-organization fit inclu-
des values (honesty, fairness, achievement and helping others) and goal (effort, reward and compe-
tition). Items in relation to the person-group fit concern the scope of values, goals and member att-
ributes. On the other hand, the items in person-supervisor fit allow the evaluation of values, work

style, lifestyle, personality and leadership style.

This scale contributed to the current person-environment fit scales in various respects. While
developing the PPEFS, Chuang, Shen and Judge (2016) based on multiple theory, and also proved
the multidimensional (e.g. job, organization, group and supervisor fit) and multi-content (e.g. per-

sonality, interests, goals and values) nature of person-environment fit. It also has some differences
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from the scale of Cable and DeRue (2002), which is also multidimensional and is frequently used in
the person-environment fit literature. For example, in the PPEFS, a new dimension emerged by se-
parating supervisor fit from group fit. Additionally, not only value but also goal fit is evaluated in
the PPEFS’s person-organization fit scale. Furthermore, the PPEFS has incremental validity above
and beyond Cable and DeRue’s (2002) fit scale. Thus, adapting the PPEFS to different languages will

contribute to the person-environment fit literature.

Chuang, Shen and Judge (2016) reported various psychometric evidence for the PPEFS. In the
CFA analysis, proof was provided not only for the factor structure of four different fit measures, and
the second-order model that indicates multi-dimensionality, but also even its superordinate const-
ruct. The correlations between the measures of the PPEFS and Perceived Fit Scale of Cable and De-
Rue (2002) were evaluated under convergent validity. They found that each scale has incremental va-
lidity above and beyond the scale of Cable and DeRue on organizational outcomes. In addition, since
it is theoretically acknowledged that the structure in question is unrelated to age or gender, an exa-
mination of its relation with these two factors demonstrated that the factors of the PPEFS Scale were
indeed unrelated with gender (except person-group fit) or age. It was also revealed that all dimensi-
ons of the scale were significantly interrelated, and also related with organizational citizenship beha-
vior, job satisfaction, intention to leave, and in role behaviors in the scope of validity. Internal reliabi-
lity coefficients of all factors were satisfactory. These findings were regarded important evidence for

the measurement’s reliability and validity.

Previously, the PPEFS was translated to Turkish by Tatli and Cakmak (2019). However, it is no-
teworthy that there are some issues with this translation. In that study, only 20 items of the scale were
translated, not all items. For reasons that remain unclear, during translation process 6 items were exc-
luded from the scale. Additionally, it was determined that the translation of some of the items in this
version are not sufficiently clear or accurate. Thus, it was deemed necessary to create a Turkish ver-
sion containing all the items of the scale and to test its psychometric qualities of it. Another issue is
related to the sample characteristic that used by Tatli and Cakmak (2019). The sample of consisted
of predominantly female members of a single occupational group and was considered to have poten-
tially low representativeness. Thus, the current study aimed to adapt this scale to Turkish with all 26
items as in the original scale, and test the psychometric qualities of the scale in a sample that has a

wide range of demographic, occupational and sectoral aspects in two different studies.

4. Study 1

Study 1 was conducted in order to translate the PPEFS into Turkish and to explore some psycho-
metric properties of it. In this context, it was first aimed to examine the construct of the Turkish form
of the PPEFS. In the development process of the PPEFS, Chuang, Shen and Judge, (2016) conside-
red person-environment fit as multidimensional and having multiple content. On the basis of multi-

dimensionality, they indicated that the PPEFS has a construct that consist of 4 different measures as
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person-job, person-organization, person-group and person-supervisor fit. In terms of multiple con-
tent, the authors showed that person-organization fit dimension involves value and goals contents,
and in addition to these content person-group fit dimension also includes member attributes con-
tent. In Chuang, Shen and Judge’s (2016) study, it was also indicated that the four dimensions are ref-
lective of a superordinate construct of person-environment fit. Since the original factor structure of
the PPEEFS is expected to be the same in the Turkish form in this study, Hypothesis 1 is expressed as

follows:

Hypothesis 1: The Turkish form of the PPEFS (PPEFS-TR) has four-factor and superordinate stru-
cture.

In order to test convergent validity, AVE values were calculated. Additionally, the relations
between the PPEFS-TR and another fit measure were analyzed. On the other hand, for divergent va-
lidity, the relations of the PPEFS-TR to age and gender, which are, theoretically, unrelated variables
(Liao & Chuang, 2004). Hypothesis 2 is expressed as follows, since a significant positive relationship

is expected for convergent validity and insignificant correlation for divergent validity.

Hypothesis 2: The PPEFS-TR is significantly related with a) the PFS positively, and with b) age and
¢) gender insignificantly.

Within the scope of incremental validity, whether the PPEFS-TR predicts some organizational
outcome variables beyond another fit scale was tested. Previous studies have shown that each of the
tit dimensions is related to various organizational outcomes. These outcomes include job satisfac-
tion, organizational citizenship, and turnover intention. There are studies indicating that person-job
fit (Cable & DeRue, 2002; Je & Kim, 2010; Leng & Chin, 2016; Kristof-Brown, Zimmerman & John-
son, 2005; Peng & Mao, 2015), person-organization fit (Cable & DeRue, 2002; Chen, Sparrow & Co-
oper, 2016; Lamm et al., 2010; Kristof-Brown, Zimmerman & Johnson, 2005; Verquer, Beehr & Wag-
ner, 2003), person-group fit (Cable & DeRue, 2002; Chuang, Shen & Judge, 2016; Kim, Kim & Shin,
2010; Kristof-Brown, Zimmerman & Johnson, 2005) and person-supervisor fit (Chuang, Shen & Ju-
dge, 2016; Kristof-Brown, Zimmerman & Johnson, 2005; Tak, 2011) are positively related to orga-
nizational citizenship and job satisfaction behaviors, and negatively related to turnover intentions.
Therefore, in this study, it is expected that the PPEFS-TR will predict these outcomes above and be-

yond the existing fit measure in relation to the incremental validity.

Hypothesis 3: The PPEFS-TR will predict a) organizational citizenship behavior, b) job satisfaction,

and c) intention to quit beyond an existing fit scale.

4.1 Method

4.1.1. Participants and Procedure

A total of 383 white collar employees from various sectors and positions participated in this study.

The inclusion criteria for the study stated that all participants must have held the same position in an
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organization at least 6 months, and worked under a supervisor. In order to pilot test of the PPEFS-TR,
58 of the participants were given the survey as a paper-pencil form. Based on the participants’ evaluati-
ons that the items clear and understandable, no changes were made in the translation, and the test-re-
test analysis was also performed on this participants group. Then, the online versions of the scales were
prepared in a survey program and promoted by the researchers via social media. The rest of the parti-
cipants (n= 325) completed the surveys online, and all other statistical analyzes were performed on the
data of this group. All of the data were collected between March and April 2018.

The participants’ average age was 39.3 (s.d.= 10), and the proportion of women was 49%. While
77.8% of the participants were from Istanbul, a significant proportion of the rest were from the other
major cities of the country, and the remainder were from various regions of Turkey. In terms of edu-
cational status, 1.8% of the participants had high school degree, 60.1% had undergraduate degree, and
38.2% had graduate degree. The average lengths of experience in years is as follows: in the same insti-
tution, 5.5, in the same position, 4.2, working with the same manager, 3, total professional experience,
14.3.

4.1.2. Measures
4.1.2.1. Perceived Person-Environment Fit Scale

The scale, developed by Chuang, Shen and Judge (2016), includes a total 26 statement and 4 di-
mensions, such as person-job fit, person-organization fit, person-group fit and person-supervisor fit.
The PJFS has 4 items in relation to demand-ability and needs-supplies fit, the POFS contains 7 items
about person-organization values and goals fit. On the other hand, there are 10 items person-group va-
lues, goals and attributes fit in the PGFS, whereas the PSFS has 5 items. Statements are assessed with a
7 point Likert scale, with response categories ranging from “not compatible at all” to “fully compatible”

For the adaptation of the scale, first of all, Aichia Chuang, the corresponding author of the PPEFS
was contacted for permission (via e-mail, 05-05-2017). When this was granted, the translation pro-
cess started. The process employed the technique consisting of initial translation and evaluation, ba-
ck-translation and evaluation and expert opinion (Beaton et al., 2000). In the first phase, the PPEFS
was translated into Turkish by two experts in the Industrial/Organizational Psychology field. The re-
searchers reviewed these translations to produce a final version which was both comprehensible and
culturally appropriate. Two different experts in the field translated the new Turkish form back into
English, and these two translations were compared with its original form. In the final stage, the Eng-
lish translation was presented to the corresponding author of the PPEFS for approval, after which the

Turkish form of the scale was finalized.
4.1.2.2. Perceived Fit Scale

For the convergent and incremental validity testing, the scale developed by Cable and DeRue (2002)
was used. The scale consists of 9 items and three factors, named as Needs-Supplies Fit, Person-Organi-

zation Fit, and Demands- Abilities Fit. It has a 5-point Likert type response scale ranging from “strongly
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disagree” to “strongly agree”. Some sample items are “My personal values match my organizations va-
lues and culture’, “The job that I currently hold gives me just about everything that I want from a job”.
Behram and Dinc (2014) adapted this scale to Turkish and found the same 3-factorial construct in the
Turkish version. The relations of the scale to intention to leave and interpersonal conflict were presen-
ted as evidence for validity. The Cronbach Alpha reliability coefficients were reported as .93 for Nee-

ds-Supplies Fit, .90 for Person-Organization Fit, and .84 for Demands- Abilities Fit.
4.1.2.3. Organizational Citizenship Behavior Scale

The scale developed by Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Moorman and Fetter (1990) was used for the
incremental validity testing. The scale has 5 factors and 24 items with 7-point Likert type response
scale (ranged from (1) “strongly disagree” to (7) “strongly agree”). Two example items in the scale
are: “Obeys company rules and regulations even when no one is watching”, “Consumes a lot of time
complaining about trivial matters” The scale was adapted to Turkish by Bayazit, Aycan, Aksoy,
Goncu and Oztekin (2006). As reported by Goncu (2006), the scale has a total of 23 items and 6 fac-
tors. The Cronbach Alpha value of the scale was reported as .84.

4.1.2.4. Job Satisfaction Scale

This scale was used for the incremental validity. The scale is a part of the Job Stress Battery (Un-
sal et al., 2008), developed to measure employees’ general job satisfaction (Yilmaz & Ozalp Tiiretgen,
2014). It has 5 items (e.g. “My job meets most of my expectations”) with 5-point Likert type response
scale ranging from “it doesn’t fit me at all” to “it fits me perfectly”. Validity evidence was provided by
its positive relationships with organizational commitment, performance, social support and self-ef-
ficacy, and negative relation with work stress, intention to leave, stress symptoms and neuroticism.
Confirmatory factor analysis indicated the unidimensionality of the scale, and the Cronbach Alpha

coefficient of the scale was reported as .81 (Ozalp Tiiretgen, 2020).
4.1.2.5. Intention to Leave Scale

Intention to Leave Scale of Job Stress Battery (Unsal et al., 2008) was utilized for incremental va-
lidity. It was developed by Sertel Berk, Ozalp Tiiretgen, Unsal, and Basbug (2010). The scale, which
has a 5-point Likert type response category ranging from “does not fit me at all” to “completely fits
me’, consists of 3 items in total (e.g. “If I believed I could find a job with better conditions, I would
quit this job”). Validity evidence was found in terms of the significant relations of the scale with the-
oretically related constructs, such as job satisfaction, performance, job stress, and also convergence
with another scale measuring the same construct. Confirmatory factor analysis supported the unidi-
mensionality of the scale. The internal consistency coefficient was specified as .73 (Ozalp Tiiretgen,

2020; Sertel Berk et al., 2010).
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4.1.3. Data Analysis

For construct validity, first of all a CFA was conducted using SPSS Amos 24.0 program. In the
CFA, the goodness of fit indices were calculated using x* / df (< 5 acceptable fit), RMSEA (< .08 ac-
ceptable fit), CFI and IFI (> .90 acceptable fit) values (Schermelleh-Engel, Moosbrugger & Miiller,
2003; Simsek, 2007). The alternative 6 models were tested and compared using chi-square difference

tests. The superordinate model of the PPEFS-TR is presented in Figure 1.
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Figure 1. Superordinate Model for PPEFS

In order to test convergent validity, the average variance extracted (AVE) for each factors were
calculated. For reliability, composite reliabilities (CR) of the factors were calculated. Other psycho-
metric tests were conducted using SPSS 22 package program. Another convergent validity evidence

was determined by testing the relationships between the PPEFS-TR and a relevant fit scale (PFS;
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Cable & DeRue, 2002) which measures the same construct. On the other hand, discriminant validity
was determined by investigating the relations of the PPEFS-TR with age and gender, which are theo-
retically unrelated constructs. For utility analysis, tests were conducted of the incremental validity of
the PPEFS-TR on organizational citizenship behavior, job satisfaction, and intention to leave beyond
the PES, as another fit scale measuring the same construct (Cable & DeRue, 2002). Within the scope
of the reliability analysis of the scale, the coefficients of internal consistency (Cronbach Alpha) and

test-retest reliability were also calculated for each dimensions of the PPEFS-TR.

4.1.4. Results

The CFA results are reported in Table 1. In the analysis, 6 models were tested, the first 4 were re-
lated to each scales. For the PJFS Model 1 with one factor, for the POFS Model 2 with two factors, for
the PGFS Model 3 which is second-order, and finally, for the PSFS Model 4 with one factor were ac-
ceptable. In all models, all factor loadings were significant. Additionally, second-order and super-or-
dinate models of the PPEFS-TR were also tested. The results indicated that both models show accep-

table fit. These findings support Hypothesis 1.

Table 1. Goodness of Fit Index Values Obtained as a Result of Confirmatory Factor Analysis of the
PPEFS-TR (n= 325)

Model Description X? df X} df  RMSEA CFI IF1
Model 1 PJFS one factor model 7.517%% 2 3.75 .09 .98 .98
Model 2 POFS two factor model® 58.55%%* 13 45 .10 .96 .96
Model 3 PGFS second order model® 105.497%% 32 3.29 .08 .97 97
Model 4 PSES one factor model 10.40%%* 5 2.08 .05 .99 .99
Model 5 PPEFS-TR Second order model® 913314 288 3.17 .08 .90 .90
Model 6 PPEFS-TR Superordinate modeld ~ 913.86** 290 3.15 .08 .90 .90

Note: **p<.001.

PPEFS = Perceived Person-Environment Fit Scale; PJFS = Person-Job Fit Scale; POFS = Person-Organization Fit Scale;
PGEFS = Person-Group Fit Scale; PSFS = Person-Supervisor Fit Scale; RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation;
CFI = Comparative Fit Index; IFI = Incremental Fit Index.

2 The two factors contained (POFS-Values and POFS-Goals)

b The three factors (PGES-Values, PGFS-Goals, and PGFS-Attributes) were specified as manifestations of a more general
umbrella construct: PG fit.

¢The second order contained the four PPEFS-TR measures (i.e. PJFS, POFES, PGFS, and PSFS) and the first order included
two subscales of POFS and three subscales of PGFS.

dRemoved the first-order subscales of POFS and PGFS, and PPEFS-TR added to Model 5 as an general umbrella construct.

The measurement model was presented in Table 2. All of the factor loadings were significant. The
CR values differed between .80 and .94. On the other hand, the AVE values were ranged between .50
and .76.
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Table 2. The Results of the Measurement Model

Scale ftem Loadings CR AVE
PJES
PJFS - 1 80 80 50
PJES -2 79
PJES -3 51
PJES -4 69
POES
POFS -1 .76 .90 .55
POES -2 76
POFS -3 81
POEFS - 4 68
POFS -5 74
POFS -6 78
POFS -7 .64
PGES 93 .58
PGFS -1 83
PGEFS -2 84
PGEFS -3 80
PGEFS - 4 79
PGFS -5 .76
PGFS -6 79
PGFS -7 73
PGFS -8 74
PGFS -9 71
PGFS -10 61
PSES 94 76
PSEFS -1 92
PSES -2 92
PSES -3 .86
PSES - 4 82
PSES -5 84

Notes: PJES = Person-Job Fit Scale; POFS = Person-Organization Fit Scale; PGFS = Person-Group Fit Scale; PSFS = Person-

Supervisor Fit Scale.

The relations of the PPEFS-TR with the variable of this study were presented in Table 3. Among
these relations, the correlations between the PPEFS-TR dimensions and the factors of the PFS
(Cable & DeRue, 2002) were investigated for convergent validity, and the relations between each the
PPEFS-TR dimension and age, and sex were tested for divergent validity. As seen in the table, sup-
porting Hypothesis 2a, all the PPEFS-TR measures are positively and significantly correlated to the
factors of the PFS; the coefficients range between .34 and .66. Additionally, as expected in Hypothesis
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2b and 2c¢, the PPEFS-TR measures’ relation to gender and age were either insignificant, or these co-

efficients were so low as to be negligible.

Table 3. Descriptive Statistics, Cronbach Alpha’s Values, and Pearson Correlation Coefficients of the
PPEFS-TR and Variables Used for Validity Testing in Study 1 (n=325)

Mean SD Min. Max. CRAlpha PJFS POFS PGFS PSES

Gender - - 0 1 - .03 .02 .03 -.06
Age 367 79 20 60 - A1% .04 -.03 -.00
PFS Needs-Supplies 96 31 3 15 92 ATHFH e 57O 53Hx
PES Person-Organization 9.8 3.1 3 15 .95 350667640 6270
PES Demands-Abilities 120 28 3 17 91 S0P 3700 340 360
Organizational Citizenship Behavior 59 05 1 7 82 24000 290 Qg 16

Job Satisfaction 34 0.9 1 5 91 S0 5P Bt Y
Intention to Quit 2.9 1.1 1 5 .87 B ) K Wt i BN . el
PJES 5.5 0.9 1 7 .78 - 380 36M 2000
POFS 4.7 1.3 1 7 .89 - T2 6270
PGEFS 4.7 1.2 1 7 93 - 630
PSES 4.1 1.6 1 7 .94 -

Notes: Gender was coded as 0 for female and 1 for male. * p< .05, ** p< .01, *** p<.001. PJES = Person-Job Fit Scale; POFS
= Person-Organization Fit Scale;

PGEFS = Person-Group Fit Scale; PSES = Person-Supervisor Fit Scale

As shown in Table 3, all the PPEFS-TR measures are positively correlated to each other. The co-
efficients vary between .29 and .72. All dimensions of the PPEFS-TR have significant positive rela-
tionships with organizational citizenship behavior and job satisfaction, and negative relationships
with intention to leave. In order to investigate the incremental validity of the PPEFS-TR above the
PES, a series of hierarchical regression analysis was conducted. For these analyses, in the first step,
the PFS was added to the regression, and in the second step, the PPEFS-TR dimensions were added
to analysis, in order to predict organizational outcomes. The results of the analysis indicate that the
AR? values were 2.86 (p< .05) for organizational citizenship behavior, 5.11 (p< .01) for job satisfac-
tion, and 4.5 (p< .01) for intention to quit in the second step which the PPEFS-TR added to the mo-
del. These finding means the PPEFS-TR explained more variances above the PFS, and also support
Hypothesis 3.

For the sake of reliability, first of all the Cronbach Alpha coefficients were calculated, and the re-
sults were shown in Table 3. These coefficients were .77 for the PJFS, .90 for the POFS, and .93 for
both the PGFS and the PSFES. The test-retest reliability coefficients were .92, .94, .93, .90, respectively
(n=55). Additionally, composite reliability (C.R.) values of the scales were calculated, and presented
in Table 2. These values of the scales were .80, .90, .93, and .94, respectively.
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5. Study 2

The aim of Study 2 is to show that each measure of fit is related to an organizational outcome in
its relevant field, in order to provide additional evidence for the construct validity of the PPEFS-TR.
There are many studies showing that the variables about job, organization, workgroup and manager
are related to person-job (e.g., Cai et al., 2018; Leng & Chin, 2016; Peng & Mao, 2015), person-or-
ganization (e.g., Chi, & Pan, 2012; Demir, Demir & Nield, 2015; Huang, Cheng & Chou, 2005; Ju-
i-Chen, Yin-Ling & Mei-Man, 2014), person-group (e.g., Abdalla et al., 2018; Bednarska, 2017; Kris-
tof-Brown et al,, 2014; Yang, Feng & Feng, 2020) and person-supervisor fit (e.g., Chuang, Shen &
Judge, 2016; Marstand, Martin & Epitropaki, 2017; Sung, Seong & Kim, 2020; Zhang et al., 2015).
However, since each fit dimension relates to fit in different contexts, they are expected to be more
correlated to specific constructs. Therefore, in line with previous findings, when other dimensions
are controlled, it is expected that there will be significant relationships between person-job fit and
work engagement (e.g., Lu et al., 2014), person-organization fit and organizational identification
(e.g., Demir, Demir & Nield, 2015), person-group fit and group cohesion (e.g., Seong et al., 2015),
and person-supervisor fit and LMX (e.g., Engle & Lord, 1997). Thus, Hypothesis 4 to 7 were expres-

sed as below:
Hypothesis 4: Controlling for PO, PG and PS fit; P] fit is related to work-engagement.
Hypothesis 5: Controlling for PJ, PS and PJ fit; PO fit is related to organizational identification.
Hypothesis 6: Controlling for PJ, PO and PS fit; PG fit is related to group cohesion.

Hypothesis 7: Controlling for PJ, PO and PG fit; PS fit is related to LMX.

5.1. Method

5.1.1. Participants and Procedure

For this study undergraduate student volunteers from two universities in Turkey were asked to
distribute the scales to employed people from their social network. They were informed about the
scales and the procedures, and were not offered any credit. Total of 308 employees filled the surveys

as a paper-pencil form. All of the data were collected between April and November 2019.

The participants’ average age was 34.4 (s.d.= 9.7), and the proportion of women was 51%. While
80.5% of the participants were from Istanbul, a significant proportion of the rest were from the ot-
her major cities of the country, and the remainder were from various regions of Turkey. In terms of
educational status, 9.7% of the participants were educated to primary or secondary level, 16.9 % of
them were educated to high school level, 57.5% had at least an undergraduate degree and 15.9% had
graduate degree. The average lengths of experience in years is as follows: in the same institution 6.2,

in the same position, 4.6, working with the same manager, 3.8, total professional experience, 12.6.
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5.1.2. Measures
5.1.2.1. Perceived Person-Environment Fit Scale

As in the first study, PPEFS’s (Chuang, Shen & Judge, 2016) Turkish version was used in this
study. For this study, Cronbach Alpha coefficients were .77 for the PJES, .89 for the POFS, and .92 for
both the PGFS and the PSFS.

5.1.2.2. Utrecht Work Engagement Scale

The construct validity of the PJFS was tested using the employee engagement scale developed by
Schaufeli et al. (2002). It has 17 items (e.g. “Time flies when I am working”, “I am proud on the work
that I do”, “At my work, I feel bursting with energy”) with 5-point Likert type response scale ranging
from “not suitable” (1) to “completely suitable” (5). The scale consists of three factors: Vigor, Dedi-
cation and Absorption. The scale was adapted to Turkish by Eryilmaz and Dogan (2012). The Tur-
kish version contains the same three-factor structure as the original scale. The reliability coefficients
were found to be .94 for Cronbach Alpha, and .85 for test-retest method. In this study the Cronbach

Alpha coefficient was .95.
5.1.2.3. Organizational Identification Scale

This scale, which developed by Mael and Ashforth (1992), adapted to Turkish by Bayazit et al.
(2006) and Goncu (2006), was utilized to test the construct validity of the POFS. There are 6 items in
the scale with a 5-point Likert type response scale ranging from “totally agree” to “ totally disagree”
Some sample items of the scale are “When I talk about this organization, I usually say ‘we’ rather than
‘they”, “This organization’s successes are my successes”. As Goncu (2006) indicated, the scale has a
single factor structure. The reliability coefficient of the scale in the study was determined as .84. In

this study, the Cronbach Alpha coefficient was .89.
5.1.2.4. Group Cohesion Scale

The examination the construct validity of the PGFS made use of the scale developed by Price and
Mueller (1986, as cited in Alsancak, 2010) measuring the level of compliance of individuals in the
group. It has 5 items with a 5-point Likert scale ranging from “none” to “very much”. This scale was
adapted to Turkish by Alsancak (2010). The unidimensionality of the scale indicated in the confir-
matory factor analysis. In addition, the Cronbach Alpha coefficient was found to be .92. The exp-
ression “teammates” in the original was replaced with “department friends’, and also, past tense was
replaced with present. Thus, two example questions are “How much do you trust your department
friends?”, “How much would you like to work again with your department friends in the future?”.

Cronbach Alpha coefficient was .90 in this study.
5.1.2.5. Leader-Member Exchange Scale

The scale developed by Liden and Maslyn (1998), was utilized for testing the construct validity of

the PSES. It consists of 12 expressions within four-factor (Affect, Loyalty, Contribution, Professional
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Respect), each consisting of three expressions. Two example items from the scale are “My supervi-

» <

sor would defend me to others in the organization if I made an honest mistake”, “My supervisor is a
lot of fun to work with”. In this study the Turkish form of the scale adapted by Ucler (2018) was used.
It has a 6-point Likert type response scale ranging from “Strongly disagree” (1) to “Strongly agree”

(6). The Cronbach Alpha coeftficient of the scale was reported as .94, whereas it was .95 in this study.

5.1.3. Data Analysis

SPSS 22 package program was used for the analysis. For construct validity, the relationships
between the each PPEFS-TR scale and other related constructs were examined. In relation to relia-

bility analysis, Cronbach Alpha coefficients were calculated for each dimensions of the PPEFS-TR.

5.1.4. Results

For the construct validity, the relations between the PPEFS-TR dimensions and other related
structures were examined by four different hierarchical linear regression analysis, and the results
are presented in Table 4. When PO, PG and PS fit were controlled; PJ fit was related to work engage-
ment significantly. In the second step, although the coefficients of PO and PG fit remained signifi-
cant, it was observed that the PJ fit exhibited the highest correlation with work engagement. Moreo-
ver, when PJ, PG and PS fit were controlled; only PO fit was related to organizational identification
significantly. Similarly, when PJ, PO and PS fit were controlled; only PG fit was related to group co-
hesion significantly. Lastly, when PJ, PO and PG fit were controlled; PS fit was related to LMX signi-
ficantly. Although PG was significantly related to LMX, the coefficient was small and has low signi-
ficance. All of these results support Hypothesis 4 to 7.

Table 4. Hierarchical Linear Regression Analysis Results for the Outcome Variables as Dependent
Variables in Study 2

Types of Fit
PJES POEFS PGES PSES
i 8 8 B8 Model AR? Model AF 8
Work Engagement 200 207 16 .10 .06 26.38*%*
Organizational Identification 13 280 .07 13 .03 12.92%*
Group Cohesion -01 -.16* 660% -.01 .19 69.11%**
LMX -.04 -.03 13% 697 24 163.91°*

Note: n= 308. All 8 values recruited from Step 2. *p< .05, **p < .01, **p < .001. Underlined cells represent hypothesized
relationships.

PJES = Person-Job Fit Scale; POFS = Person-Organization Fit Scale; PGFS = Person-Group Fit
Scale; PSES = Person-Supervisor Fit Scale. Internal reliability analyses were also conducted in Study
2. The Cronbach Alpha coefficients were .77 for the PJFS, .89 for the POFS, .92 for the PGFS, and
.92 for the PSFS.
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6. Discussion

As it is based on multiple theories, the PPEFS (Chuang, Shen & Judge, 2016) allows multidimen-
sional evaluation of person-environment fit, and thus is frequently used in this field (e.g., Andela
& Van Der Doef, 2019; Krishnan, Wesley & Bhaskaran, 2017; Nyarko-Sampson, Amponsah & Asa-
mani, 2019). The scale enables measurement of the fit with the structural aspects of the work envi-
ronment in terms of organization and work, on the one hand, and the human aspects, such as group
and supervisor, on the other. Building on the contribution of the scale to the person-environment fit
literature, this research aimed to adapt the PPEFS (Chuang, Shen & Judge,2016) into Turkish, and

thus, to provide a resource for future studies with Turkish samples.

The confirmatory factor analysis revealed four measures of fit — PJES, POFS, PGFS, and PSFS.
The results of the analysis for each scale indicated that while the one-factor model fits well for the
PJFS and the PSFS, there is a better fit for the two-factor model (goals and values fit) for the POFS,
and the second-order model for the PGFS (goals, values and attributes fit). Moreover, the results in-
dicated good fit for the second-order model that supports convergent validity of the PPFS. Additio-
nally, the good fit of the second-order and superordinate models of the PPEFS-TR implies that per-
son-environment fit can be conceptualized as a superordinate multidimensional construct. All these
results support the previous literature (Chuang, Shen & Judge, 2016; Seong et al. 2015), and confirm
the factorial structure of the PPEFS.

In this study, the findings of the positive correlations between all measures can be considered as
a construct validity evidence. Among these relations, lower level correlations were found between
the PJES and other scales, and higher level, among the POEFS, the PGFS and the PSFS. This re-
sult is not surprised, since while the PJFS’s content is very different from other scales, while the or-
ganization concept covers groups and supervisors, so these three scales are more closely related, es-
pecially, the POFS and the PGFS, which have very high correlation. This finding can be discussed
from a cultural point of view. As known Turkey has a collectivistic culture (House et al., 2004), and
in this type of cultures the employee-employer relationship put more emphasis on relationships rat-
her than tasks, and also on value congruence as well as individual and group attractiveness (Lee &
Ramaswami, 2013; Parkes, Bochner & Schneider, 2001). Thus, the high relations between organiza-
tion, group and supervisor fit may be due the fact that employees in Turkey give more importance to

fit in relationships, unlike people in individualistic cultures who may focus more on person-job fit.

In relation to convergent validity, AVE values above .50 and lower than CR values were conside-
red as evidence for validity (Hair, Ringle & Sarstedt, 2011). When the relations of the PPEFS-TR and
the PFS was investigated with respect to convergent validity, as with Chuang, Shen and Judge (2016),
moderate correlations were observed between these two scales, which measure the same construct.
Among these relations, the highest correlation of Demand-Abilities factor of the PFS is with the
PJFS, which has the same content. On the other hand, Person-Organization Fit factor of the PFS is
most highly correlated with the same type of fit oriented the POEFS, it also moderately correlated with
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the PGSF and PSFS, which also focus on groups and managers in organizations. Nevertheless, Need
and Supplies factor of the PFS has medium level correlation with all dimensions of the PPEFS-TR.
Since all scales to some extent measure the fit by focusing on some aspects of a person’s ideal, and the
reality, these similar coefficients seem reasonable. As expected, based on the previous findings (Chu-
ang, Shen & Judge, 2016; Liao & Chuang, 2004), the PPEFS-TR measures have negligible correlati-

ons with age and gender, providing evidence for divergent validity.

In addition, incremental validity tests were conducted for the each PPEFS-TR measures. Firstly,
similar to previous research (Afsar & Badir, 2016; Andela & Van Der Doef, 2019; Nyarko-Samp-
son, Amponsah & Asamani, 2019; Stone et al., 2019; Yu, 2016), the analysis revealed that all the
PPEFS-TR dimensions have significant low to moderate correlations with these constructs. Furt-
hermore, it was observed that the PPEFS-TR explained above and beyond the PFS (Cable & DeRue,
2002) on these organizational outcomes. Especially, the PSFS was the dimension that most contribu-
ted to the PFS for all outcomes. The PFS, used extensively in person-environment fit literate in or-
ganizational research, does not cover person-supervisor fit. This key finding underlines the impor-
tance of measuring this fit dimension in future research. Additionally, while the PJFS and the POFS
contributed to the explained variance on job satisfaction and organizational citizenship respectively,
the PGFS has no significant effects on these outcomes. Although this result shows the PGFS does not
explain more variance above the PFS on these outcomes, it can be expected that this scale might have
greater contribution on constructs that are more group related. In future, incremental validity of the
PGEFS can be explored using variables concerning groups in organizations, such as group commit-

ment, communication quality in groups, or group performance.

As another construct validity evidence, controlling the other scale, the correlation of each scale
with theoretically-related construct were investigated. For the POFS, its relation to organizational
identification was significant, and moreover, was higher than the relations of the other scale in the
PPEFS-TR to organizational identification. Similarly, for the PGES, the relationship between the
scale and group cohesion was significant, and also was higher than the correlations of this validity
construct with other measures in the PPEFS-TR. There is a similar pattern for the PSFS, since its rela-
tion with LMX was high, in fact, higher than the relations of LMX with the other PPEFS-TR dimensi-
ons. Although the relation of the PJFS with work engagement was significant, and the correlation co-
efficient for this relationship was higher than the other scales of the PPEFS-TR have, it was observed
that these correlation coefficients were similar. This similarity might stem from the fact that work en-
gagement is different from other validity constructs, because rather than being specific only to job fit,
may be affected by the other fit dimensions, such as organization, group and supervisor. All of these
results concur with the previous studies revealing relationships between person-job fit and work en-
gagement (Lu et al., 2014), person-organization fit and organizational identification (Vondey, 2010),
person-group fit and social cohesion (Seong et al., 2015), and person-supervisor fit and LMX (Engle
& Lord, 1997), and can be regarded as validity evidence.
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In terms of reliability, internal consistency analyses were conducted for each scale. All of the
Cronbach’ Alpha values imply that the measurements were reliable — particularly for the POFS, the
PGFS and the PSFS, which are above .89 -, and also, the coefficients of the PJFS is .77, relatively lower
than other scales. Additionally, CR values in the measurement model were higher than .70 which in-
dicates high reliability (Hair, Ringle & Sarstedt, 2011). Similarly, the lowest value was belonging to
PJES. This result might be due to the contents of the PJFS items, each of which focus on different
aspects of fit in relation to job, such as qualifications, personality, interests and needs, i.e., the fit in
these aspects are rather unrelated. However, the fact that all test-retest reliability coefficients were

above .90 indicates that these measurements are not only consistent but also stable over time.

Some limitations of this research should be noted. First of all, self-report data from a single source
was used. Future research should utilize a more objective criterion variable, such as job performance,
and also data from different sources, such as managers or colleagues. In future, it will be important to
test criterion-related validity, as an alternative validity method. Secondly, as discussed in the sample
and procedure sections, various strategies were used to diversify the demographic characteristics
(e.g., education, tenure, sector, department or job type) and reach more representative employee
sample. The aim was to reach more generalizable results. However, the construct of the scale might
be re-examined in more specific samples to allow cross-validity checks. Finally, it was possible to test
the superordinate model, but not the aggregate model. Although the aggregate model was not previ-
ously supported (Chuang, Shen & Judge, 2016), in future, this model should be tested specifically for

the PPEFS-TR, to determine whether or not the scales can be combined into a general fit concept.

As Chuang, Shen and Judge (2016) stated, by integrating various theories on fit, the PPEFS is able
to measure person-environment fit with psychometrically strong qualities, in a full spectrum of di-
mensions. It is valuable, in particular, to include PG fit and PS fit measures into the assessment of fit.
The Turkish form of the PPEFS-TR also seems as psychometrically sound as the original. Thus, it has
potential for studies conducted on person-environment fit field in Turkish samples. The PPEFS-TR
can be also utilized by organization for various process, for example in employee selection and pro-

fessional development, and in redesigning the job.
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APPENDIX

PPEFS-TR OLCEGI

Asagida isiniz, calisma grubunuz, siipervizoriiniiz (ilk amiriniz) ve ¢alistiginiz kurum ile ilgili
gesitli sorular bulunmaktadir. Liitfen her bir soruyu okuyup, alttaki degerlendirme skalasini kulla-

narak sorunun yaninda ayrilan parantezin igine 1 ile 7 arasinda sizin i¢in uygun olan say1y1 yaziniz.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Hi¢ Uyumlu Tamamen
Degil Uyumlu

Kisi-Is Uyumu

1 () Sizin profesyonel beceri, bilgi ve yetenekleriniz ile isinizin gerektirdigi beceri, bilgi ve yetenekler
arasindaki uyumu nasil tarif edersiniz?

2 () Kisilik 6zellikleriniz (6rnegin; disadoniik / igedoniik, uyumlu / uyumsuz ve giivenilir / giivenilmez) ile
isinizin gerektirdigi kisilik 6zellikleri arasindaki uyumu nasil tarif edersiniz?

3 0) [lgileriniz (6rnegin; sosyal / asosyal, sanatsal / sanatsal olmayan ve geleneksel / geleneksel olmayan) ile
bir is i¢in olmasini arzu ettiginiz ilgiler arasindaki uyumu nasil tarif edersiniz?

4 () Su anki isinizin 6zellikleri (6rnegin; otonomi, onemlilik ve beceri ¢esitliligi) ile bir is i¢in olmasini arzu
ettiginiz 6zellikler arasindaki uyumu nasil tarif edersiniz?

Kisi - Orgiit Uyumu

Asagidaki degerlere sizin verdiginiz 6nem ile orgiitiiniiziin verdigi 6nem arasindaki uyumu nasil tarif edersiniz?

1 () Diirtistlik

2 0) Basar1
3 () Adalet
4 () Bagkalarina yardim etme

Asagidaki boyutlar agisindan sizin hedefleriniz ile orgiitiiniiziin hedefleri arasindaki uyumu nasil tarif edersiniz?
5. 0 Odill

6. 0) Beklenen ¢aba miktar1

7. 0) Diger orgiitlerle rekabet

Kisi - Grup Uyumu

Asagidaki degerlere sizin verdiginiz 6nem ile grubunuzun verdigi onem arasindaki uyumu nasil tarif edersiniz?
1. () Diiriistlik

2. () Bagar1
3. () Adalet
4. () Bagkalarina yardim etme

Asagidaki boyutlar agisindan sizin hedefleriniz ile grubunuzun hedefleri arasindaki uyumu nasil tarif edersiniz?
5. () Odiil

6. 0) Beklenen ¢aba miktar1

7. 0) Diger orgiitlerle rekabet

Asagidaki ozellikler agisindan siz ve grubunuzun tiyeleri arasindaki uyumu nasil tarif edersiniz?

8. 0 Kisilik

9. () Caligma tarz

10. () Yasam tarzi
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Kisi - Siipervizor Uyumu

L.

o W

0

,\,\,\,\
—_ — — —

Hayatta sizin deger verdiginiz seyler ile siipervizériiniiziin deger verdikleri arasindaki uyumu nasil tarif
edersiniz?

Sizin kisiliginiz ile siipervizoriiniizin kisiligi arasindaki uyumu nasil tarif edersiniz?

Sizin ¢alisma tarziniz ile siipervizoriiniiziin ¢aligma tarzi arasindaki uyumu nasil tarif edersiniz?

Sizin yagsam tarziniz ile siipervizoriiniiziin yagam tarzi arasindaki uyumu nasil tarif edersiniz?
Stipervizoriiniiziin liderlik tarzi ile sizin arzu ettiginiz liderlik tarzi arasindaki uyumu nasil tarif
edersiniz?
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