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Abstract: Organizational culture and individual employees’ fit with it have been found to be
important factors affecting sustainable management. However, the effects of person–team cultural
fit (P-T cultural fit) has not been much studied regarding its differential effects compared to other
types of person–environment fit (P-E fit). The present study examined how person–organizational
cultural fit (P-O cultural fit) and P-T cultural fit have a differential impact on work attitudes and task
performance and investigated the moderating role of a team leader’s supportive leadership. Using
longitudinal data collected from 1539 employees, the results show that P-O cultural fit and P-T cultural
fit had a significant positive relationship with organizational commitment, while P-T cultural fit also
showed a significant positive relationship with team commitment and task performance. In addition,
supportive leadership had significant moderating and enhancing effects on the impact of P-T cultural
fit on both organizational and team commitment. As the most proximal unit of individuals’ work
environment, the congruence between individual and team values plays a crucial role in improving
individuals’ attitudes and task performance. Our results thus yield practical implications on the
importance of team cultural management in the context of sustainable management.

Keywords: person–organization cultural fit; person–team cultural fit; team commitment; organizational
commitment; task performance

1. Introduction

With competitive, uncertain, and dynamic organizational environments on the rise, the importance
of keeping employees committed and using their abilities has become increasingly significant in
organizations. It is therefore essential to investigate—both theoretically and practically—the factors
that make employees devoted to their organization and that improve their performance. Over the last
several decades, person–environment fit has consistently received attention, with supporting evidence
of its positive effect on employees’ attitudes and behaviors [1–7].

In particular, scholars have devoted considerable energy to examining the impact of various types
of person–environment fit on differential effects of P-O fit in various organizational contexts [2,8,9].
These types of person–environment fit can be categorized as person–job fit (P-J fit), person–vocation fit
(P-V fit), person–team fit (P-T fit), and person–organization fit (P-O fit), and researchers have thus far
compared two or three fit measurements according to different research contexts. Among those studies,
a few have examined the empirical evidence of differential effects of various fit measurements [10,11],
but most have solely focused on the differential effects of P-J fit and P-O fit [8,10,12,13], as the job is at
the core of individuals’ work environment, impacting their attitude and behavior, while organizations
are rather distal but critical.
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The present study aimed to expand on previous works on multiple fits, considering P-T fit to
examine the differential effects it exhibits, as compared to P-O fit. Since the team system was introduced
for active and flexible responses to dynamic and complex organizational environments, teams have
become the basic and core work units of organizations [14]. In addition to the practical importance of
teams as such, existing fit studies have been taking into account the positive effects brought about by
the congruence between individuals and teams, which are the minimum work units, under the name of
“person–group (P-G) fit” [15] or “P-T fit” [16]. While P-T fit studies have been steadily conducted along
with the expansion of teams’ field importance [2,17], these studies relatively rarely involved empirical
analyses, compared to person–environment (P-E) fit studies. Furthermore, even those studies that
involved empirical analyses only examined individual effects and did not consider these in comparison
with other fits. Therefore, it is necessary to investigate the effects of the congruence of individuals and
their teams as well as the differential effects of P-T fit with other P-E fit measures.

In addition to the increasing importance of teams, organizational studies have also focused on
team leadership and changing roles [18]. With horizontal communication and relationships becoming
important to quickly cope with changing and dynamic organizational environments, there has been
more emphasis on types of leaderships that allow smooth communications and that accept team
members’ active opinions. In the present study, the moderating effects of supportive leadership was
examined focusing on whether team leaders’ supportive leadership enhances or replaces P-T cultural
fit and P-O cultural fit.

In the context of sustainable management, the importance organizational culture and P-O fit has
been found to be an important factor for enhancing employees’ attitude towards corporate social
responsibility (CSR)activities and task performance [19,20]. Oo, Jung, and Park found that P-O fit
strengthened the pride and organizational citizenship behaviors relationship explaining why employees
perceiving a good fit with their organization will build up a high level of identification with their
organizations and engage in extra-role behaviors as well as in-role behaviors. When organizations
engage in CSR activities, employees who perceive a good P-O fit will understand the organization’s
CSR message better and support those with good attitudes [19]. As P-O fit and P-T fit means value
consistency with its members, organizations who seeks sustainable management should carefully
manage employees’ perceived P-O fit and P-T fit, which could be a great amplifier. In addition, Lee and
Kim also argued the role of organizational culture in helping to translate CSR into firm performance [20].
They found that the organizational cultures moderated the relationship between CSR and financial
outcomes, as a high level of market culture strengthened the positive relationship between CSR and
firm performance. When individual employees have a good P-O fit and P-T fit with this type of
organizational culture, this relationship will be even stronger.

2. Theoretical Background

2.1. The Effects of P-O Cultural Fit on Individuals’ Attitudes and Performance

Cultural fit is defined as “the extent to which values are shared at different levels of an organization,
including individuals” [21]. Since values are considered to be the most important element among those
that constitute culture [22], cultural fit is used interchangeably with ‘value fit’ or ‘value congruence’ for
the same meaning. Thus far, cultural fit has been actively studied in two research strands: P-O cultural
fit and P-T cultural fit [23]. P-O cultural fit is the “congruence between the value of individuals and the
value of the organization” (e.g., [24–27]), and has been actively studied since the 1990s following a
series of studies conducted by O’Reilly and his colleagues [22,28].

In most studies conducted thus far, P-O cultural fit has been reported to positively affect both
attitudes toward organizations [29] and attitudes toward individual members themselves [22]. That is,
congruence between the values originally held by individuals and the values emphasized by the
organization was shown to positively affect organization selection [30], organizational adaptation [31,32],
as well as organizational commitment and turnover (e.g., [3,30,33]).
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Cultural fit researchers explain the positive results shown by cultural fit through the similarity
attraction theory [34], the social identity theory [35], and the attraction-selection-attraction (ASA) theory.
According to the similarity attraction theory, people feel more attraction and positive feelings toward
those who are similar to them, and similar people are highly likely to share common experiences or
values in life. This theory suggests that similar people and particularly similar values bring about
positive effects on individuals through smoother interactions and communication and subsequent
positive attitudes toward each other. In the case of an organization, if the value of an individual is
similar to the organization’s, the individual adopts a positive attitude toward the organization, which is
likely to increase organizational commitment (i.e., attachment to the organization) and organizational
satisfaction (i.e., the individual’s satisfaction with the organization).

Like the similarity attraction theory, the social identity theory also sheds light on the positive
effects of similar values. More precisely, the social identity formed by social categorization makes
individuals show a positive bias toward in-group members, while perceiving out-group members less
favorably. Since the members belonging to the same category are perceived as in-group members,
they trust the members more and perceive the members more cooperatively, and individuals belonging
to the group perceive their attitudes and behaviors as positive [35].

Based on the existing empirical results of P-O cultural fit studies of varied theoretical backgrounds,
the following hypothesis was derived for the present study.

Hypothesis 1a. P-O cultural fit will have a significant and positive effect on organizational commitment.

Existing studies report that P-O cultural fit has a positive effect on other job satisfaction, among
other organization-related outcome variables [6,10,22,36]. With regard to the former, a meta-analysis of
P-O fit and job attitudes conducted by Verquer et al. [33] mentioned that job satisfaction, which is used
to evaluate individuals’ degree of satisfaction with their work, could be regarded as a typical outcome
variable to evaluate individuals’ attitudes toward the organization. This is because it can be measured
after evaluating other related aspects, such as annual salary, position, and work environment.

Although there has been no direct empirical study on the effects of P-O cultural fit on individuals’
attitudes toward their teams, based on the above grounds, in the present study, P-O cultural fit was also
expected to affect attitudes toward teams perceived by individuals, which is not an organization-related
variable. A study conducted by Adkins and Caldwell [1] suggested—while mentioning the argument
by Boisner and Chatman [37]—that core subcultures contained in an organization can be units that
reflect the culture of the entire organization as they include pivotal values related to the organization.
An organization’s teams are affected by the organization because they are embedded and included in
it. Therefore, when the individual values are congruent with an organization’s values, the individuals
can be expected to hold positive attitudes toward teams belonging to the organization, as well as
positive attitudes toward the organization in general. Based on this, the present study established the
following hypothesis.

Hypothesis 1b. P-O cultural fit will have a significant and positive effect on team commitment.

Previous studies have empirically tested the effects of P-O cultural fit on performance and attitudes
in organizations [38]. Although there were mixed results, P-O cultural fit has been proven to have
a positive effect on individuals’ performance in many studies [8]. Kristof [3] suggested that P-O fit
explains task performance and organizational citizenship behavior with a significant degree of variance
and evaluated the effect of P-O fit on behavior in organizations as well. In a meta-analysis of the effect of
P-O fit on performance by Hoffman and Woehr [39], P-O fit was shown to be significantly and positively
correlated with task performance (with a correlation coefficient of 0.26). The positive relationship
between P-O fit and performance as such can be explained by Argyris’ 1957 theory of motives for fit
and the recent explanation by Greguras and Diefendorff [8], which described the mechanism behind
the positive effect of P-O fit on performance based on the self-determination theory [40].
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Argyris’ theory of motives for fit explained the effects of congruence and incongruence in terms of
motives by stating that the congruence between the value of an individual and that of the organization
improves motivation at work, while incongruence degrades individuals’ motives. Argyris [41]
suggested that since motivation is directly related to the performance of tasks, P-O cultural fit can be
expected to positively affect the performance of individuals in organizations.

In addition, Greguras and Diefendorff [8] suggest that the mechanism of the self-determination
theory can explain the relationship between fit and performance, and explain that the congruence
of values can lead to the satisfaction of psychological needs, bringing about positive effects on
psychological growth, optimal functioning, and well-being. In particular, they revealed that the
prediction of the effects of P-O cultural fit on performance is mediated by competence need satisfaction
(being an element of the self-determination theory), thereby explaining why P-O cultural fit significantly
affects performance. Based on these theoretical and empirical grounds, the following hypothesis was
established for the present study.

Hypothesis 1c. P-O cultural fit will have a significant and positive effect on task performance.

2.2. The Effects of P-T Cultural Fit on Individuals’ Attitudes and Performance

P-T cultural fit refers to the congruence between the value of individuals and that of their team [3].
In this case, the interest lies in the effects of different degrees of similarity between individuals’ values
and that of their entire work group [22] or that of their colleagues in their work group [42]. Although
P-T fit is considered as being included in team diversity, in that the similarity between individuals’ and
team’s characteristics is examined, fit researchers argue that the diversity identified using demographic
characteristics is different from fit in terms of variables or measurement methods [5,18]. Therefore,
in the present study, the effects of P-T cultural fit on individuals will also be examined based on
previous fit studies rather than diversity studies.

Although few studies have been conducted on P-T cultural fit, compared to P-O cultural fit [2,5],
recently, as teams have been increasingly regarded as important and meaningful to individuals in their
lives within organizations, researchers have been considering the effects of the congruence between the
values of individuals and the values of their team [2,5,6,43,44]. For instance, Elfenbein and O’Reilly [43]
examined the effects of P-T cultural fit on individuals’ performance, turnover intentions, and team
member liking based on a sample of 114 individuals in 16 teams. In addition, in a study conducted by
Adkins et al. [42] with 119 production workers, the effects of cultural fit between individuals and team
colleagues on job satisfaction were shown empirically.

A review of extant P-T fit studies showed that similar to the findings of other studies on P-E
fit, P-T cultural fit has a positive effect on job satisfaction [2,8,45] and task performance [1,2,5,42,45].
In addition, P-T cultural fit has a positive effect on team-related variables, such as positive feelings
toward team members [43] or team commitment [5], also shown by empirical results.

In addition, P-T cultural fit is expected to have a positive effect on individuals’ attitudes and
behavior toward other individuals and teams in the organization, as well as the general attitude toward
their organization. This is supported by a meta-analysis conducted by Kristof-Brown et al. [2], which
showed a significant and positive relationship between P-T cultural fit and organizational commitment.
Since teams are the units embedded in an organization [14] to achieve its goals and performance, they
can be said to include and represent the attributes of the organization. Therefore, the congruence
of individuals’ values with that of their team can be expected to make the individuals hold positive
attitudes toward not only their team but also their organization. Therefore, in the present study, based
on these grounds, the following hypotheses were established.

Hypothesis 2a. P-T cultural fit will have a significant and positive effect on organizational commitment.

Hypothesis 2b. P-T cultural fit will have a significant and positive effect on team commitment.
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Hypothesis 2c. P-T cultural fit will have a significant and positive effect on objective task performance.

2.3. The Differential Effects of P-O Cultural Fit and P-T Cultural Fit

Most studies on cultural fit conducted thus far have been dealing with P-O and P-T cultural fits
independently [22,27,46]. Recently, however, as fit studies continue to evolve, some have centered on
perceived fit, looking at the differential effects of fits (e.g., [3,10–12,32].

For instance, in a study of the convergence validity and discrimination validity of fits conducted
with 187 organization leaders, Cable and DeRue [12] reported that whereas P-O fit was associated with
organization-related outcome variables, such as organization identification, organization citizenship
behavior, and turnover intentions, person–job fit affected job-related variables, such as job satisfaction,
career satisfaction, and job commitment, thereby reporting differential relationships. In a longitudinal
study conducted by Saks and Ashforth [32], in which 113 college graduates were studied, person–job
fit significantly affected job satisfaction, organizational commitment, organization identification, stress,
and turnover intentions, whereas P-O fit only significantly affected turnover intentions and turnover
rates, thereby confirming the differential effects of the two fits. A study conducted by Shin indicated
that team-level PO fit predicted team-level organization citizenship behavior better than team-level
efficacy [11]. They also pointed out that team-level person–job fit is a predictor variable significant
only for team efficacy, thereby empirically showing the differential relationships between fits and
outcome variables.

A review of the results of these studies shows that P-O fit has a stronger connectivity to those
attitudes that are directly related to the organization because the subject of congruence with individuals’
values is the organization. In addition, following the same logic, P-T fit has a stronger connectivity to
those attitudes that are directly related to the team because the subject of congruence with individuals’
values is the team. Therefore, based on the results of existing studies, the following hypotheses
were established.

Hypothesis 3a. P-O cultural fit will have a stronger positive relationship with organizational commitment
than P-T cultural fit.

Hypothesis 3b. P-T cultural fit will have a stronger positive relationship with team commitment than P-O
cultural fit.

What would be the differential effects on task performance? Although not directly related to task
performance, Adkins and Caldwell [1] focused on a similar question regarding the outcome variable of
job satisfaction, directly comparing the effects of P-O cultural fit and of P-T cultural fit on job satisfaction
through the realistic cultural fit measurement method of organizational culture profile (OCP) with
136 consultants. According to them, since organizations are gradually changing to have virtual shapes
and autonomous teams, and lifelong organizations are being replaced by lifelong occupations, it is
becoming increasingly difficult for individuals to have one culture in the entire organization. Thus,
they predicted that P-T cultural fit would more strongly impact job satisfaction, as compared to P-O
cultural fit, because individuals’ lives within their teams, which are directly related to their jobs, were
becoming more important than their lives within the organization [47].

This can also be supported by the results of existing studies on P-T cultural fit. In a meta-analysis
conducted by Kristof-Brown et al. [2], a significant and positive relationship between P-T fit and task
performance was reported, and a study conducted by Seong et al. [5] proved that value-based P-T fit
predicted performance while showing a significant and positive relationship with task performance.
A study conducted by Adkins et al. [42] also empirically tested the relationship between P-T value fit
and performance, showing that value fit among colleagues significantly affects objective performance
evaluated by superiors when task interdependence is high. Based on these results, the following
hypothesis was established.
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Hypothesis 3c. P-T cultural fit will have a stronger positive relationship with task performance compared to
P-O cultural fit.

2.4. The Moderating Effects of Supportive Leadership

Supportive leadership is defined as the behaviors of leaders of providing emotional support to
and expressing interest in members’ needs and welfare [48]. This is similar to the individualized
consideration, a sub-dimension of transformational leadership, which is to express interest in individual
members and responsibly attend to their personal needs [48]. The supportive role and empowerment
of leaders is receiving more attention as such behavior of leaders who have considerable effects on
individuals is becoming increasingly important to maximize individual capacities through quick
responses in dynamic and complex organizational environments [49].

Although existing P-E fit studies have not directly addressed the moderating effects of supportive
leadership, some studies have empirically tested whether leader–member exchange (LMX) [50],
perceived organization support (POS) [51], and social support [51]—which are similar to supportive
leadership—have moderating effects in the relationship between P-E fit and task outcomes.

For instance, a study conducted by Erdogan et al. [50] with 253 teachers at 30 schools suggested
that when the quality of LMX is high, even a low P-O value fit can be offset. They empirically tested
whether LMX can act as a moderating variable in the effects of P-O fit on career satisfaction and job
satisfaction. In addition, in a recent study on 213 bank employees by Maden and Kabasakal [51],
POS was shown to have a moderating role on the effects of organization and job, and superior fits on
members. According to them, POS helps increase communication and cooperation among organization
members [52], thereby enhancing members’ sense of belonging and trust in the organization, which
leads to the satisfaction of members’ socio-psychological needs. In addition, it was suggested that in a
highly supportive organizational environment, high satisfaction can be maintained even when job
satisfaction is low, because members feel stability and satisfaction with their work.

As examined above, the moderating effects of supportive environments claimed in existing studies
are hypothetically explained by the fact that when P-E fit is incongruent or unsatisfactory, if the leader
or environment that can affect the individual is supportive, the individual can feel satisfaction. That is,
these variables are contextual elements that commonly surround individuals and can be said to have
the potential to help them maximize their abilities or support them in adapting to insufficient or
unsatisfactory conditions.

Based on these findings, the present study suggests that supportive leadership can also play a
role in moderating the effects of P-E fit as with LMX, POS, and social support proposed in existing
studies [48]. Team leaders are meaningful contextual variables that affect team members’ attitudes
and behaviors [53]. In particular, the supportive leadership proposed in the present study has also
been reported consistently as a variable that positively affects organization members (e.g., [54–56]).
For instance, Rafferty and Griffin [57] demonstrated that supportive leadership positively affects
members’ satisfaction, commitment, and career certainty. Cohen and Wills [58] reported that a leader’s
social support has a buffering effect against members’ job-related stress. Therefore, based on these
previous findings, the present study suggests that supportive leadership plays a role in reinforcing
positive effects on members while countering negative effects.

Along with job attitudes, in the present study, task performance is also expected to be influenced by
supportive leadership. Although the consideration for and interest in members involved in supportive
leadership is believed to satisfy members’ emotional needs [48,59], supportive behaviors, such as
interest, consideration, and care, are also expected to have positive effects on problem-solving and
difficulties in organizations. Several recent studies have found that LMX based on social supportive
aspects (e.g., caring, trust) has significant and positive effects on members’ task performance (e.g., [60]).

Therefore, based on these theoretical and empirical grounds, the present study suggests
that supportive leadership can mitigate negative effects related to the incongruence between
individuals’ values and that of the organization. It will also further strengthen the positive effects
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related to the congruence between individuals’ values and that of the organization, leading to the
following hypotheses.

Hypothesis 4. Supportive leadership will control the effects of P-O cultural fit and P-T cultural fit on the
attitude and task performance of organization members. That is, supportive leadership will play the role of further
strengthening the positive effect of P-O cultural fit and P-T cultural fit on an organization’s members.

Hypothesis 4a. Supportive leadership will control the effects of P-O cultural fit on (1) organizational
commitment, (2) team commitment, and (3) task performance. That is, supportive leadership will further
strengthen the positive effect of P-O cultural fit on an organization’s members.

Hypothesis 4b. Supportive leadership will control the effects of P-T cultural fit on (1) organizational
commitment, (2) team commitment, and (3) task performance. That is, supportive leadership will further
strengthen the positive effect of P-T cultural fit on an organization’s members.

2.5. The Differential Moderating Effects of Supportive Leadership

What differential effects will the moderating role of supportive leadership have on the effects of
multiple fits? The notion of supportive leadership used in the present study refers to the supportive
behaviors adopted by team leaders [48,60]. Since team leaders represent the positions of their team
within the organization and also play the role of distributing the resources, manpower, and time within
their team, they are in charge of boundary management, which can affect their team, both internally
and externally [18,61]. Therefore, the supportive role of team leaders can both affect team members’
attitude toward the organization and their attitude toward the team.

Therefore, we assumed that the supportive leadership of team leaders would play a more important
role in team members’ within-team attitudes and behaviors. A team leader is a representative of his/her
team and can be said to represent the team per se. In addition, team leaders also share many things
physically and emotionally with team members. Therefore, team leaders’ supportive leadership is
expected to be more influential for team-level attitudes compared to organization-level ones.

Although few studies focused on the differential effects on individuals’ attitudes toward their
teams and their organizations, some studies looked at the differential effects of team commitment
and organizational commitment based on the concept of commitment [62,63]. Using longitudinal
data obtained from three surveys, Neininger et al. [63] empirically showed the strong effects of
organizational commitment on organization-related variables (job satisfaction and turnover intention),
finding that team commitment has stronger effects on team-related variables (performance and
colleague altruism) [63]. Such results were based on the “theory of reasoned action” [64]. This theory
suggests that individual behaviors are induced by behavior intentions, which are led by individual
attitudes toward behaviors. That is, the theory argued that team-related behaviors can be determined
by team-related intentions and attitudes.

Based on these theoretical and empirical results, in the present study, team leaders’ supportive
leadership is expected to have the strongest effect on the impact of P-T value fit (related to team-level
dynamics) on members’ attitudes toward the team. The final research model based on our hypotheses
is shown in Figure 1.

Hypothesis 5. Team leaders’ supportive leadership will have a stronger impact on the moderating effects
of P-T cultural fit on team commitment, compared to the moderating effects of P-O cultural fit on
organizational commitment.
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3. Method

Sample and Data Collection Procedure

The data in the present study were collected from large multinational engineering companies in
South Korea. Engineering is “the act of creating economically useful tangible and intangible goods by
utilizing given resources and expertise in scientific technologies” In the “Practical Guide for Overseas
Expansion of Engineering” compiled by the Ministry of Science and Technology (2002), engineering is
characterized by the fact that it manages and leads the process through which intangible goods ranging
from design, procurement, and construction to project management are changed into tangible goods.
Because of these characteristics, engineering services can create high performance only when the teams
or individuals that play many functional roles cooperate and collaborate toward one task. The specific
business fields analyzed in this study were hydrocarbon, oil refining, gas, petrochemical plants,
electric power, and water treatment plants. These organizations consist of engineering process-based
function-centered team structures.

The data were collected four times, through three surveys and one round of performance data
acquisition. The first survey (T1) was conducted in July 2011 under the name “organizational culture
diagnostic survey”, and 3014 out of 5931 (the total number of persons in the target companies)
individuals responded to the questionnaire (response rate of 50.8%). The second survey (T2) was
conducted in September 2011, and 3342 members, 56.3% of the entire sample, responded to the
questionnaire. The third survey (T3) was conducted in November within the framework of a workshop
addressed to all employees to measure the baseline of satisfaction with and commitment to the team
before the workshop. Here, 2130 members, that is, 35.9% of the sample, responded.

In the three surveys, 1539 members of 181 teams commonly responded to all questionnaires, and
these were selected as final data for the analysis. There were 52 teams in the management support
group, 11 teams in the marketing and sales group, 37 teams in the external business group I, 31 teams
in the external business group II, and 50 teams in the domestic business group. Team size varied from 3
to 20, and each employee’s team tenure and team size were included in the model as control variables.

As for the numbers of respondents by position in the organizations, the number of staff members
was 595, accounting for 39% of the entire sample, while assistant managers, section managers, deputy
department managers, and department managers accounted for 23%, 15%, 14%, and 9% of the
entire sample, respectively. Thus, the position distribution has ratios similar to those of the position



Sustainability 2019, 11, 5079 9 of 19

composition of the organizations. Of all the participants, 192 were female, accounting for only 12%
of the entire sample. Regarding education levels, 74% of the respondents had a bachelor’s degree
and 17% had a master’s or a doctoral degree. Among the job groups, the design job group accounted
for the highest ratio, with 882 respondents (57.3%). Among the remaining six job groups, the ratio
of employees in the management support was the highest (256 individuals, 16.6%), followed by
procurement (160 individuals, 10.3%), project (81 individuals, 5.2%), construction work (60 individuals,
3.8%), marketing and sales (53 individuals, 3.4%), and research & development (47 individuals, 3%),
in the order of precedence.

4. Measurement

4.1. Organizational and Team Culture in Engineering Companies

A Korean translation of the organizational culture assessment instrument (OCAI) scale by Cameron
and Quinn [46] was used to measure and analyze organizational and team culture. This scale is based
on the competing value frameworks (CVFs). Although the CVF is a tool most frequently used in
organizational culture studies [65], it is also used and applied when measuring subcultures, such as team
culture. When measuring organizational culture, terms, such as “our company” and “our organization”,
were used in a way that evaluation would be carried out based on organizations, and when measuring
team culture, terms, such as “our team”, were used so that evaluation would be carried out based on
teams. The OCAI consists of six subjects (overall atmosphere, leadership, behavioral styles of members,
pivot factors in organizations, core values of organizations, and performance evaluation index), and
each subject requires answers to four value items. Therefore, the OCAI consists of a total of 24 items.

As for the rating method, the method in the original text of Cameron and Quinn (2006) was applied;
the respondents were asked to allocate 100 points per item in four competitive values: Community
culture, innovation culture, market culture, and hierarchical culture [46]. For instance, statements
indicating four different characteristics are presented for a question, such as “What is the overall
atmosphere of our company?” Individuals were asked to divide 100 points to allocate a score to each
statement, indicating what they think of their company or team. For example, if their company is
currently run in a family-like atmosphere, they can assign 55 out of the 100 points to the relevant
statement and the remaining 45 points to the remaining statements. This is a compulsory assignment,
which is useful for diagnosing dominant organizational cultures, and since 100 points are allocated to
four values, the allocation can prioritize the values.

4.2. P-O Cultural Fit (T1)

As for P-O cultural fit, the method presented by Adkins and Caldwell [1] was applied to calculate
the fit index through the correlation between the organizational culture regarded to be desirable in
the future and the current one [22,66,67]. That is, the individual culture considered desirable by
individuals was regarded as reflecting the value of individuals and assumed to be the “individual’s
value”. In addition, the current organizational culture was assumed to be the “organization’s value”.
Thereafter, the index created with the correlation between the two values was defined as the P-O
cultural fit. Since the CVF was designed to rate six dimensions, the mean values of the six items were
calculated and used.

4.3. P-T Cultural Fit (T1)

P-T cultural fit was calculated in the same way as P-O cultural fit. After calculating the mean
values of six items in six dimensions considered desirable in the future—by applying the methods of
Adkins and Caldwell—the fit index was calculated through the correlation between the future team
culture and the current one [1,22,66,67].
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4.4. Organizational Commitment (T2)

Organizational culture was measured using three items corresponding to affective commitment,
based on the items for organizational commitment by Allen and Meyer [68]. Representative items
included “I feel proud of my organization” and “If someone criticizes my organization, I feel like I am
criticized.” These items showed a reliability value of 0.90.

4.5. Team Commitment (T2)

Team commitment was measured using the three items developed by applying the affective
organizational commitment presented by Allen and Meyer [68]. Example items included “I feel a
strong sense of belonging in my team”. These items showed a reliability value of 0.89.

4.6. Objective Task Performance (T3)

The task performance of members was measured using the key performance index (KPI), commonly
used in organizations [69]. This index reflects the evaluation of the immediate superior, which can
be revised by the superior of the immediate superior after review. This index is said to be of good
quality as it is an objective index actually used in organizations, unlike subjective evaluation indexes
generally based on scales. The KPI typically consists of an “achievement appraisal” related to how
well the person has performed on a given assignment and a “competence appraisal” related to the
potential and capacity of the person. References to task performance generally mean the average of
both appraisals. The score is composed of a full score of 10 points, and usually means 5 points.

4.7. Supportive Leadership (T1)

Team members evaluated the degree of leaders’ supportive leadership by applying all three items
developed by House [70] and used by Rafferty and Griffin [48]. Examples of items include “When
conducting behaviors that may affect me, my team leader considers my emotions” and “My team
leader reads my personal needs well”. These items showed a reliability value of 0.93.

4.8. Control Variables (T3)

Analyses were conducted after controlling for organization tenure, education level, position
level, gender, marital status, team size, and team tenure, which were considered to affect individual
satisfaction in the target companies. Team size might reflect inter-team dynamics, such as mutual
monitoring [5] and other interactions between team members that could affect the effect of P-T
fit [5,71,72], which was therefore included as a control variable. The organization tenure, team size,
and team tenure, which are continuous variables, were obtained from personnel data provided by
the organizations, while education level (1 = high school graduation, 2 = junior college graduation,
3 = college graduation, 4 = master’s degree graduation, 5 = doctorate graduation), position level
(1 = staff member, 2 = assistant manager, 3 = section manager, 4 = department manager, 5 = executive),
gender (0 = female, 1 = male), and marital status (0 = unmarried, 1 = married), which were originally
categorical variables, were converted into continuous variables by encoding them before being used.

5. Results

Table 1 presents the descriptive statistics and correlations of the main variables. The descriptive
statistics are presented in the following order: Demographic variables, fit variables, and outcome
variables. The mean of the organization tenures was 64 (SD = 5.53), indicating that the average
respondent worked for at least three years in the organizations, a time during which they could adapt to
their organizations and could be socialized, to some extent. The mean education level was a bachelor’s
degree (M = 3.06, SD = 0.66). Regarding gender, males were predominant, with ratios of about 88%.
The mean P-O cultural fit was −0.14 (SD = 0.64), while the mean P-T cultural fit was 0.25(SD = 0.68).
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It can be said that the respondents tended to report bad P-O cultural fits on average, while P-T cultural
fit was usually good.

When the correlations between the variables were reviewed, tenures showed significant positive
correlations with position level (r = 0.53, p < 0.001), gender (r = 0.11, p < 0.001), team tenure (r = 0.34,
p < 0.001), supportive leadership (r = 0.09, p < 0.01), organizational satisfaction (r = 0.06, p < 0.01),
and task performance ( r = 0.42, p < 0.001), indicating that higher tenures were associated with higher
position levels, higher ratios of males, longer team tenures, and higher organizational satisfaction
and task performance. The educational levels showed significant negative correlations with P-O
cultural fit (r = −0.09, p < 0.01) and P-T fit (r = −0.07, p < 0.01). This could indicate that individuals
with higher education levels seek more changes in the current organizational culture or team culture.
P-O cultural fit showed significant positive correlations with P-T cultural fit (r = 0.37, p < 0.001),
organizational commitment (r = 0.37, p < 0.001), organizational satisfaction ( r = 0.37, p < 0.001), team
satisfaction (r = 0.37, p < 0.001), and team commitment (r = 0.37, p < 0.001), while P-T cultural fit
showed significant positive correlations with supportive leadership (r = 0.37, p < 0.001), organizational
satisfaction (r = 0.37, p < 0.001), organizational commitment (r = 0.37, p < 0.001), team satisfaction
(r = 0.37, p < 0.001), and team commitment (r = 0.37, p < 0.001).

Table 1. Descriptive statistics and correlations of major variables.

Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 11 13

1. Tenure 5.64 5.53

2. Education
level 3.06 0.66 0.02

3. Position
level 2.34 1.36 0.53 ** 0.05

4. Gender 0.88 0.33 0.11 * 0.09 ** 0.23 **

5. Marital
status 0.64 0.48 −0.02 0.04 −0.11 ** −0.04

6. Team size 14.24 9.44 −0.13 * −0.04 −0.04 −0.01 0.37 **

7. Team
tenure 3.63 1.51 0.34 ** −0.03 0.45 ** 0.07 * 0.03 0.11 **

8. P-O fit −0.14 0.64 0.00 −0.09 ** −0.01 0.00 0.06 0.04 −0.05

9. P-T fit 0.25 0.68 0.01 −0.07 ** −0.04 −0.02 0.12 ** 0.01 −0.08 * 0.37 **

11. Org.
commitment 4.23 0.66 0.05 −0.07 ** 0.11 ** 0.08 * −0.05 0.00 0.04 0.14 ** 0.17 **

13. Team
commitment 3.95 0.77 0.00 −0.08 ** 0.06 0.07 * 0.13 ** 0.05 −0.04 0.15 ** 0.26 ** 0.66 **

14. Task
performance 5.99 1.25 0.42 ** 0.09 ** 0.43 ** 0.09 ** −0.05 −0.13 ** 0.28 ** 0.02 0.05 0.00 −0.02

* p < 0.01, ** p < 0.001.

Hypothesis Testing

Multiple regression analyses were carried out thrice for hypothesis testing. In the first analysis,
each main effect on P-O, P-T, and team–organization cultural fit was tested. In the second analysis,
the major effects of each of P-O, P-T, and team–organization cultural fits were tested. The relationships
between P-O and P-T cultural fits and dependent variables were analyzed by inputting control variables
in stage one and inputting P-O and P-T cultural fits in stage two to identify the relative effects of P-O
and P-T cultural fits. In the third analysis, the moderating role of supportive leadership on the effects
of P-O and P-T cultural fits on dependent variables was examined.

Table 2 presents the results of the analysis of the major effects of the two fits. In the analysis of the
effects of the P-O cultural fit on individuals after controlling demographic variables, P-O cultural fit
was shown to have significant positive effects on both organizational commitment (ß = 0.15, p < 0.001)
and team commitment (ß = 0.13, p < 0.001) except for performance. Therefore, both hypotheses 1a
and 1b were supported. However, the correlation between P-O cultural fit and job performance
was shown to be not significant, indicating that hypothesis 1c was not supported. P-T cultural fit
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showed significant positive effects on task performance (ß = 0.06, p < 0.01), organizational commitment
(ß = 0.18, p < 0.001), and team commitment (ß = 0.24, p < 0.001), indicating that hypotheses 2a–c were
supported; thus, hypothesis 2 was entirely supported.

Table 2. Effects of P-O and P-T cultural fits.

Organizational Commitment Team Commitment Task Performance

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

Tenure 0.03 0.02 0.01 0.01 −0.01 −0.03 −0.03 0.24 0.22 *** 0.23 ***

Education
level −0.07 −0.06 −0.05 −0.04 −0.09 −0.07 −0.07 0.09 0.08 0.09

Position
level 0.09 0.08 0.1 0.10 * 0.11 *** 0.12 0.12 ** 0.24 *** 0.26 *** 0.25 ***

Gender 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 * 0.08 0.08 0.07 * 0.00 −0.01 −0.01

Marital
status −0.04 −0.05 −0.07 −0.07 0.15 0.12 *** 0.12 ** 0.02 0.01 0.01

Team
size −0.01 0.00 0.00 −0.01 −0.02 −0.02 −0.02 −0.09 −0.09 −0.09 **

Team
tenure −0.01 −0.01 0.01 0.01 −0.09 −0.07 −0.07 0.11 *** 0.11 *** 0.11 ***

P-O fit 0.15 *** 0.08 ** 0.13 *** 0.03 0.02 0.00

P-T fit 0.18 *** 0.15 *** 0.24 *** 0.23 *** 0.06 * 0.06 *

R2 0.04 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.09 0.10 0.07 0.25 0.25

∆ R2 0.21 0.03 0.05 *** 0.02 0.06 0.06 *** 0.01 0 0.00 †

F 4.76 *** 6.16 *** 5.88 *** 7.06 *** 11.5 *** 10.34 *** 58.06 *** 56.68 *** 50.29 ***

* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001.

For the second analysis, a regression was carried out, with P-O cultural fit and P-T cultural
fit inputted together with a view to testing the differential effects of the two fits on individuals’
attitudes and performance in the organizations. Interesting findings appeared from the analysis.
As shown in Table 3, unlike the hypothesis, P-T cultural fit had significant and positive effects on all
of the organization-related variables, team-related variables, and task performance, even after P-O
cultural fit was inputted. When the value of individuals was congruent with that of their teams, both
individuals’ team commitment and organizational commitment, as well as their task performance,
were shown to be high. However, despite the strong effects of P-T cultural fit, P-O cultural fit still
showed significant and positive relationships with organization-related variables, indicating that
the congruence between the individuals’ values and those of the organization still had effects on
organization-related variables rather than on team-related variables. In summary, hypothesis 3a was
not supported while hypotheses 3b and 3c were supported.

Table 4 presents the results of the analysis of the moderating effects of supportive leadership.
According to the results of the analysis, supportive leadership does not play a significant moderating
role in the effects of P-O cultural fit on outcome variables while playing a significant moderating role
in the effects of P-T cultural fit on outcome variables. Concretely, P-T cultural fit showed significant
moderating effects on team commitment (ß = −0.09, p < 0.001) and organizational commitment
(ß = −0.07, p < 0.01). Therefore, hypothesis 4a, which indicates the moderating effects on the effects of
P-O cultural fit on outcome variables, was not supported, while hypothesis 4b, which is related to the
moderating effects on the effects of P-T cultural fit on outcome variables, was supported.
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Table 3. Differential effects of P-O and P-T cultural fits.

Stage Variable Organizational
Commitment

Team
Commitment Task Performance

2

Tenure 0.01 −0.03 0.23 ***

Education level −0.04 −0.07 0.09

Position level 0.10 * 0.12 ** 0.25 ***

Gender 0.07 * 0.07 * −0.01

Marital status −0.07 0.12 ** 0.01

Team size −0.01 −0.02 −0.09 **

Team tenure 0.01 −0.07 0.11 ***

P-O (T1) 0.08 ** 0.03 0.00

P-T(T1) 0.15 *** 0.23 *** 0.06 *

R2 0.059 0.100 0.249

R2variation 0.049 *** 0.057 *** 0.003

F 5.88 *** 10.34 *** 50.29 ***

* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001.

Table 4. Effects of P-O and P-T cultural fits.

Variable
P-O Cultural Fit P-T Cultural Fit

Organizational
Commitment

Team
Commitment

Task
Performance

Organizational
Commitment

Team
Commitment

Task
Performance

Tenure 0.02 −0.02 0.23 0.03 −0.02 0.22
Education

level −0.06 −0.09 0.09 −0.06 −0.08 0.08

Position 0.07 0.08 0.24 0.07 0.08 0.25
Gender 0.06 0.06 −0.01 0.06 0.06 −0.01
Marital
status −0.07 0.12 0.01 −0.06 0.09 0.02

Team size −0.01 −0.03 −0.10 0.00 −0.02 −0.09
Team tenure 0.03 −0.04 0.12 0.03 −0.03 0.12

Fit(T1) 0.13 0.11 0.02 0.12 0.17 0.05
Supportive
leadership 0.25 0.33 0.07 0.23 0.29 0.07

Fitxsupportive
leadership 0.01 0.01 0.02 −0.07 * −0.09 ** 0.03

R2 0.10 0.16 0.25 0.10 0.18 0.25
1-2 ∆ R2 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.03 0.06 0.00
2-3 ∆ R 0.06 0.11 0.01 0.06 0.09 0.00

* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01.

Hypothesis 5, regarding the differential outcomes of the analysis of the moderating effects
indicating that P-T cultural fit will have the greatest effects on teams, was supported because the
effects of P-T cultural fit on team commitment (ß = −0.09, p < 0.01) were stronger than the effects of
P-T cultural fit on organizational commitment (ß = −0.07, p < 0.05). Concrete results regarding the
moderating effects are shown in Figure 2. In Figure 2, the left part shows the moderating effects on
organizational commitment while the right part shows the moderating effects on team commitment.
Although the degrees of significance are different, the same patterns are shown.
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As shown in Figure 2, the levels of organizational commitment and team commitment were
shown to be the lowest when levels of supportive leadership and P-T cultural fit were low, while
the level of organizational commitment was shown to be high when the level of P-T cultural fit was
low while the level of supportive leadership was high. However, some studies show that supportive
leadership affects the level of P-T cultural fit. This can be interpreted like the existing moderating
effects of POS and LMX suggested earlier, when establishing hypotheses. In addition, the level of
supportive leadership also affected outcome variables when the level of P-T cultural fit was high.
That is, the highest levels of organizational and team commitment appeared in cases where the level
of P-T cultural fit and the level of supportive leadership were both high, indicating that supportive
leadership also generates further positive effects.

6. Discussion

Values are persistent beliefs personally preferred for certain modes of actions or directives [73].
Existing cultural fit studies have found that the congruence between the values of individuals and
those of organizations or teams positively affect individuals (e.g., [25,33,74]). Using longitudinal data
obtained through four surveys, the present study was intended to compare P-O cultural fit and P-T
cultural fit—which have been consistently reported to have positive effects on individuals’ attitudes and
behaviors in organizations—in order to empirically identify the differential effects of the two fits on team-
and organization-related attitudes and task performance of individuals in organizations, as well as test
whether supportive leadership plays a role in strengthening or supplementing these relationships.

The main findings and implications are the following. First, looking at the relationships of each of
P-O cultural fit and P-T cultural fit with organization-related attitudes (organizational satisfaction,
organizational commitment), team-related attitudes (team satisfaction, team commitment), and task
performance, P-O cultural fit was shown to have a significant and positive relationship with all
variables except task performance. Additionally, individuals were shown to be satisfied with and
committed to their organizations and teams when their values were congruent with the values of their
organizations. The findings of the present study have shown that P-O cultural fit can affect not only
individuals’ attitudes toward their organization but also their attitudes toward their teams.

Second, P-T cultural fit showed positive effects on both individuals’ attitudes toward their teams
and their attitudes toward organizations, including individuals’ performance. Although P-T cultural fit
studies are on the rise [2,45], studies that examine the effects of P-T cultural fit on individuals through
diverse outcome variables have been scarce. In this respect, the focus on P-T cultural fit can be said to
widen the breadth of studies. In particular, in the present study, the relationship between P-T cultural
fit and organization-related variables, which have hardly been examined in existing P-T cultural fit
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studies, were taken into account to identify whether the congruence between individuals’ values and
the values of their team was related to organizations. As a result, it was shown that P-T cultural fit has
significant effects on both organizational satisfaction and organizational commitment, including the
values of the organizations, and that the congruence between individuals’ values and the values of
their team makes the individuals have positive attitudes toward their organizations.

Third, in the present study, P-T cultural fit showed stronger correlations than P-O cultural fit with
all the variables that have significant and positive effects on all the outcome variables examined in the
present study. This is consistent with the argument of Adkins and Caldwell that the roles of autonomous
teams will be continuously increased due to the dynamics of the organizational environments, so that
teams will have major effects on individuals’ lives within organizations [1]. The change from lifelong
workplaces to lifelong occupations is also an organizational element that leads to further emphasis
on the importance of teams rather than organizations. In particular, the target companies based on
which the present study was conducted can be said to be organizations in which team unit works and
in which team systems have been established due to the characteristics of the engineering business.
Therefore, the findings of the present study reflected the importance of teams, and the finding that the
congruence between individuals’ values and that of their team is important not only for individuals’
attitudes toward their team but also their attitudes toward their organization, which can be said to carry
important implications for organization management. Managers of organizations should consider
the fact that they can further contribute to organizational commitment and the creation of positive
outcomes by seeking methods of active team management.

Fourth, it was found that P-O cultural fit was still affecting organization-related variables even
after P-T cultural fit was counted. Team culture can reflect the organizational culture while forming
an independent culture. This means that in order to create commitment to and satisfaction with the
organization per se, rather than simply relying on the congruence between individual and team values,
the values of the organization should also be managed. Recently, many organizations have formed a
team dealing with organizational culture within each organization. Each organization should manage
the culture of the entire organization, as well as the cultures of lower level unit organizations, to make
sure that employees have positive attitudes toward the organization.

Fifth, team leaders’ supportive leadership had moderating effects in the relationship between
P-T cultural fit and organizational commitment, team satisfaction, and team commitment. This is
consistent with the findings indicating that P-T cultural fit has a strong effect on individuals’ attitudes
and performance in organizations, suggesting that to further enhance or supplement the effects of
fits on individuals, team leaders’ supportive leadership, such as care and consideration, should be
implemented. To further amplify the positive effects brought about by the congruence of individuals’
and organizations’ values in the continuous changes toward team-centered organizations, appropriate
orientation and education should be provided for team leaders.

In addition, as predicted in the hypothesis, the moderating effects of team leaders’ supportive
leadership were shown to affect not only team satisfaction and team commitment but also organizational
commitment (although not as strong as the effects on team satisfaction and team commitment).
This means that the results of team dynamics, such as team leaders’ supportive leadership and
the congruence of individuals’ values with those of their team affect individuals’ attitudes toward
organizations too. Since these findings show that management of and effects on teams can influence
individuals’ attitudes toward organizations, they can be said to stress the importance of team
management and dynamics once again. In future studies, the exploration of diverse control and
mediating variables, and variables that affect teams and attitudes toward the organization seems to
be possible.

Sixth, the moderating effects of team leaders’ supportive leadership did not significantly affect
the effects of P-T cultural fit on task performance. In the present study, supportive leadership was
defined as providing emotional support and responding to members’ desires and needs [48,57]. It was
suggested that such psychological support would also affect task performance. However, supportive
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leadership had significant effects on individuals’ attitudes toward their organization but did not
significantly affect task performance. Therefore, supportive leadership can be interpreted to further
affect attitude rather than being directly related to task performance. Existing organization behavior
studies showed that positive attitudes in organizations significantly predict performance [75–77].
In relation to the effect of leadership, the types of incentives that leaders have from their organization
should be examined as well, especially in the sustainable management. Dunbar, Li, and Shi [78]
examined the effect of CSR standing on CEO’s future risk-taking financial incentives and found that
firms with better social performance generate insurance-like moral capital that reduces firm risk, so the
leaders have more risk-taking capacity. These leaders can offer greater risk-motivating incentives to
team leaders, so that supportive leaders with more risk-motivating incentives can further encourage
their team members to work better, yielding higher level of task performance. Therefore, in future
studies, whether individuals’ attitudes toward their team and organization significantly affect their task
performance should be examined to see whether the effects of supportive leadership can be extended
to performance.

Despite these theoretical and practical implications, the present study involves limitations
that require further development. First, although the present study minimizes the same variance
polarization through the longitudinal design, the timing of the longitudinal design, which was based
on two-month units, can be said to be rather short. Since the long-term effects of P-O or P-T fit is an
important question for adaptation to and satisfaction with organizations, in future studies, the effects
brought about by fits should be analyzed in six-month or one-year units.

Second, the present study can be said to be meaningful in that multiple outcome variables were
used for teams, organizations, and performance, as integrated comparisons of P-O cultural fit and
P-T cultural fit had created somewhat mixed results previously. However, since the tools used in the
present study were items for consciousness surveys or organizational culture surveys used in actual
organizations, most items were measured in abbreviated forms. Therefore, it can be said that items for
scales should be further expanded in order to secure the reliability of outcome variables.

Third, the effects of cultural fit on the outcome variables at the individual level were examined
through comparison between the two fits. However, the relationships between the diverse control
and outcome variables mentioned in fits were not fully examined. In future studies, various control
variables expected to affect cultural fit should be examined together.

For the corporate sustainability, fundamental organizational culture based on social and
environmental responsibility, as well as training leaders and managers, as models according to
those values are crucial [79]. Adherence to those core values and leadership enactment compatible
with organizational culture can be the important culture development process improving P-O fit and
P-T fit. Employees with good fit with their team and organization in terms of their social values will
form positive attitudes towards organizations’ social activity and work proactively, which will bring
higher social, as well as financial, return for the organization.
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