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The idea of person—environment fit (PE fit) appeared in psychology in the
first decades of the 20th century (Lewin et al., 1935; Parsons, 1909). Since then
the conceptualization of PE fit has developed, including a relatively the new area
of relational fits based on personal character: person—supervisor fit (PS fit). Re-
search on PS fit has advanced rapidly over the last 15 years. However, as with
any abundant research area, differences have arisen in definitions, conceptualiza-
tions and operationalizations of PS fit (Brudek et al., 2018; Korulczyk, 2016;
Kristof-Brown & Billsberry, 2013; Schneider et al., 1999; Schwab, 1980).

According to the over-arching paradigm of person—environment fit (PE), atti-
tudes and behaviors result from the compatibility between the attributes of per-
son and environment (Czerw & Czarnota-Bojarska, 2016; Endler & Magnusson,
1976; Schneider, 1987). In line with our study’s focus on organizational settings,
scholars have drawn from the PE fit paradigm to predict a wide range of out-
comes for employees, including the types of companies they select to join (Cable
& Judge, 1996; Turban & Keon, 1993), the stress they experience, and their work
satisfaction (Edwards, 1991), to their intention to quit (O’Reilly et al., 1991), and
a complete range of organizational behaviors: innovative, counter-productive,
proactive, unethical, and civic (Dalal, 2005; De Coninck, 1992; Hammond et al.,
2011; Thomas et al., 2010). PS fit (alongside person—organization fit and person—
job fit) is a specific mental representation of the relationship between the em-
ployee and his supervisor (organization—PO fit or work—PJ fit) which affects
the level of motivation of the employee. The willingness to get involved, to
strive to the best possible quality or readiness to take action for the organization
result from high PS fit (Czerw & Czarnota-Bojarska, 2016).

PS fit is not the only representation that can significantly affect the level of
motivation and employee behaviors like proactive or unethical behavior, but in
this study we attempt to answer the question to what extent PS fit is able to ex-
plain these behaviors in light of other well-researched representations like PO fit.
Studies show that in most cases the higher the perceived fit, the greater the posi-
tive impact on employee motivation and in consequence, positive outcomes
(Czerw & Czarnota-Bojarska, 2016).

We have chosen two extreme types of organizational behavior, of which pro-
active can be considered an example of positive and unethical of negative behav-
ior. Taking under consideration that above types of organizational behaviors rep-
resent only a small part of all potential types of behavior, we are particularly
interested in proactive behavior due to its importance at the early stage of em-
ployee stay in the organization—in employee socialization (Saks et al., 2011),
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and unethical behavior which plays an important role in the subsequent stages of
staying in the organization.

There are few papers in the literature investigating PS fit, proactive behavior
or unethical behaviors together, mainly because PS fit is a relatively new con-
cept. The first mention of supervisor—subordinate similarity appeared in Turban
& Jones (1988). Further, at the 17th Annual Conference of the Society for Indus-
trial and Organizational Psychology in Toronto, Smith (2002) introduced the
term “subordinate—supervisor fit.” Three years later, in their meta-analysis,
Kristof-Brown et al. (2005), formulated the term person—supervisor fit, which is
widely used and quoted today.

Reports from current studies indicate that the effect size between PS fit and
proactive behavior is relatively low. It has been proven in the Chinese population
(Zhang et al., 2012). Another study shows that PS fit is weakly and positively
associated with organizational behavior (Kim & Kim, 2013), which, as the litera-
ture shows, is associated with proactive behavior. PS fit is also weakly and posi-
tively linked with moral competence, which is something opposite to unethical
behavior (Kim & Kim, 2013). Some studies show a positive and weak associa-
tion between person—organization fit (which is a more general form of PE fit)
and ethical intent (Ruiz-Palomino & Martinez-Cafias, 2014) being considered as
a proxy for ethical behavior (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980), something directly oppo-
site to unethical behavior. Due to the lack of research, it is difficult to clearly
determine the strength of the PS fit and proactive behavior or unethical behavior
relationships on the Polish population.

Studying above-mentioned concepts may be particularly interesting in the
context of socio-cultural transformations that took place in Poland during
the transition from communism to capitalism in the 1990s and its consequences.
In comparison to other cultures—although the relations occurring in the organ-
ization are now similar to those in Western cultures—for over 50 years of the last
century they were shaped by a strongly hierarchical model of supervisor—
subordinate relations in state-owned plants. Thus, we expect PS fit relationships
with outcome variables to be stronger than in other cultures, but they may have
different nature and specificity than other cultures.

From an applied perspective, despite many years of research into unethical
behavior, organizations continue to face unethical behavior of their employees,
which costs organizations a significant amount of their financial resources
(McNeill, 2019) and cannot successively apply the results of literature research
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to reduce consequences of this type of conduct. It would be interesting to inves-
tigate what role PS fit plays in its occurrence.

In conclusion, there are many arguments supporting the value of undertaking
the study of PS fit and its outcomes. The aim of the study is to increase the cur-
rent knowledge in this field.

THEORETICAL BACKGROUND
Person—Supervisor Fit

Fit concepts do not have a uniform and clear theoretical basis, such as well-
established intelligence theories. They are based on the ideas of various re-
searchers who emphasize certain aspects of the fit as being important. The foun-
dations for the fit theories were laid by the interactionists, because fit between
two subjects cannot exist without first recognizing that these two subjects are
both sides of the interaction; also by the General Systems Theory (Laszlo, 1996;
Von Bertalanffy, 1968) as fit concepts can be captured and well described within
a systemic approach because each type of fit is an element of the system, with
individual links and interactions; the job demands—resources theory (Bakker &
Demerouti, 2007; Llorens et al., 2006) because it emphasizes the major role of
balance between available resources and existing demands, especially in the de-
velopment of the concept of complementary fit.

In our article PS fit was defined as occurring when a subordinate has similar
characteristics or supplements the characteristics of a superior (Korulczyk,
2016). Fit can occur at the level of values, goals, personality traits, and attitudes
(Caplan, 1987; Edwards, 1991; Korulczyk & Korulczyk, 2018; Kristof, 1996).
PS fit derives from the theory of person—organization fit introduced by (Kristof,
1996), where there are two main types of fit: supplementary and complementary.
Then, there are two subtypes of complementary fit: demands—abilities and
needs—supplies fit (see Caplan, 1987; Edwards, 1991). A supplementary fit oc-
curs when there is a similarity between the essential characteristics of a superior
and a subordinate (Kristof, 1996). These are personalities, values, goals and
attitudes. A complementary demands—abilities fit occurs when the requirements
of the supervisor can be satisfied by the abilities of the subordinate, as well as
when the abilities of the subordinate are reflected in the demands of the supervi-
sor (Caplan, 1987). Both the requirements of the superior and the abilities of the
subordinate are expressed in terms of time, effort, commitment, experience,



PERSON-SUPERVISOR FIT AND PROACTIVE BEHAVIOR 251

knowledge, skills and predispositions. A complementary match from the perspec-
tive of needs (subordinate) and resources (superior). Fit occurs when the needs of
the subordinate are satisfied by the capabilities of the superior, but also when the
capabilities of the superior are sufficient to meet the needs of the subordinate.
Both needs and resources are included in the following categories: financial,
physical, psychological, social, developmental. It should be noted, however, that
most of the PS fit literature conceptualizes PS fit solely as supplementary fit
(Czerw & Czarnota-Bojarska, 2016).

The main theoretical framework of supplementary fit is provided by the
similarity—attraction hypothesis (Byrne, 1971), which states that people are more
attracted to those with whom they are similar. It may be expressed in a form of
a systematic tendency to more favorably evaluate and to like those whom they
perceive as being more rather than less similar to themselves (Byrne, 1971;
Wayne & Liden, 1995). Also, Festinger’s theory of social comparison, and Hei-
der’s balanced state theory, play their roles in explanation of the mechanism of
supplementary fit as it suggest that people have a fundamental need for consen-
sual validation of their perspectives, which can be met by interacting with similar
others (Kristof-Brown et al., 2005). The theoretical framework for complemen-
tary demands—abilities fit is provided by the job demands—resources model
(Bakker & Demerouti, 2007), while for complementary needs—supplies fit by
theories of need fulfilment (e.g., Locke, 1976; Rice et al., 1985). These theories
share the common proposition that people will experience more positive job atti-
tudes when their needs are satisfied (Kristof-Brown et al., 2005).

Proactive Behavior

Proactivity has been conceptualized in the literature in many ways (Crant,
2000; Saks, Taggar, & Ashforth, 2004). In an integrative approach it is defined
(Crant, 2000) as “taking initiative in improving current circumstances... [and]
challenging the status quo rather than passively adapting to present conditions”
(p. 436). In a similar vein, proactive behavior is described as being anticipatory,
self-initiated, and taking responsibility for effecting change (Parker et al., 2010;
Parker & Collins, 2010). The concept of personal initiative is closely associated
with proactive behavior that is self-starting, persistent, and proactive with a view
on the future (Frese & Fay, 2001). The definitions of proactive behavior appear-
ing in the literature also include active effort to consciously influence his or her
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new surroundings, active gathering information on the task, role, group, and
organization through personal initiatives (Parker et al., 2006).

The common theme binding the above conceptualizations is taking an active
role in creating more favorable work conditions, and it applies to the following
behaviors: feedback-seeking, information-seeking, networking, general socializ-
ing, positive framing, relationship building, observation and modelling, and lis-
tening (Ashford & Black, 1996). This is contrary to a reactive pattern of behavior
and passive response to information and opportunities provided by the organiza-
tion (Bateman & Crant, 1993). There is evidence that PS supplementary fit is
positively related to proactive personality, proactive behavior, and organizational
citizenship behavior in various cultures (Kim & Kim, 2013; Zhang et al., 2012),
which, as the literature shows, is associated with proactive behavior. Based on
the above we formulated the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 1:
PS supplementary fit is positively associated with proactive behavior

Literature shows that employees who feel that their abilities match the job
demands and needs become more engaged (Wang et al., 2017). Also, for high
proactive personality employees, supplementary fit (in terms of values) with the
work team can enhance complementary fit (Seong et al., 2015). By analogy we
conclude that supplementary fit with the supervisor can also enhance comple-
mentary fit, as in the case of workgroup because PS fit is classified to be a rela-
tional type like PG fit (Oh et al., 2014). Based on the above we formulated this
hypothesis:

Hypothesis 2:
PS complementary fits are positively associated with proactive behavior

Unethical Behaviors

There are many theories on the issue of employee unethical behavior. First,
the contingency model for measuring ethical decision making (Ferrell &
Gresham, 1985) proposed that a person’s eagerness to behave unethically de-
pends on several factors: (1) possessed values and attitudes by the employee;
(2) the ethical dilemma confronted by the person; (3) some organizational factors
such as the pressure to achieve results; (4) the opportunity to engage in unethical
behavior; and (5) the values and attitudes of members of the person’s social
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group. The valuable contribution of this theory to the explanation of unethical
behaviors is to point out the fact that the appearance of such a behavior is not
only the result of the person’s own characteristics, but also of external factors.

Second, a general theory of marketing ethics (GTME; Hunt & Vitell, 1986).
GTME offers an interesting decisional perspective in explaining unethical behav-
iors—it attempts to explain how an individual makes a decision when confronted
with an ethical problem. According to GTME, the perceived ethical problem, the
perceived alternative to solving the ethical problem, and the perceived conse-
quences of the person’s behavior are influenced by environmental factors and his
or her personal experiences (Hunt & Vitell, 1986). Also, ethical judgments are
a function of deontological evaluations (where the individual evaluates the inher-
ent righteousness of a behavior) and teleological evaluations (where the conse-
quences of the behavior are evaluated by the individual). It is assumed that ethi-
cal judgments influence how a person behaves when confronted with an ethical
problem. The consequences of the person’s behavior influence the personal re-
sponse to an ethical problem in the future (De Coninck, 1992). The research
methodology is based on the above-mentioned approaches to unethical behavior
in this study.

Literature reports support the view that PE fit and its subtypes are related to
ethical behavior. For instance, Ruiz-Palomino & Martinez-Canas (2014) proved
that PO fit is positively associated with ethical intent. Also, Kim and Kim (2013)
provided evidence that moral competence is associated with PS supplementary
fit. Supervisors gain greater acceptance from subordinates if they are more ap-
preciative of their leaders’ moral competence, or if supplementary fit is higher
than lower. By analogy we assume that people who share similar values to supe-
riors might be less ethical, especially if the highest evaluated values are the result
of focus rather than compliance with rules (Karassavidou & Glaveli, 2006). On
this basis, the following hypothesis is formulated:

Hypothesis 3:
PS supplementary fit is negatively associated with unethical behavior

Supervisors with a high level of supplementary fit with their subordinates
have a better understanding of what subordinates want and need in conducting
their jobs (have better complementary fit)}—due to better communication be-
tween them than for those employees with low similarity (Meglino & Ravlin,
1998) and they are more likely to satisfy these needs. For this reason, we assume
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that when a subordinate’s needs are satisfied, they are less likely to behave in
unethical way. On this basis, we hypothesize the following:

Hypothesis 4:
PS complementary fits are negatively associated with unethical behavior

METHOD
Sample and Procedure

Based on the sample size calculator, it was determined that the sample
should include optimally 543 people.' Finally, 500 people were invited with 335
participating (67% response rate). 7 respondents were excluded as they returned
severely incomplete questionnaires (2.1%). As a result, our sample consists of
328 employees, with a slight prevalence of women (63%, W: 207, M: 121). The
average age is 31.93 years (SD: 11.09), ranging from 19 to 63 years. The majori-
ty of respondents live in large cities (55%, 181) or rural areas (27%, 90). Educa-
tion of employees is master’s degree (19%, 63), undergraduate (8%, 27), high
school (20%, 67), incomplete secondary education (2%, 5); 51% did not report
their education. The majority were specialists (52%, 168), interns (22%, 73),
managers and executives (12%, 40), qualified workers (10%, 31), unqualified
workers (4%, 16).

The research was conducted between October 2015 and April 2016 using pa-
per-pencil survey method. The first part of the survey asked for demographic
variables such as gender, age, occupation, position, work record, socio-economic
status. The second part contained the following methods: the Person—Supervisor
Fit Scale, Proactive Behavior Scale, and Unethical Behavior Scale. The surveys
were distributed by a group of research assistants who examined a group of em-
ployees from pre-determined sector. Participation in the study was voluntary and
anonymous. The respondents were informed in a very general way about the
purpose of the study and the rules for participation. They provided at least verbal
consent to participate in the study.

! Calculated on the basis of the A-Priori Sample Size Calculator for Multiple Regression
(Soper, 2019a). The assumptions: desired power level = .8; a = .05; a small effect size is anticipated
(Cohen’s 2= 0.02, based on literature (Zhang et al., 2012)).
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Measures

Person—Supervisor Fit Scale (o = .76). The construct was measured on
a 12-item scale developed by Korulczyk (2016). The items were measured
on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree). The meth-
od is based on the theory of complementary and supplementary fit (Caplan,
1987) and synthetical model of person—organization fit (Kristof, 1996). The tool
contains three factors, one for supplementary fit (SF; a = .78) and two for com-
plementary demands—abilities fit (CMDAF; a = .76) and needs—resources fit
(CMNREF; a =.78. On the basis of eigenvalues greater than one, the Explanatory
Factor Analysis (EFA; n = 202) identified the three-factorial structure of the tool,
which explained the 72% of common variance. Construct validity was supported
by Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA)? on this sample (n = 328): y*(54) =
= 130.73, y*/df = 2.42; p < .000; RMSEA = .066; CFI = .915. SF included fol-
lowing statements: “I think I share similar values to my supervisor,” “I think I fit
in with my manager,” and “I think I’'m like my boss.” CMDAF included the fol-
lowing statements: “I can meet the demands of my manager,” “I present the
knowledge my superior expects me to have,” “I feel like I’'m putting as much
effort as my supervisor expects of me,” and “The superior formulates his re-
quirements according to my capabilities.” CMDAF included the following
statements: “The superior formulates his requirements according to my capabili-
ties,” “I’m satisfied with the responsibilities my boss has set me,” and “My man-
ager can meet my developmental needs.”

Proactive behavior (o = .83). Proactive behavior was measured by the
8-item Proactive Behavior Scale. Four of the items were taken from Ashford and
Black (1996), while four other items were developed to measure listening, ob-
servation, positive framing, and networking Burke (2009). The method was
adapted in Polish by Korulczyk (2016). It measures the spectrum of specific
behaviors defined as proactive: feedback-seeking, information-seeking, network-
ing, general socializing, positive framing, job change negotiation, and relation-
ship-building with one’s manager. The higher the score, the higher the proactive
behavior. The items were measured on a 7-point Likert scale (0 = never to
6 = always) and on an alternative scale measuring the frequency of behavior (1 =
several times a year or a month to 6 = every day). EFA of a single-factor struc-
ture explained the 46% of common variance with factor loadings over .56.

2 The power of the model using Monte Carlo simulation equals 1.00.
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A sample statement is “You asked your manager for feedback on issues that are
important to you.”

Unethical behavior (o = .80). The construct was measured on a 5-item scale
developed by De Coninck (1992), in Polish adaptation of Korulczyk (2016).
The tool measures the attitude of the respondent to unethical behavior of charac-
ter appearing in the presented story. This attitude results from a direct assessment
of the character’s behavior and may be either favorable or unfavorable. EFA of
a single factor structure explained the 56% of common variance with factor load-
ings over .58. First, the method illustrated a situation where a sales representative
used an unethical selling technique which misled the customer as to the price of
the product. In addition, the consequences of the salesperson’s behavior were
very serious as the customer in the story wanted to the recover lost money and
pursued the case in court. It was stressed that the character is one of the best
salespeople as an excuse for unethical behavior. After reading the story, the
respondent had to respond to five items assessing the salesperson’s behavior.
The first four items clearly justified the character’s behavior, while the last one
(inverted) suggested that he or she should be severely punished. Respondents
answered on a 7-point scale of 1 to 7 (1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly
agree). Sample items are “I feel that his behavior in the situation described was
completely understandable” and “I think everyone makes mistakes, so he
shouldn’t be punished.”

RESULTS
Preliminary analysis

To ensure the reliability of the results, data cleaning techniques were used.
Given presented hypotheses, the data were checked for outliers using visual
and quantitative methods (multivariate outliers’ statistics for multiple linear
regression, MLR). After a careful analysis of scatterplots with marked outliers,
no influencial outliers were identified (Aguinis et al., 2013). No missing data
were identified.

Harman’s single-factor approach was used to test if the study is affected by
Common Method Bias (CMB, Podsakoff et al., 2003). It requires that when in-
cluding all studied variables in the unrotated explanatory factor analysis (EFA),
one single factor should not appear as an optimal solution or when fixed, one
factor should not explain most of the covariance in the independent and depend-
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ent variables. The current study is not biased by CMB as EFA extracted five fac-
tors over eigenvalue equals one but also explained 20% of common variance
with a single factor. See Table 1.

Table 1. Descriptive Statistics and Intercorrelations Between Components of PS Fit, Proactive

Behavior, and Unethical Behaviors

Variable M My SD Slf:s“s’ K‘S‘lr:’ 1 2 3 4
11.32 3.60
1 Supplementary fit [10.93, 0.20 ;3 34' 3.84] 0.11 -0.32 1
11.71] e
16.22 ok
Complementary 291 25
2 demands-—abilities fit [1165.5930], 0.16 [2.59, 3.22] -1.o1 189 [.15,.35] !
13.98 - -
Complementary 3.53 .64 43
3 needs—supplies fit [11435569]’ 0.20 [3.26,3.77] -057-0.20 [.58,.70] [.33,.53] !
34.41 . - .
. . 8.27 23 .07 12
4 Proactive behaviors [33533502], 0.46 [7.67, 8.83] -0.01 -0.35 [12, 33] [-04,.17] [-01, 23] 1
18.79 - - - o
. . 7.13 .01 -13 -12 .07
5 Unethical behaviors [1198.5070], 0.40 [6.63,7.59] 0.13 -0.50 [-.10,.11] [-.24, -.02] [-23, .00] [-.05, .18]

Note. Bootstrap-based 95% confidence intervals are in square brackets (10,000 bootstrap samples).
N = 328. Skewness st = .14 and kurtosis sg=.27.

*p <.05. *¥*p < .01. ***p <.001.

Hypotheses testing

Hypothesis 1 that person—supervisor supplementary fit is positively associat-
ed with proactive behavior has been supported. Hypothesis 2 that person—
supervisor complementary fits are positively associated with proactive behavior
has not been supported. Multiple linear regression was used to predict proactive
behavior based on three types of PS fit (Table 2).
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Table 2. Multiple Linear Regression of Person—Supervisor Fit Components and Proactive
Behavior

Name B SEB B Bscmipanial t p

Intercept 28.26 2.73 10.34 .001
0.61 .26 .20

Supplementary fit [0.29,0.93] 0.17 [12, 40] [09, 31] 3.70  .001

Complementary 0.08 .03 .02

demands-abilities fit [-0.27,0.42] 0.17 [-.09,.15] [-06,.10] 045 657

Complementary -0.14 —-.06 —-.04

needs—supplies fit [-0.50, 0.21] 0.18 [-.21,.09] [-.14,.06] -0.79 429

Note. F(3,327) = 6.12, p < .001; R?> = .055; > = 0.058. 95% confidence intervals are in square brackets, and
power equals .97 are based on the Post-Hoc Statistical Power Calculator for Multiple Regression (Soper, 2019b).
Sensitivity analysis using G*Power (n = 328, power = .97, a = .05), equals 2> = 0.037. Statistically significant
p values are in boldface.

The regression equation was significant (F(3,306) = 6.12, p < .001), with
R? of .06. Proactive behavior is weakly and positively associated with supple-
mentary fit (Bsemipartial = .20, p < .001), but is not significantly associated with any
complementary fit type.

Hypothesis 3 that person—supervisor supplementary fit is negatively associ-
ated with unethical behaviors has not been supported. Hypothesis 4 that person—
supervisor complementary fits are negatively associated with unethical behaviors
has been partially supported. Multiple linear regression with entry method was
also used to predict unethical behavior based on PS fit types (Table 3).

Table 3. Multiple Linear Regression of Person—Supervisor Fit types and Unethical Behavior

Name B SEg B Bsemipartial t V4
Intercept 24.00 236 10.16  .001
0.27 .14 .10
1 fi .14 1. .062
Supplementary fit 001,055 ° [-.01,28] [-01,.20] 88 .06
Complement.a-r).l fit: - -0.23 0.15 -.09 -.08 151 133
demands-—abilities perspective [-0.52, 0.07] [-21,.03] [-.19,.03]
Complementary fit: -0.32 —-.16 =11
.1 -2. K
Needs—supplies perspective [-0.63,-0.02] 0.16 [-31,-01] [-21,-01] 07 039

Note. F(3,337) = 3.42, p = .018; R? = .031; f> = 0.032. 95% confidence intervals outliers are in square brackets
and power equals .78 are based on the Post-Hoc Statistical Power Calculator for Multiple Regression (Soper,
2019b). Sensitivity analysis using G*Power (n = 328; power = .80; o = .05), equals f> = 0.018. Statistically
significant p values are in boldface.



PERSON-SUPERVISOR FIT AND PROACTIVE BEHAVIOR 259

A significant regression equation was found (F(3,309) = 3.42, p = .018), with
R? of .03. Surprisingy, unethical behavior is weakly and negatively associated
only with complementary needs—supplies fit (Bsemipartiat = — 11, p = .039).

DISCUSSION

Although research on proactive behavior indicates such antecedents as pro-
active personality but also perceived work environemnt variables such as job
autonomy, supportive supervision as the most significant (Parker et al., 2006),
person—environent fit factors, including person—organization fit, person—group
and person—supervisor fit, are also considered to contribute to explanation of
proactive behavior but their role is largely unexplored. There is a lack of research
on the relationship between different types of PE fit and organizational behaviors
in moderately individualistic cultures like Poland. For these reasons we decided
to investigate these topic areas.

The present study tested four hypotheses on the relationship between PS fit
types, proactive behavior and unethical behavior. Hypothesis 1 has been support-
ed. Supplementary fit was positively related to proactive behavior. This is in line
with literature reports that perceived person—supervisor similarity has an effect
on the proactive behavior of an employee. However, the existing literature sup-
ports the existence of PS supplementary fit—proactive behavior in relation to
highly collectivist cultures (South Korea: Kim & Kim, 2013; China: Zhang et al.,
2012). Our study confirms the existence of this relationship in relation to the
culture of a post-communist country with a cultural profile described as moder-
ate individualism (Hofstede, 2020; GLOBE, 2020).

In contrast, Hypothesis 2 regarding complementary fits has been supported.
Neither demands—abilities fit nor needs—supplies fit are related to proactive be-
havior. It means that whether or not employees perceive their work-related needs
are satisfied, it will not translate into more proactive behavior of them. In the
light of job demands-resources theory (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007), it can be
noted that neither resources nor demands play any role in the prediction of per-
son’s explicit proactivity but rather engagement and performance (Wang et al.,
2017). Indeed, research related to job demands—resources theory on which the
complementary fit is based, focus largely on the negative effects of imbalances
between requirements and resources like burnout, depression, lack of work
egnagement (Hakanen et al., 2008), which may indicate that work demands
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and resources are not a direct mechanism to explain positive organizational
behaviors.

Hypothesis 3 has not been supported. Surprisingly, supplementary fit is not
related with the unethical behavior. The perceived similarity between the superi-
or and the subordinate does not translate into reduced unethical behavior of the
employee. Unlike what we expected, moral competence is not the opposite phe-
nomenon of unethical behavior, therefore the assumption of a negative relation-
ship between PS supplementary fit and unethical behavior was false. The result
may also be the consequence how unethical behavior was measured. The imagi-
nary attitude to the presented unethical situation was measured rather than the
real unethical behavior (e.g., actual misconduct) that occurred, which could have
made the respondents less reserved in their assessments.

Interestingly, complementary demands—abilities fit is not related to unethical
behavior. Formulating inadequate requirements to the employee's capabilities,
expressed for example in workload, might not translate into employee attitutde
towards unethical situations. Although research shows that higher supplementary
fit may result in better communication and understanting of employee expecta-
tions and capabilities, in the opposite situation when these requirements are inad-
equate, a more gracious assessment of the unethical behavior of their colleagues,
with the assumption also a higher risk of unethical behavior in the employee
himself may simply not appear. In their research Andreoli and Lefkowitz (2009)
showed that mostly organizational not personal factors, like formal organization-
al compliance practices and ethical climate, were independent predictors of mis-
conduct. The other studies show that risk of unethical behavior is associated with
moral traits, honesty, compassion, and fairness (Woo Jin & Winterich, 2013).
Thus, we conclude demands—abilities fit does not play any role in explanation of
unethical behavior decision-making.

Subsequently, complementary needs—supplies fit is weakly and negatively
associated with the unethical behavior. Perceived satisfaction of the follower’s
needs results in more negative assessment of unethical behavior of others. These
results are in line with the ethical decision making theory (Ferrell & Gresham,
1985), where the authors pointed out that one of the factors increasing the risk of
unethical behavior are the values and attitudes possessed by the employee but
also the values and attitudes of members of the person’s social group like super-
visor. The employees’ attitude to their workplace, the superiors and the organiza-
tion is directly related to its ability to meet the employees’ needs and the ability
to balance demands and resources theory (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). Thus, we
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conclude that needs—supplies fit does play a minor role in explaining unethical
behavior decision-making.

In conclusion, PS supplementary fit is related to proactive behavior. PS com-
plementary demands—abilities fit is not related to any of mentioned-above behav-
iors. It seems that this type of fit plays no significant role in the occurrence
of these behaviors, while PS complementary needs—supplies fit little explains
unethical behavior decision-making.

LIMITATIONS

The current study has its limitations. First, the cross-sectional design implies
that the conclusions drawn from the study have a low degree of certainty as to
the knowledge obtained and should be repeated on the Polish population. Unfor-
tunately, practical problems such as the legal and business rationales for data
protection have made it very difficult to access a sample that could be tested
longitudinally.

Second, it would be worthwhile to research fit and performance measured
more objectively, for example, as actual fit or work volume or the quality of sub-
ordinates’ work. I decided to use perceptions as a measure of fit as they are more
proximal predictor of individual outcomes (Cable & Judge, 1996; Edwards et al.,
1998). Nuttin claimed that we are acting on the reality we perceive (Zaleski,
1983). Thus I feel that perceived fit better fits into the current research scheme.

Third, unethical behavior was measured as people’s attitudes towards a mor-
al transgression committed by an imaginary individual. Although it is quite
common in literature, it is a very specific conceptualization of unethical behav-
ior, which should be considered during interpretation of the results, otherwise
there is a risk of low ecological validity of the results. We followed this concern
and we have been careful in interpreting the results.?

THEORETICAL AND PRACTICAL IMPLICATIONS
The study contributes and has some important implications for the domain of

organizational theory and research on topic areas of person—supervisor fit, and
it’s outcomes. First, the study provided evidence that a person—organization fit

3 We thank the reviewer for that comment.
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framework proposed by Kristof (1996) can be successfully extrapolated to its
lower level conceptualisation, that is, person—supervisor fit. Second, both sup-
plementary fit and complementary fit are constructs which correspond in various
way to outcome variables as proactive behavior and unethical behavior, and gen-
erally the obtained pattern of results is consistent with other literature reports.
Third, the study is one of the first conducted on a Polish population, which due
to its cultural and historical background has a specific social and organizational
structure, characterised by a strong hierarchization of relations in the organiza-
tion and, on the other hand, by a high individualism of subordinates. This has an
impact on structure of perceived fit to the superior.

We also believe that the study has valuable practical implications. First, it
seems like needs—supplies fit might, in some situations, result in a reduction in
productivity of employees but at the same time, reduces the risk of leaving the
organization. This is worth pointing out to individuals managing organizations;
also particular attention should be paid to those resources that reduce motivation
to work productively by meeting needs. Second, it seems that attracting people
(in an organization) who are like their supervisors may not be an effective meth-
od of increasing the global efficiency of the whole workplace.
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