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ABSTRACT 

 
The current study provides a second step in the development of an alternative, two-
dimensional conceptualization of person-organization fit. This conceptualization 
distinguishes between two motivations known to influence the way individuals define 
and pursue goals—promotion focus and prevention focus. Based on empirical support, 
we conclude that the Organizational Culture Profile’s original seven dimensions, when 
used to profile individual value preferences, reflect different underlying motivations that 
are likely to be important in predicting specific work behaviors such as speed, creativity, 
attention to detail, and safety performance. Our conclusion challenges the common 
practice within person-organization fit research of predicting generic effects across any 
and all combinations of shared values between an individual and the respective 
organization. We suggest that partitioning P-O fit into two dimensions supported by 
regulatory focus theory will result in improved predictive power on specific work 
behaviors. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 
 
By and large, most scholars would agree that organizational culture has a meaningful 
impact on workplace behaviors; however, articulating the nature of this influence has 
proven to be a challenge (e.g., Davis-Blake and Pfeffer, 1989; Chatman et al., 2014; 
Hoffman and Woehr, 2006; Kristof-Brown et al., 2005; Mischel, 1968). Within 
organizational research, person-organization (P-O) fit has emerged as the predominant 
method for studying the influence of organizational culture on workplace attitudes and 
behaviors. P-O fit is a concept designed to assess the level of value congruency between 
an individual and an organization (Morley, 2007; O’Reilly et al., 1991; Westerman and 
Vanka, 2005).  

Although P-O fit is often studied as a determinant of important work-related 
behavioral outcomes such as task performance and organizational citizenship, empirical 
findings in general do not support P-O fit as a meaningful predictor of behavioral 
outcomes. Rich, Rich, and Hair (2018) attribute this lack of empirical support to 
shortcomings in the traditional conceptualization of P-O fit and propose an alternative 
framework for assessing organizational culture (the “O” component in P-O fit). In this 
research, we utilize that alternative framework to determine whether the dimensions of 
organizational culture documented by Rich and colleagues (2018) are consistent with 
those underlying personal values (i.e., the “P” in P-O fit). If so, then the current research 
coupled with the findings of Rich and colleagues (2018) together provide support for an 
alternative measure of P-O fit—one that we hope leads to not only a more robust 
understanding of the phenomenon itself but also improved usefulness in predicting 
specific work behaviors such as speed, creativity, attention to detail, and safety 
performance. 
 

II. LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
We will begin the discussion by examining personal values and organizational values as 
both are assessed by the Organizational Culture Profile. These issues give rise to the 
examination of person-organization (P-O) fit. Regulatory focus theory is introduced as a 
mechanism of categorizing both personal and organizational values that enhances 
prediction of outcomes of person-organization fit. Finally, we examine the structure of 
personal values as assessed by the Organizational Culture Profile to determine 
consistency with the structure of organizational values based on regulatory focus theory 
(Rich et al., 2018). 
 
A. Personal Values 
 
Personal values are defined as an individual’s enduring beliefs that specific modes of 
conduct are preferable to opposing modes of conduct (Rokeach, 1973). Personal values 
define not only who an individual is but also who an individual is not. For instance, if an 
individual believes donating to charity is good, then the individual must also believe that 
not giving to charity is bad (or at least not as good). 

Individuals use their personal values to interpret events in their personal and work 
lives (Hitlin and Piliavin, 2004). For example, supervisors who value novelty and 
innovation will encourage employees to express their suggestions for workplace 
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improvement. They will appreciate the opportunity for change and will evaluate 
subordinates offering such proposals positively. By contrast, supervisors who value 
stability will view such opportunities to innovate negatively and will evaluate 
subordinates who offer recommendations for change poorly. Thus, subordinates learn 
through the reactions of their supervisor whether novelty and change or stability and 
predictability are valued in their work unit and may well generalize those lessons to the 
organization as a whole. 
 
B. Organizational Values 
 
The Organizational Culture Profile (OCP) (see O’Reilly et al., 1991) is a popular 
framework used for profiling organizational values as well as personal values and has 
been demonstrated to be reliable and valid across a number of contexts (Ashkanasy et al., 
2000). The OCP includes seven independent dimensions: innovation, outcome 
orientation, aggressiveness, stability, attention to detail, respect for people, and team 
orientation (Cable and Judge, 1996; O’Reilly et al., 1991). Each dimension is supported 
by a set of basic values that are noted for being descriptive, distinctive, and suitable for 
capturing the diversity among organizations and individuals alike (Chatman et al., 2014; 
O’Reilly et al., 1991). For example, the innovation dimension emphasizes values such as 
risk taking and experimenting, while the stability dimension reflects values including 
security and predictability. 

Recently, Rich et al. (2018) consolidated the OCP’s original seven cultural 
dimensions into two empirically supported higher-order, independent dimensions termed 
as promotion-focused culture and prevention-focused culture. The terms promotion and 
prevention are adapted from Higgins’ (1997) regulatory focus theory (RFT), and the 
higher-order dimensions of organizational culture are structured to mirror RFT’s two 
distinct self-regulatory orientations, which have been linked to key differences in the way 
individuals define and pursue goals. Ultimately, the research conducted by Rich et al. 
(2018) supports that the OCP’s seven dimensions reflect different underlying motivations 
likely important in predicting individual work behavior. Notably, this conclusion 
challenges the common practice of predicting generic effects across all cultural 
dimensions. 

 
C. Person-Organization Fit 
 
Within organizational research, person-organization (P-O) fit has emerged as a common 
method for studying the influence of values on individuals within the workplace. P-O fit 
holds that individual-level outcomes such as work attitudes and behaviors are best 
predicted by the level of congruence between an individual’s personal values and the 
culture of the organization to which the individual belongs (e.g., Morley, 2007; O’Reilly 
et al., 1991; Westerman and Vanka, 2005). Initially, P-O fit was developed to predict an 
individual’s general attitudes toward a particular organization, such as organizational 
commitment and job satisfaction (O’Reilly et al., 1991). Over the years, however, the 
applications of P-O fit have been extended to predict a limited number of work behaviors 
including task performance, organizational citizenship behavior, and turnover (Cable and 
DeRue, 2002; Hoffman and Woehr, 2006; Vandenberghe, 1999). Generally speaking, it 
seems reasonable that values—both personal and cultural—should have a meaningful 
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impact on workplace behaviors; however, articulating the nature of this influence has 
been a challenge. A comprehensive review of the P-O fit literature suggests that the 
predictive ability of P-O fit on workplace behaviors is weak to moderate at best (Hoffman 
and Woehr, 2006). 

Rich, Rich and Hair (2018) attribute the overall weak relationship between P-O fit 
and workplace behaviors to shortcomings in the conceptualization of P-O fit. To this 
point, many conceptualizations of P-O fit center only on whether values generally are 
shared across individuals and their respective organization, rather than focusing on which 
specific values are consistent across individuals and organization (Rich et al., 2018). That 
is, the preponderance of past research is based on the fundamental assumption that any 
combination of shared values between the two parties will have a positive effect across a 
broad range of desirable work outcomes equally. 

While the undifferentiated focus on shared values is intuitively appealing, 
problems with such a facile approach can be highlighted by considering two examples of 
P-O fit. Extending the example offered in the previous paragraph, suppose employee “A” 
and company “A” both value stimulation and self-direction, while both employee “B” 
and company “B” highly regard tradition and conformity. From a unidimensional 
perspective on organizational values, any and all positive workplace attitudes and 
behaviors would be predicted for both employees—because both employees exhibit 
strong P-O fit with their respective organizations. Yet, Rich et al. (2018) argue that such 
a generic approach to establishing fit undermines a fundamental principle of values: 
while some values work together providing individuals with compatible cues, other 
values challenge one another and provide conflicting cues (Schwartz, 1992, 2012). While 
both employees “fit” with their respective organizations, the values reflected in example 
“A” (i.e., stimulation and self-direction) encourage change, whereas the values 
represented in example “B” (i.e., tradition and conformity) oppose change. As a result, 
while it is likely that both examples of fit contribute to the two employees’ work 
behaviors, the particular work behaviors that result would be quite different in the two 
examples. It seems reasonable to attribute higher levels of innovative behaviors to P-O 
fit in example “A” but not “B”, while higher levels of conservative behaviors (such as 
safety performance) are likely outcomes of P-O fit in example “B” but not “A”. 

Rich et al. (2018) developed and empirically tested an alternative framework for 
studying organizational culture (i.e., the “O” component in P-O fit) that recognizes the 
inherent conflict among values. Their model links 22 values from the OCP to two distinct, 
well-established motivations that contribute to the way individuals define and pursue 
goals—promotion focus and prevention focus. These two foci are derived from 
regulatory focus theory (Higgins, 1997). The current research relies on these two basic 
motivations to develop an alternative method for profiling personal values in a way that 
distinguishes between congruent and conflicting values. 
 
D. Regulatory Focus Theory 
 
Higgins’ (1997) regulatory focus theory (RFT) provides a framework for organizing 
values around commonalities that distinguish how individuals define and pursue goals.  
RFT is a goal pursuit theory that articulates differences in individuals’ perceptions, 
motivation, and behavior during the decision-making process. The theory posits two 
independent and contrasting self-regulatory orientations—promotion focus and 
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prevention focus. 
Promotion focus involves the motivation to approach pleasure, whereas 

prevention focus takes as its motivation avoiding pain (Higgins, 2002; Johnson et al., 
2015; Yen et al., 2011). In turn, promotion focus and prevention focus distinguish 
between how approach and avoidance evoke different individual goals and strategies to 
achieve them. Specifically, individuals adopt distinct strategies during goal pursuit—
strategies that have been found to predict different behavioral outcomes (e.g., Higgins et 
al., 1994; Van Dijk and Kluger, 2011). 

An individual’s predisposition to either achieve pleasure or avoid pain can be 
managed and thus used to predict how the individual will perform relating to behavioral 
work outcomes. For instance, promotion-focused employees, who perceive achieving 
positive outcomes as being more important than avoiding negative outcomes (Higgins, 
2002), tend to choose goals emphasizing achievement and positive outcomes. By contrast, 
prevention-focused employees tend to focus their goal directed behaviors on minimizing 
discomfort and avoiding negative outcomes (Crowe and Higgins, 1997; Liberman et al., 
1999). 

RFT is a relatively comprehensive theory of motivation given the theory’s ability 
to identify more proximal stimuli associated with approach and avoidance motivations—
to the point of being able to predict specific outcomes based on how individuals respond 
to these proximal influences (Higgins, 1997, 1998, 2000). With respect to outcomes, 
promotion focus and prevention focus have been used to predict contrasting individual 
behavioral outcomes such as speed/accuracy, creativity/timeliness, risk/conservatism, 
persistence/readiness to quit, and productivity/safety (e.g., Boldero and Higgins, 2011; 
Crowe and Higgins, 1997; Forster et al., 2003; Hamstra et al., 2011; Wallace and Chen, 
2006). 
 
E. Regulatory Focus Theory and Individual Values 
 
Based on regulatory focus theory, Rich et al. (2018) integrated the OCP’s original seven 
dimensions of organizational values (i.e., innovation, outcome orientation, 
aggressiveness, attention to detail, stability, teamwork, and respect for others) into the 
two regulatory foci (i.e., promotion focus and prevention focus). A similar integration 
has not yet been accomplished for individual values. However, there is good reason to 
expect that individual values will exhibit a similar structure.   

The regulatory focus framework links the OCP dimensions of innovation, 
aggressiveness, and outcome orientation to promotion focus, indicated in Rich and 
colleagues (2018). Promotion-focused individuals are more attuned to positively framed 
goals and outcomes; notably, elevated sensitivity to positive outcomes is a hallmark 
condition associated with promotion focus (Higgins, 1997). In response to this sensitivity, 
promotion-focused individuals aggressively take on goals associated with beneficial 
outcomes (Crowe and Higgins, 1997). As previously noted, studies within RFT support 
that sensitivity to positive outcomes contributes to behaviors such as productivity, change, 
speed, risk, and creativity (Boldero and Higgins, 2011; Friedman and Förster, 2001; 
Hamstra et al., 2011; Liberman et al., 1999). 

Rich et al.’s (2018) framework associates the remaining OCP dimensions—
attention to detail, stability, team orientation, and respect for others—to prevention focus.  
Prevention-focused self-regulation is fueled by one’s sensitivities to loss, security, and 
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obligation (Higgins, 1997, 1998). In response to these sensitivities (and as previously 
noted), prevention-focused individuals adopt behavioral strategies that reinforce 
accuracy, safety, and resistance to change (Boldero and Higgins, 2011; Crowe and 
Higgins, 1997; Hamstra et al., 2011; Liberman et al., 1999).  

Research within RFT indicates that avoidance strategies associated with 
prevention focus stimulate feelings of interdependence, interpersonal relationships, and 
a collective mindset (Higgins, 1997, 1998). Prevention-focused individuals rely heavily 
on feelings of obligation to guide their actions; within the workplace, these feelings 
motivate them to develop strong relationships with co-workers and to fulfill various roles 
throughout the organization (Lee at al., 2000). 

 
III. HYPOTHESES 

 
To summarize the basic tenet in the framework developed by Rich et al. (2018), the 
OCP’s seven original dimensions of culture can be consolidated into two independent, 
higher-order dimensions that reflect the stimuli associated with promotion focus and 
prevention focus. Specifically, promotion focus encompasses three of the OCP’s original 
seven dimensions (aggressiveness, innovation, and outcome orientation). Likewise, the 
remaining four OCP dimensions (stability, attention to detail, teamwork, and respect for 
people) can be linked to prevention focus. We propose that this reconfigured, higher-
order factor structure proposed by Rich et al. (2018) can be used to represent not only 
organizational culture but also personal values in a way that recognizes the inherent 
conflict and congruency among values. The following hypotheses are proposed: 
 
H1: Value statements measuring an individual’s personal preferences toward 

innovation, outcome orientation, and aggressiveness dimensions will consolidate 
into a single higher-order factor – termed promotion-focused value orientation. 

H2: Value statements measuring an individual’s personal preferences toward stability, 
attention to detail, respect for people, and team orientation dimensions will 
consolidate into a single, higher-order factor – termed prevention-focused value 
orientation. 
 
If hypotheses 1 and 2 are supported, these findings combined with those of Rich 

et al. (2018) together provide support that both personal values (the “P” side of P-O fit) 
and organizational values (the “O” side of P-O fit) can be conceptualized as higher order 
factors that parallel the underlying motivations associated with promotion focus and 
prevention focus. Ultimately these findings would justify moving forward with testing to 
see if the specific two-dimensional model of P-O fit differentially predicts behavioral 
outcomes (e.g. speed, attention to detail, creativity, safety performance, etc.) as suggested 
by regulatory focus theory.  

 
IV. METHOD 

 
A. Research Design and Data Collection 
 
Data for this study were obtained as part of a larger study on person-organization fit. 
Twenty-two public accounting firms in the United States agreed to participate in the study.  
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Among the 22 firms, the average annual revenue was $30 million, with a range from $15 
million to $74 million in annual revenue. The use of accounting firms has precedence in 
this body of literature as O’Reilly et al. (1991) used accounting firms to validate the OCP.  

In the larger research project, separate samples of accountants were employed to 
assess organizational and personal values. In this study, we will focus only on personal 
values. To measure employees’ personal values, self-reported data was collected 
electronically via the Qualtrics Survey platform from an average of 12 staff accountants 
within each firm—with a range of 7 to 20 accountants across firms. All respondents were 
full-time employees who had worked a minimum of one full tax season.    
 
B. Measures 
 
All respondents in the study provided information on the same set of 22 values from the 
OCP that we used in the research reported by Rich et al. (2018). These 22 items were 
selected for the research because of their use in previous studies (e.g., Cable and Judge, 
1996) and their consistency with the promotion focus or prevention focus dimensions of 
regulatory focus theory. Refer to Table 1 for a list of the 22 items. 
 
C. Analysis 
 
Partial least squares confirmatory composite analysis (PLS-CCA) was used to test the 
measurement of the proposed factors and structure theorized in the hypotheses (Hair et al., 
2018; Henseler et al. 2014; Henseler et al., 2016). Version 3.2.7 of Smart PLS structural 
equation modeling software was used to conduct this analysis (Ringle et al., 2015). 

The preponderance of research in this area has used exploratory factor analysis 
(EFA) to modify and test theories related to OCP structure (e.g., Baird et al., 2011; 
Chatman and Jehn, 1994; Chatman et al., 2014; Lee and Yu, 2004; Wang et al., 2010). 
However, EFA is not appropriate for the current study because EFA is not designed to 
evaluate higher-order factor structures. Hair, Hult, Ringle, and Sarstedt (2017) and Hair et 
al. (2018) argue that PLS-CCA is better equipped for studies engaged in assessing 
measurement models, explaining variance, and theory development than other methods, 
such as covariance-based confirmatory factor analysis. 
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Table 1 
Organizational Culture Profile Items 

Item 
Extremely 

Uncharacteristic 
Uncharacteristic 

Somewhat 
Uncharacteristic 

Neutral 
Somewhat 

Characteristic 
Characteristic 

Extremely 
Characteristic 

Stability ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
Adaptability ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Being innovative ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
Quick to take advantage 

of opportunities 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Risk taking ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
Being results oriented ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Paying attention to detail ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
Controlling conflict 

directly 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Being team oriented ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
Being people oriented ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Fairness ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
Tolerance ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Being competitive ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
Being highly organized ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
Achievement oriented ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

High performance 
expectations 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Being aggressive ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
Security of employment ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Being calm ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
Developing friends at 

work 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Having a good reputation ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
An emphasis on quality ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Instructions: The statements listed on the next two pages are used to describe personal values that are commonly held by individuals. Please read each statement and then 

fill in the bubble that best indicates how important that value is to you personally. For example, if you determine that “Stability” is “Somewhat Characteristic” of you in 

terms of what you value personally, then please fill in the corresponding bubble on the form. Please respond to all of the statements. 
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V. RESULTS 
 
Both hypotheses in this study proposed that a higher-order dimensional model 
(promotion focus and prevention focus) will be supported based on the hypothesized 
grouping of the seven dimensions of the OCP. To begin, the measurement model for 
personal values was tested using PLS software. We followed contemporary 
methodological guidelines (similar to those of Brammer et al., 2015; Hair et al., 2017; 
Ringle et al., 2015). Table 2 shows the outer loadings between indicators and first-order 
constructs to test reliability. Problematic indicators were identified by using the 
guidelines established by Hair and colleagues (2017) and MacKenzie and colleagues 
(2011). Three indicators were considered for removal based on having marginal outer 
loadings, which include outer loadings lower than Hair and colleagues’ (2013) 
recommended 0.708 but above the minimum standard of 0.40. Outer loadings for 
indicators “developing friends at work”, “having a good reputation”, and “adaptability” 
were 0.614, 0.601, and 0.562, respectively. For each of these indicators, we considered 
the impact of its deletion based on the respective measurement model’s composite 
reliability and average variance extracted (AVE) (shown in Table 2). In the end, however, 
all three indicators were retained because, despite the marginal outer loadings, each 
indicator strengthened the measurement validity and unidimensionality of its respective 
construct and corresponding first order cultural composite (i.e., AVEs for innovation, 
respect for people, and team orientation had already exceeded the desired .50 standard 
without eliminating the three indicators). Additionally, t-values obtained through 
bootstrapping support that the outer loadings for all first order indicators are significant 
at the <.01 level. 

Composite reliability was used to test internal consistency reliability (Hair et al., 
2017). Table 2 shows the results for all first-order constructs. Each reached acceptable 
reliabilities above .70, which is generally considered appropriate (Nunnally and Bernstein, 
1994), with a range of .785 to .842. 

The average variance extracted (AVE) of each first-order construct was used to 
assess convergent validity. Hair et al. (2018) established a threshold of .50 for this 
measure. As shown in Table 2, all the constructs examined possessed AVEs that 
surpassed this threshold, ranging from .553 to .654. 

Next, discriminant validity was assessed to determine if the constructs are distinct. 
Fornell-Larcker’s (Fornell and Larcker, 1981) criterion method, where the square roof of 
the construct’s AVE must be greater than its correlation with another construct, was used.  
All first-order constructs were found to be distinct. 

The results presented in Table 2 suggest that the seven composites previously 
identified by Rich et al. (2018) were also found as first-order composites in the present 
partial least square analysis using data on personal values (rather than organizational 
values). These seven composites were innovation, outcome orientation, aggressiveness, 
attention to detail, stability, team orientation, and respect for people. 
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Table 2 
Theorized Higher-order Factor Structure and PLS Results 

2nd Order 
Factors 

1st Order 
Factors 

Constructs & Indicators 
Outer 

Loadings 
Composite 
Reliability 

AVE 

Promotion-
focused 

Innovation 

Innovation:  0.831 0.557 
Being innovative 0.795   

Risk taking 0.793   

Adaptability 0.562   

Quick to take advantage of 
opportunities 

0.807   

Aggressiveness 

Aggressiveness:  0.837 0.633 
Being competitive 0.754   

Being aggressive 0.894   

Confronting conflict 
directly 

0.729   

Outcome 
Orientation 

Outcome Orientation:  0.832 0.623 
Being results oriented 0.755   

Achievement orientation 0.834   

High performance 
expectations 

0.776   

Prevention-
focused 

Stability 

Stability:  0.834 0.626 
Stability 0.821   

Security of employment 0.809   

Being calm 0.742   

Attention to 
Detail 

Attention to Detail:  0.795 0.565 
Paying attention to detail 0.747   

Being highly organized 0.740   

An emphasis on quality 0.767   

Respect for 
People 

Respect for People:  0.785 0.553 
Fairness 0.821   

Tolerance 0.789   

Having a good reputation 0.601   

Team 
Orientation 

Team Orientation:  0.842 0.645 
Being team oriented 0.919   

Being people oriented 0.846   

Developing friends at 
work 

0.614   

Note: OCP items adapted from Cable & Judge (1996) and factor structure adapted from Rich et al. 
(2018). 

 
All criteria relating to reliability and validity recommended to evaluate the 

acceptability of data for use with confirmatory composite analysis for this study are met, 
thus we continued with confirmatory composite analysis. Our findings support 
hypotheses 1 and 2. The first three of the seven first-order composites—innovation, 
aggressiveness, and outcome orientation—comprised a higher-order composite that was 
consistent with promotion focus. Thus, Hypothesis 1 was supported. The remaining four 
dimensions—stability, attention to detail, respect for people, and team orientation—
comprised a second higher order composite that was consistent with prevention focus.  
Hypothesis 2 was also supported. Wetzels and colleagues’ (2009) approach was used for 
the development of these two higher order composites. 
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VI. DISCUSSION 
 
A. Findings 
 
This research represents a step in a program of empirical work to improve both research 
and practice with respect to organizational culture and organizational values. The results 
of the current study represent a step away from a monolithic model of P-O fit that implies 
that fit on any dimension of organizational culture is considered equally desirable. These 
findings combined with those of Rich et al (2018) suggest that organizations, like people, 
vary in their relative emphasis on differing sets of values—specifically those related to a 
promotion focus as compared to those related to a prevention focus (Johnson et al., 2015).  
As a result, congruence between person and organization with respect to the dominant 
values of a firm suggests better P-O fit than agreement with respect to values that receive 
less emphasis within the firm. While this approach may seem intuitively appealing, most 
research on P-O fit has not employed that perspective (e.g., Cable and DeRue, 2002; 
Cable and Judge, 1996; Hoffman and Woehr, 2006; Kristof-Brown et al., 2005; 
Vandenberghe, 1999).   

The two-dimensional approach of promotion focus and prevention focus with their 
underlying values may render research on P-O fit more effective. The two diverging 
orientations suggest differing patterns of emphasis on the underlying value structure of 
the OCP. The different values that organizations choose to emphasize have implications 
for desired behavior on the part of employees. The employees, in turn, will have varying 
behavioral and emotional responses to the organizational setting (Beus et al., 2020; 
Johnson et al., 2015; Yen et al. 2011). Based on the attraction-selection-attrition 
paradigm (Schneider, 1987), we suggest that individuals whose personal orientation 
(promotion or prevention) is consistent with the organization’s orientation will find the 
organization’s behavioral requirements to better match their own inclinations than an 
individual with the opposing orientation (Schneider, 1987). 
 
B. Implications for Practice 
 
This study investigated the person (employee) aspect of P-O fit. We found support for a 
nuanced view of value agreement, thus offering direction to determining how personal 
values may influence P-O fit. Previous research by Rich et al. (2018) found support for 
the same nuanced view for organizational level values. Taken together, this study and the 
one by Rich et al. (2018) provide support to the proposition that when one is investigating 
P-O fit, especially fit based on OCP model, such fit should be viewed and investigated 
as comprised of two higher-order dimensions. 

Brockner and Higgins (2001) argue that organizational culture can be viewed as a 
set of situational cues that will influence employee responses. This argument coupled 
with the current findings and those of Rich et al. (2018) implies that the congruence of 
promotion and prevention focused cultures with individual level foci should relate to 
important behavioral outcomes. Whereas promotion focus agreements should relate to 
innovation, outcome orientation, and aggressiveness, prevention focus agreement should 
relate to accuracy, safety and adherence to standard operating procedures. 

The more nuanced view of P-O fit advocated here has implications for 
organizational practice. Based on the attraction-selection-attrition paradigm, 
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organizations may benefit by directing their selection practices toward finding fit with 
the organizational values related to the primary focus of either promotion or prevention.  
Person-organization fit has sometimes been considered in selection practice as an 
ambiguous construct that could only be assessed by human intuition. Organizations have 
also assessed value congruence with a more quantitative approach to determining fit.  
This approach is normally predicated on the presumption that fit on each individual value 
is equally important to fit on any the others (Kristoff-Brown et al., 2005; O’Reilly et al., 
1991). We suggest, however, that P-O fit should be viewed as consistency with the 
overall dimension of promotion or prevention using the underlying dimensions of the 
OCP to develop a quantitative selection approach. 

Organizations that adopt this perspective on P-O fit should be rewarded with both 
stronger individual performance and higher personnel retention rates. Individuals 
selected for fit with the organization’s primary focus, promotion or prevention, will be 
predisposed to produce behaviors consistent with that focus. Thus, the behaviors desired 
within the firm are the behaviors that “flow naturally” for incumbents. In order to use this 
approach, the current research to confirm the commonality of underlying structure for 
both the organizational and individuals values represented in the OCP is required.  
However, further evidence of measurement equivalence may be necessary in order to be 
completely confident in implementing this method. 

Training and performance evaluation systems may also be influenced by 
consistency of personal and organizational values. Many companies invest in training 
without considering carefully how the behaviors to be trained should be enacted within 
the organization’s culture. The emphasis and tone of training programs should reflect the 
organization’s primary cultural dimension. Performance appraisal should also be attuned 
to promotion or prevention focus. Performance appraisal dimensions should be consistent 
with the organization’s primary focus—promotion or prevention. That is, the behaviors 
associated with the primary focus are those that should comprise the performance 
appraisal measurement. The dimensions for performance appraisal should be based on 
the behaviors related to the primary focus of the primary focus of the organization. 
 
C. Implications for Future Research 
 
Finally, future research in the area of P-O fit should modify the common practice of using 
generic values congruence as an indicator of value alignment between an individual and 
an organization. Rather, future research should partition P-O fit into two dimensions that 
parallel the distinct motivations associated with promotion focused and preventions 
focused fit as these two dimensions provide a better conceptualization of value agreement 
than generic methods and are relevant to understanding how individuals define and 
pursue goals. 

Future research adopting this model of organizational and personal values will 
facilitate prediction of outcomes. To date, P-O fit has been disappointing as a predictor 
of individual outcomes (Kristoff-Brown et al., 2005). However, the more nuanced 
approach suggests particular behavioral outcomes associated with the primary focus of 
the organization that should be predictable and should lead to organizational success.   
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D. Limitations and Conclusion 
 
Generally speaking, RFT is considered appropriate for use when analyzing motivational 
effects from a wide array of sources (Higgins, 1997; 2000). Yet RFT has its limitations. 
In this study, the two proposed foci are considered orthogonal, having no correlation, 
when in reality, at an individual level, one could engage in self-regulatory strategies that 
encompass both foci simultaneously. Further, it also seems logical that organizational 
cultures may exhibit characteristics of both foci simultaneously (Beus et al., 2020). The 
methodology used in the present study does not account for this phenomenon. 

The time has come for a nuanced approached to better understand the implications 
related to individual and organizational level value congruence. Many agree that 
organizational level cultural values do influence individual level values and vice versa, 
yet there is very little research that empirically tests these phenomena. This study, 
combined with the work of Rich et al. (2018), empirically support a regulatory focused 
framework for conceptualizing person-organization fit as a two-dimensional construct, 
consisting of prevention and promotion foci, at both the individual (person) and 
organizational level. Future studies should use this conceptualization when investigating 
the link between value congruence and work outcomes. 
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