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Abstract
The Job Demands-Resources Framework (JDR) has established job- and personal resources as essential elements 
motivating people to perform. Whilst the purpose of job resources in this motivational process is well established, the 
role of personal resources is still quite ambiguous. Within the JDR framework, personal resources could (a) directly 
affect performance, (b) indirectly affect the relationship between a job resource and a performance outcome and (c) 
moderate the job resource-performance relationship. Grit has recently emerged as a promising personal resource 
as it could potentially act as a direct antecedent-, mediator and moderator within the motivational process of the 
JDR. To further the debate on the role of personal resources, this paper explores the function of grit (as a personal 
resource) within the person-environment fit (job resource) and task performance relationship. Specifically, the aim 
is to determine if grit directly or indirectly affects the relationship between person-environment fit and task perfor-
mance. Finally, it aims to investigate whether grit moderates this relationship. Data were collected from 310 working 
adults through electronic surveys, and the relationships were explored through structural equation modelling. When 
controlling for age and gender, the results showed a positive association between person-environment fit, grit and 
task performance. Further, grit was also found to indirectly affect the relationship between the person-environment 
fit and task performance. However, no moderating effect could be established. This signifies the importance of grit 
as a psychological process, rather than a buffering element that may explain how person-environment fit affects 
performance outcomes.

Keywords  Person-organisation fit · Person-environment fit · Grit · Perseverance · Interest · Task performance · Job-
demands Resources Model · Personal resources

Introduction

Growing global economic uncertainty and volatility have 
placed more pressure on organizations to enhance business 
growth to ensure long-term financial stability (Kok & Van 
Den Heuvel, 2019). Business growth is dependent upon sev-
eral factors but is primarily influenced by the proficiency of 
employees to perform the most essential, core or substan-
tive tasks central to their jobs on time and to specification 
(i.e. employees’ task performance: Koopmans et al., 2012). 
Employees are therefore encouraged to increase the effi-
ciency of these work-related tasks to meet ever-stretching 
organizational growth goals and financial targets (Mishra 
et al., 2021). This in-role, task-related performance is thus 
an essential operational metric that organizations attempt to 
quantify, measure, predict and actively manage (Koopmans 
et al., 2012). Therefore, it is not surprising that a great deal 
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of research has emerged that attempts to explain the factors 
that hinder and facilitate in-role task performance (Bakker 
& Demerouti, 2017).

Popular work psychological models such as the Demand-
Control model (Karasek, 1979) and the Job Demands-
Resources Framework (JDR: Demerouti et al., 2001) have 
thus emerged as dominant explanatory frameworks which 
attribute task performance as a function of employees’ work 
environments or “job characteristics” (i.e. job demands/job 
resources). According to the JDR framework, task perfor-
mance is an outcome of a balance between the negative- (job 
demands) and positive- (job resources) aspects of one’s work 
environment (Schaufeli & Taris, 2014). From this perspec-
tive job demands refer to the physical-, social-, or organiza-
tional aspects of a job that require enduring effort and are 
associated with lasting physical/psychological costs (e.g. 
work-load or work-pressure: Xanthopoulou et al., 2007). 
In contrast, job resources refer to those physical, social, or 
organizational aspects of the job that are important to (a) 
facilitate organizational goals, (b) reduce demands, strain, 
and the physical/psychological costs of work and (c) stimu-
late personal growth and development (e.g. person-environ-
ment fit: Schaufeli, 2017). These job characteristics affect 
individual and organizational performance through both a 
health impairment- and a motivational process (Bakker & 
Demerouti, 2017).

According to Bakker and Demerouti (2017), the health 
impairment process involves high job demands and insuf-
ficient resources that gradually drain individuals’ mental 
energies, leading to poor health/wellbeing and performance 
outcomes over time. High job demands would inevitably 
lead to increased stress and strain, negatively affecting 
employees’ mental health and the efficiency of completing 
work-related tasks (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017). In contrast, 
the motivational process is activated in the presence of an 
abundance of available job resources, leading to greater 
engagement, organizational commitment, and task perfor-
mance (Schaufeli & Taris, 2014). Employees are, therefore, 
motivated to perform because they possess the necessary 
resources required to derive more fulfilment from work 
(Xanthopoulou et al., 2007). In addition to the direct effects 
of job resources on performance within the motivational pro-
cess, it also acts as a buffer against the harmful effect job 
demands have on strain and stress (Bakker & Demerouti, 
2017). The motivational process thus serves a dual purpose 
by explaining the factors facilitating the positive- and those 
buffering against the negative effects that hinder perfor-
mance (Teuber et al., 2021). Therefore, the motivational 
process is an important route to consider when organizations 
want to promote or facilitate task performance.

There is still, however, an ongoing debate and conten-
tion as to the underlying explanatory mechanisms describing 
how or why job resources translate into performance and the 

factors that buffer/strengthens this relationship (Bakker & 
Demerouti, 2017; Bakker & De Vries, 2021; Mazzetti et al., 
2021; Schaufeli & Taris, 2014; Teuber et al., 2021). Various 
attempts have been made to explain such from a work-char-
acteristics perspective. However, Xanthopoulou et al. (2007) 
argued that personal resources might play an essential role 
in this debate. Personal resources are defined as the states 
(e.g. hope and optimism), traits (e.g. grit and personality), 
behaviours (e.g. deliberate practice), and mental abilities 
(e.g. resilience) people activate to increase the control they 
have over their environment and to improve the perceived fit 
between the person and the job (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017; 
Xanthopoulou et al., 2007). Where job resources refer to a 
job’s contextual or environmental factors, personal resources 
are more concerned with the individual characteristics influ-
encing work or explaining how work environments impact 
or lead to organizational outcomes (Schaufeli, 2017). Bak-
ker and Demerouti (2017) also argued that there is a direct, 
reciprocal relationship between job- and personal resources, 
where the availability of the former might influence the 
experience of the latter (and vice versa). Personal resources 
could therefore play a similar role as job resources within the 
motivational process of the JDR. Personal resources could 
potentially fulfil three roles by (a) directly affecting task per-
formance, (b) acting as a means to explain how job resources 
translate into task performance or (c) magnifying the effect 
job resources have on task performance (Bakker & Demer-
outi, 2017; Xanthopoulou et al., 2007). In other words, per-
sonal resources “may function either as moderators or as 
mediators in the relationship between environmental factors 
and organizational outcomes or may even determine the way 
people comprehend the environment, formulate it and react 
to it” (Xanthopoulou et al., 2007, p. 124).

Previous research has generally supported the three 
potential roles of personal resources within the motiva-
tional process of the JDR. For example, Kodden and Hup-
kes (2019) found that personal resources (self-efficacy, 
resilience and optimism) directly related to coaching per-
formance (but did not mediate the relationship between 
job resources and performance). Similarly, psychological 
capital as a personal resource (hope, optimism, resilience 
and self-efficacy) was a strong predictor of various forms of 
self-report- and actual performance metrics across different 
studies, samples, contexts (Luthans et al., 2007) and times 
(Peterson et al., 2011). As a mediator, Xanthopoulou et al. 
(2007) found that personal resources affected the perception 
of job resources and mediated the relationship between job 
resources and performance outcomes. However, they could 
not confirm the originally hypothesized moderating effect 
of various personal resources on the relationship between 
job characteristics and important organizational metrics. 
Similarly, grit (as a personal resource) was also found to 
mediate the relationship between person-environment fit and 
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performance within a sample of working adults (Vogelsang, 
2018). Further, certain personality characteristics like self-
directedness (as a trait level personal resource) were also 
found to mediate the relationship between job resources (i.e. 
responsibility) and performance (c.f. Xanthopoulou et al., 
2007). As a moderator , Van Yperen and Snijders (2000) 
found that general self-efficacy (as a personal resource) 
moderated the relationship between demands and mental 
health. Similarly, Jumat et al. (2020) also found that grit 
moderated the relationship between resources and mental 
health outcomes. However, other studies could not estab-
lish the moderating effect of personal resources between job 
characteristics and performance outcomes (Xanthopoulou 
et al., 2007). Personal resources seem to play an important 
part in the motivation process, but their role within the JDR 
model is still empirically unclear and ill-defined (Schaufeli 
et al., 2017; Teuber et al., 2021).

Taken together, job- and personal resources are deemed 
essential elements required for motivating people to increase 
their task performance at work. The role personal resources 
play within the motivational process of the JDR is still 
ambiguous and may be dependent on several factors rang-
ing from the type of job/personal resources measured, to 
the context of the sample population. To further explore the 
motivational process of the JDR model, the potential (dif-
ferential) functions of personal resources within the JDR’s 
motivational process should be tested. To test the three 
potential roles of personal resources within the motivational 
process, we posit that two well-established predictors of task 
performance could act as potential antecedents: Person-
Environment Fit as a job- (i.e. the match between personal 
characteristics and the requirements of the work environ-
ment: Schaufeli, 2017) and Grit as a personal resource (i.e. 
showing long-term interest in and a high level of persever-
ance in pursuing important goals: Teuber et al., 2021).

Person‑environment fit and task Performance: A job 
resource perspective

Employees invest considerable time and energy in seek-
ing a job that matches their qualifications, needs, goals 
and values. At the same time, organizations invest sub-
stantial effort and financial resources into selecting appli-
cants who fit the job- and the organizational environment 
(van Vianen, 2018). The match between characteristics or 
attributes of individuals and their work environment attrib-
utes is, therefore, an important job resource (Schaufeli, 
2017) and is commonly referred to as person-environment 
fit (Kristof-Brown and Guay, 2011). Person-environment 
fit is loosely defined as the congruence or similarity 
between the individual’s personal characteristics and the 
expectations from the organizational environment in which 

he/she functions (Edwards & Shipp, 2007). Although vari-
ous conceptualizations of person-environment fit exist 
within the literature, Cable and DeRue’s (2002) approach 
is the most prolifically used. Cable and DeRue (2002) 
argued that person-environment fit is a function of (a) a fit 
between an employee’s values and the organization’s cul-
ture (Person-Organization Fit), (b) congruency between 
an individual’s needs and the rewards received for their 
service (Need-Supply Fit), and (c) a match between the 
requirements of the job and the skill set of the individual 
(Demand-Ability Fit). This alignment between the char-
acteristics of the person (i.e. personality, work prefer-
ences, signature strengths, professional capabilities, val-
ues etc.) and the requirements from their environment (i.e. 
task demands, organizational culture, job attributes etc.) 
accounts for significant interindividual differences in task 
performance (Armitage & Amar, 2021; Lauver & Kristof-
Brown, 2001).

A high level of alignment or ‘fit’ between the person and 
the organizational environment would make people feel 
more connected and committed to the organization, enhanc-
ing their performance in work tasks (Armitage & Amar, 
2021). This congruence may also positively affect an indi-
vidual’s decision to join or stay with a given organization 
and whether or not extra-role behaviours will be expressed 
at work (Zwider et al., 2015). When a lack of fit occurs, 
individuals are more likely to leave the organization and may 
decrease their in-role performance (O’Reilly et al., 1991). 
When the organization fulfils the needs of the individual, 
and the individual fulfils the need of the organization, it 
promotes optimal conditions for employees to gain more job 
knowledge and skills, which in turn aids them in performing 
better in their roles (Greguras & Diefendorff, 2009; Hunter, 
1983). Employees who experience that their needs, values 
and expectations are aligned with those of the organization, 
will perceive a positive work environment that is conducive 
to performance (Redelinghuys et al., 2019).

The Person-Environment Fit-Performance relationship 
is thus well established in the literature. Previous research 
have reported a positive direct relationship between person-
environment fit and various forms of performance (Hoffman 
& Woehr, 2006; Van Zyl et al., 2022) which were partially 
mediated by various work-related attitudes or behav-
iours (Arthur et al., 2006). Dawis (2005) postulated that the 
performance benefits of an excellent person-environment 
fit occur because the rewards received within (or because 
of) the role corresponds to the values the individual seeks 
to match through their tasks. A good fit thus leads to more 
implicit and explicit rewards from the organization, which in 
turn incentivizes further performance (Kristof-Brown et al., 
2005). Therefore, person-environment fit is an important job 
resource to consider in designing work and should be central 
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to an organizations’ recruitment, selection, and talent man-
agement strategy (Redelinghuys et al., 2019).

However, the theory of work adjustment postulates that 
there can never be a perfect fit between the individual's char-
acteristics and the work environment's requirements (Dawis, 
2005). This may be due to either individual- (e.g. someone 
choosing the wrong career) or organizational factors (e.g. 
employers selecting the wrong candidate). Person-environ-
ment fit may change over time as skills and abilities develop, 
leading to feelings that one has outgrown a role or because 
priorities change due to non-work commitments (Chi et al., 
2020). Similarly, the nature of the work-role or the types of 
rewards received may change over time and thus no longer 
meet the needs of the individual (Dawis, 2005). Individuals 
will, therefore, inevitably adjust either their physical work 
environment or their abilities/values/characteristics to com-
pensate- or correct for this lack of fit as a means to return 
to their previous levels of performance (Chi et al., 2020). 
Dawis (2005) argued that the flexibility of the individual or 
the organization would ultimately impact the extent to which 
employees are willing and able to tolerate a poor person-envi-
ronment fit. The level of flexibility will vary between individ-
uals but is largely influenced by internal factors or ‘personal 
resources’ such as personality traits, resilience, strengths-use, 
self-efficacy, environmental mastery, hope and optimism 
(Dawis, 2005; Van Zyl et al., 2020a, b). Therefore, activating 
these personal resources is a means to compensate for the per-
ceived lack of fit, which negatively impacts their performance 
(Ayoko & Ashkanasy, 2019). This leads to the question of 
whether other personal resources (such as grit) could buffer 
against the negative or enhance the positive impact (a poor) 
person-environment has on employee performance.

Additionally, when the lack of congruence between the per-
son and the work environment is greater than one’s flexibility, 
it leads to either active adjustment behaviours (i.e. trying to 
change work environments physically), reactive adjustment 
behaviours (i.e. changing personal characteristics or to better 
suite the environment) or leads to increased levels of persever-
ance (i.e. extent to which individuals will try to adjust or push 
through negative situations before giving up: Davis, 2005). 
Perseverance is of particular importance, as it is a personal 
characteristic which is directly affected by person-environment 
fit. Ayoko and Ashkanasy (2019) argued that perseverance is 
not just an outcome of poor fit (i.e. to close the expectations 
gap), but can also be caused by good fit (i.e. to keep receiving 
rewards). When there is a good person-environment fit, indi-
viduals would view organizational goals as their own and are 
therefore more willing to push through difficult situations to 
achieve such. This, in turn, helps increase their performance 
and the rewards they receive (Dawis, 2005). Given that perse-
verance is considered a trait-like personal characteristic within 
the JDR framework (and that it is a core component of grit), 

we postulate whether a direct relationship between person-
environment fit and personal resources exists.

Because environmental factors seem to affect aspects of 
trait-like personal resources, we further explore the theo-
retical reasoning behind such. Drawing from the demand-
control model, Wu (2016) found that work environments/
experiences are driving factors for changes in personality 
over time. Given that work plays such a central part in the 
human condition and identity formation, work experiences 
inevitably shape individuals’ values, social roles and daily 
activities (Van Zyl et al., 2010). Over time, a perceived lack 
of fit with the organizational environment will shape how 
individuals think, feel and function which gradually changes 
aspects of one’s personality (Frese, 1982; Li et al., 2014; 
Wu et al., 2015). This change in personality is the result 
of individuals’ attempts to change their ways of thinking/
feeling/behaving as a means to close the gap between their 
characteristics and the demands of the environment (Li et al., 
2014; Savickas, 1997, 2005; Wu, 2016; Wu et al., 2015). 
This notation is further supported by Gary’s biopsychologi-
cal theory of personality (1981; 1990), which states that 
this because the two systems governing personality change 
through behaviour and emotion (the behavioural inhibition 
system and the behavioural activation system) are sensitive 
to the punishments or rewards received by the organization 
for a perceived fit or misfit. When individuals close the gap 
between their individual characteristics and the require-
ments of the environment, they are rewarded with praise 
or incentives indicating that no further change is necessary 
(Wu, 2016; Wu et al., 2015). If the gap remains, the associ-
ated punishment would force further corrective action and 
lead to significant changes in personality traits over time 
(Li et al., 2014; Savickas, 1997, 2005; Wu, 2016; Wu et al., 
2015). In both scenarios, when the needs and values of the 
organization are closely aligned to those of the individual, 
employees start to feel that organizational goals are “their” 
goals (Wang & Wu, 2021). This means that people are more 
likely to show a deeper interest in work-related activities and 
thus more likely to persevere at work and perform (Wang & 
Wu, 2021; Wu, 2016). According to Bolger and Zuckerman 
(1995), it is possible that job characteristics (such as person-
environment fit) may lead to changes in trait-like personal 
resources or stable characteristics, impacting performance 
over time. This leads to the question whether person-envi-
ronment fit as a job resource could lead to changes in trait-
like personal resources (such as grit) and if these changes in 
turn explain performance.

Grit and task performance: A personal resource 
perspective

In line with the conservation of resources theory (Hobfoll, 
1989), grit can be seen as a personal resource describing a 
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personal characteristic, condition or energy that supports 
the attainment of work and life goals. Apart from match-
ing the inherent requirements of a job, employees need to 
show long-term passion for and dedication to their work-
related tasks to ensure sustainable performance (Duck-
worth et al., 2007). In essence, employees should show 
“grit”. To have grit means staying focused and dedicated to 
achieving long-term goals, despite obstacles and adversity 
(Duckworth & Quinn, 2009). Grit is an intrapersonal, non-
cognitive psychological construct and signature strength 
that, according to Duckworth et al. (2007), comprises two 
components: (a) consistency of interest in long-term goals 
and (b) perseverance of effort exerted in achieving these 
goals. From Duckworth et al.’s (2007) perspective, con-
sistency of interest enables motivated engagement in- or 
the predisposition for continuously re-engaging with a par-
ticular class of tasks, events, or ideas over time (Hidi & 
Renninger, 2006). Consistency in interest fuels the devel-
opment of self-efficacy or a sense of mastery in the tasks 
one performs (Duckworth & Quinn, 2009). On the other 
hand, perseverance focuses on continued activity despite 
setbacks, failures, or proverbial roadblocks (Duckworth 
et al., 2007). Gritty individuals do not often change their 
goals or interests and will work tirelessly to achieve such, 
even when faced with significant setbacks (Credé, 2018).

Grit has shown to be an essential element required to 
induce various positive individual- and organizational 
performance-related outcomes. For example, gritty stu-
dents perform better in both high school and university 
courses, show higher academic throughput rates and are 
more committed to their educational goals (Duckworth 
and Quinn, 2009; Vinson et  al., 2022). Crede (2018) 
reported that gritty individuals are more committed to 
their relationships, achieve greater career successes, show 
more scholastic achievement, are more committed to work 
and are more likely to complete personal/professional 
goals. Gritty employees show less counterproductive 
work behaviours (Creschi et al., 2016), are more engaged 
at work (Azari Noughabi et al., 2022) and report higher 
levels of psychological wellbeing (Salles et al., 2014). 
Further, those who report higher levels of grit are more 
likely to meet sales targets, may be more innovative and 
perform better at work-related tasks (Eskreis-Winkler 
et al., 2014; Van Zyl et al., 2022).

As such, gritty individuals tend to be high achievers in 
their domains of interest, even outperforming their intel-
lectually gifted peers (Credé, 2018). Employees with higher 
grit levels are more likely to perform because they are bet-
ter prepared to use their strengths to complete tasks, are 
less influenced by setbacks, and invest sustained energy 
in achieving their goals (Duckworth, 2016). Unlike other 
trail-like personal resources such as self-control, conscien-
tiousness and self-regulation that have been associated with 

task performance, grit does not merely aid in resisting short-
term temptations/distractions but rather aids individuals to 
persist in their efforts or endure challenges over the longer 
term (Jachimowicz et al., 2018; Kim & Lee, 2015). Further, 
from the perspective of the JDR framework, grit also aids 
employees in managing work pressure more effectively (Van 
Zyl et al., 2020a, b). Gritty employees are able to offset the 
negative impact of their high job demands, and a lack of 
job-related resources, on their performance at work (Van Zyl 
et al, 2020a, b). When confronted with high demands and 
low resources, Probst et al. (2021) propose that employees 
with higher grit levels are more likely to explore a mutu-
ally beneficial exchange relationship with their employer 
to manage these demands more actively. Grit can therefore 
aid employees in persisting through or enduring their highly 
volatile, uncertain or demanding work environments (Credé, 
2018; Kim & Lee, 2015) and is an essential antecedent of 
performance (Van Zyl et al., 2020a, b, 2022).>

The role of grit in the person‑environment fit – 
performance relationship

Taken together, the literature supports the notion that grit 
could potentially play multiple roles in explaining the per-
son-environment fit and task performance relationship. First, 
person-environment fit and grit are seen as direct anteced-
ents of task-related performance. If a substantial match or 
“fit” occurs between the individual’s characteristics (person-
ality, strengths, needs and abilities) and the environment in 
which he/she functions, he/she is likely to perform better in 
work-related tasks (Van Zyl et al., 2010). In other words, if 
individuals’ work-related preferences/strengths are matched 
to the job’s requirements (person-environment fit), the pos-
sibility for performance increases (Richter et al., 2021; Van 
Zyl et al., 2020a, b). Further, when employees show high 
levels of interest in work-related tasks and demonstrate per-
severance in the execution of such (grit), they are more likely 
to perform well in work-related tasks (Credé, 2018). There-
fore, grit is also directly associated with task performance.

Hypothesis 1: Grit and person-environment fit are directly 
and positively related to task performance.

Second, grit could also potentially act as a mediating 
mechanism that explains how person-environment translates 
into task performance. If individuals perceive themselves to 
be a good ‘fit’ for the organization, they intrinsically attrib-
ute work-related goals as ‘personal goals’ and could there-
fore show enduring passion and perseverance in achieving 
them (Wu, 2016; Wu et al., 2015). This, in turn, would lead 
to higher levels of performance in work-related tasks (Vogel-
sang, 2018). Given the importance of work in the lives of 
individuals, work environments also play an important role 
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in identity development and personality formation (Wu, 
2016). As such, task performance is a function of grit, and 
that grit is a function of the fit between the individual and 
the nature of the task. Similarly, performance is also related 
to person-environment fit (Hoffman & Woehr, 2006). There 
is thus theoretical support (as discussed in the previous sec-
tions) and some empirical evidence to suggest that grit may 
act as a potential mediator between person-environment fit 
and task performance.

These assumptions are supported by the Person-
Environment Fit Theory (Edwards et al., 1998) and the 
theory of work adjustment (Dawis, 2005). These theories 
postulate that person-environment fit acts as an indica-
tor of an inherent alignment in what people are passion-
ate about, what they are competent at, what they enjoy 
doing (i.e. consistency of interest) and the nature of their 
work. This interest does not just stem out of curiosity, 
but rather through the deep congruence of values between 
themselves, their passions and their environment (person-
environment fit), the impression that they can contribute 
to something they value (demands-ability fit) and receive 
benefits in case they perform well (needs-supply fit) (Van 
der Vaart et al., 2021). This deep congruence between per-
sonal interests, -values and the nature of the work environ-
ment ensure a deeper, personal connection to organization 
goals, whereby individuals are more likely to invest effort 
in achieving such despite being faced with difficulties or 
challenges (i.e. perseverance) (Armitage & Amar, 2021; 
Edwards et al., 1998). Both components of grit seem, at 
least theoretically, to be key outcomes of a good person-
environment “fit”.

Hypothesis 2: Grit indirectly affects the relationship 
between person-environment fit and task performance.

Finally, grit could also be classified as a potential moder-
ating factor that explains how different person-environment 
fit levels can explain performance. Individuals whose per-
sonal characteristics, needs, and abilities match these job 
requirements and have a deep-seated interest and desire to 
perform these job-related tasks are more likely to perform 
better than their peers who report lower levels of grit (Duck-
worth et al., 2007). This person-environment fit-performance 
relationship is thus strengthened when the core requirements 
or nature of the work/goal/interest align with an individual’s 
signature strengths, work preferences, or personality (Peter-
son & Seligman, 2004; Vleugels & De Cooman, 2016). The 
negative impact of a poor person-environment fit on per-
formance can therefore be offset by activating one’s per-
sonal resources as a means to facilitate more flexibility (as 
noted in the previous section). We, therefore, postulate that 
high levels of grit may offset the negative impact that a poor 

person-environment fit has on performance and strengthen 
the relationship if a good fit is reported.

Hypothesis 3: Grit moderates the relationship between 
person-environment fit and task performance.

The current study

As such, grit seems to be an interesting mechanism for 
exploring the role of personal resources in the motivational 
process of the JDR model. Conceptually, grit could act as 
a direct antecedent-, mediator and moderator within the 
person-environment fit and task performance relationship. 
Therefore, this paper aims to explore the function of grit 
(as a personal resource) within the person-environment fit 
(job resource) and task performance relationship. Specifi-
cally, the aim is to determine if grit directly or indirectly 
affects the relationship between person-environment fit and 
task performance. Finally, it aims to investigate whether grit 
moderates this relationship.

This study extends the existing literature on the role of 
trait-like personal resources in the motivational process 
of the JDR model. It highlights the theoretical ambiguity 
around the function of trait-like personal resources like grit 
within the person-environment fit and task performance rela-
tionship. Further, it provides empirical support for the theo-
retical assumptions that person-environment fit could lead 
to changes in trait-like characteristics and their relationship 
to performance. The study thus highlights the importance of 
creating a positive environment that “fits” the individual’s 
needs, demands, strengths and capabilities as a means to 
create high-performing, gritty employees.

Methods

Research design

A cross-sectional, online survey-based research design was 
employed to investigate the relationship between person-
environment fit, grit and task performance. This design 
allows for data to be drawn from a single timestamp to evalu-
ate the extent of the relationships given the current contex-
tual conditions (Van Zyl, 2013).

Participants

A convenience sampling strategy was employed to draw 
310 respondents to participate in this research. Table 1 
provides a descriptive overview of the demographic 
characteristics of the participants. The majority of the 



23566	 Current Psychology (2023) 42:23560–23579

1 3

participants were single (45%) German-speaking (62.7%), 
German (64.0%) females (69.1%) between the ages of 21 
and 30 years (43.1%). Most of which held at least a high 

school diploma (28.9%) and worked between 0 and 5 years 
(76.8%) in their current position.

Table 1   Demographical 
characteristics of participants 
(N = 310)

Variable Category Frequency
(f)

Percentage
(%)

Gender Male 92 29.6
Female 215 69.1 

Missing or prefer not to be identified 3 0.3 

Age in years 18 to 20 39 12.5
21 to 30 134 43.1
31 to 40 62 19.9
41 to 50 21 6.8
51 to 60 30 9.6
61 and older 12 3.9 

Missing or prefer not to be identified 13 4.2 

Home Language English 43 13.8
Dutch 23 7.4
German 195 62.7
Other 50 16.1 

Nationality Dutch 24 7.7
German 199 64
South African 59 19
Other 29 9.3 

Marital Status Single 140 45
Living with a Partner 73 23.5
Married 84 27
Divorced 10 3.2
Widowed 2 0.6 

Missing or prefer not to be identified 2 0.6 

Level of Education Did not complete High School 9 2.9
High School 90 28.9
Diploma 23 7.4
Bachelor’s Degree 68 21.9
Master’s Degree 68 21.9 

Advanced Graduate Work or PhD 49 15.8 

Missing or prefer not to be identified 4 1.3 

Years of employment in 
current role

0 to 5 years 239 76.8
6 to 10 years 32 10.3
11 to 15 years 16 5.1
16 years and longer 15 4.8
Missing or prefer not to be identified 9 2.9
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Measures

Several self-report instruments were used to assess the focal 
factors and control variables in the study:

Focal Factors

The Person-Environment Fit Scale (PEFS) developed by 
Cable and DeRue (2002) was used to measure person-
environment fit and its three underlying constructs: Per-
son-Organization Fit, Need-Supply Fit and Demand-Abil-
ity Fit. The instrument consisted out of 9 items rated on 
a seven-point Likert type scale ranging from 1 (‘Strongly 
Disagree’) to 7 (‘Strongly Agree’). Person-organization fit 
was measured by three items (e.g. ‘The things that I value 
in life are very similar to the things that my organization 
values.’) as was Need-Supply fit (‘The attributes that I 
look for in a job are fulfilled very well by my present 
job.’) and Demand-Ability Fit (‘My personal abilities and 
education provide a good match with the demands that 
my job places on me.’). Acceptable levels of internal con-
sistency of the instrument have been reported with Cron-
bach Alphas ranging from 0.91 (Person-Organization Fit) 
and 0.93 (Need-Supply Fit) to 0.89 (Demand–Supply Fit) 
(Cable & DeRue, 2002).

The Grit-O Scale developed by Duckworth et al. (2007) 
was used to measure grit. The 12-item questionnaire measur-
ing the two components, consistency of interest (6 items: e.g. 
‘My interests change from year to year’) and perseverance (6 
items: e.g. ‘I have overcome setbacks to conquer an important 
challenge’), was rated on a five-point Likert-scale ranging from 
1 (‘Not like me at all’) to 5 (‘Very much like me’). The Grit-
O scale has shown acceptable levels of internal consistency 
with Cronbach Alphas of 0.84 on both scales (Duckworth et al., 
2007).

The Task Performance Sub-scale of the Individual 
Work Performance Scale developed by Koopmans et al. 
(2012) was employed to measure task performance. Task 
performance was measured by seven items on a six-point 
Likert-Scale ranging from 1 (‘Never’) to 6 (‘Always’). 
An example of an item is: ‘I kept in mind the results 
that I had to achieve in my work’. Magada and Govender 
(2017) found acceptable levels of internal consistency 
for the instrument with a Cronbach Alpha level of 0.86.

Control Variables

A biographical questionnaire was used to gather biographic 
information about the participants relating to their gender, 
age, home language, nationality, marital status, level of edu-
cation and years of employment in their current role. Self-
reported biological gender and age categories were used as 
control variables.

Statistical analysis

Data were processed by using JASP v. 0.14.1 (JASP, 2021), 
SPSS v. 27 (IBM, 2021) and Mplus v 8.6 (Muthén & 
Muthén, 2021). A step-wise sequential analytical strategy, 
through Structural Equation Modelling (SEM), was used to 
test the hypotheses of the study. Missing data was managed 
through the full maximum likelihood estimation method 
(FIML), the default approach in Mplus.

First, common method bias was tested by estimating 
both Harman’s (1976) single factor test and the common 
latent factor approach (Podsakoff et al., 2003; Tehseen 
et al., 2017). For Harman’s single factor test, all observed 
indicators were entered into an unrotated exploratory factor 
analysis. Here, it was specified that a single component, 
via principal component analyses, should be extracted 
from the data. The extracted variance should not exceed 
50% (Fuller et al., 2016). Thereafter, a confirmatory fac-
tor analytical approach was employed to determine if a 
single latent factor could be extracted from the data. All 
observed indicators or specified to load onto a unidimen-
sional first-order factor within the SEM framework. This 
unidimensional model should not produce an adequate 
level of data-model fit, and the unstandardized variance 
should be low (Tehseen et al., 2017). Finally, Podsakoff 
and colleagues’ (2003) common latent factor approach was 
employed. Within an a priori measurement model, an addi-
tional single latent factor was estimated where all observed 
indicators were estimated to load onto such directly. The 
variance of the common latent factor was constrained to 1, 
and the factor loadings were constrained to be equal. This 
model is then compared, based on χ2, to a model where 
there is no common latent factor specified. These models 
should be statistically equivalent. Common method bias is 
not a concern if all these conditions are met.

Second, descriptive statistics (means, standard deviations, 
skewness, kurtosis), Pearson correlations, and McDonald’s 
Omega / Cronbach Alphas were calculated to test for multi-
variate normality, determine the relationships between the 
factors, and estimate the reliability of the various instruments. 
Data were considered normally distributed if the Skewness and 
Kurtosis did not exceed the + 2 / -2 range (Kim, 2013). Further, 
statistical significance for the Pearson correlation coefficients 
was set at 95% (p ≤ 0.05), whereas the practical significance or 
‘effect sizes’ was set at 0.30 (medium effect) and 0.50 (large 
effect) (Ferguson, 2009). The reliability of the instruments was 
estimated through both Cronbach Alpha (> 0.70; Nunnally & 
Bernstein, 1994) and McDonald’s Omega (> 0.70; Wang & 
Wang, 2020) to interpret scale reliability.

Third, a competing measurement modelling strategy 
with the maximum likelihood estimation (ML) method in 
SEM was employed to determine the best-fitting model 
for the data. A series of theoretically informed competing 
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measurement models were then estimated and sequentially 
compared based on: (a) traditional data-model fit criteria 
(c.f. Table 2; Van Zyl and Ten Klooster, 2022), and (b) meas-
urement quality (McNeishet al., 2018). Measurement quality 
was assessed through inspecting the various parameter esti-
mates of the models (standardized factor loadings λ > 0.40; 
item uniqueness > 0.1 but < 0.9; no multiple cross-loadings) 
(Van Zyl and Ten Klooster, 2022). Models needed to show 
both acceptable levels of data-model fit and measurement 
quality to be retained for further analysis.1

Fourth, structural models were then estimated based on 
the best-fitting measurement model (Muthén & Muthén, 

2021). These structural models were used to estimate the 
direct, linear relationship between latent factors. Here 
model-fit and measurement quality were also inspected, but 
the significance of the direct relationships between the fac-
tors (p < 0.05) and the variance explained in endogenous 
factors were of direct concern.

Fifth, to estimate the indirect effect of grit on the relation-
ship between person-environment fit and task performance, 
a path model with the bias-corrected bootstrapping (BCB; 
Preacher et al., 2010) was used. A 50 000 BCB was set to 
impute the indirect effect estimate and the confidence range 
at the 95% confidence interval limit. To establish mediation, 
the standardized indirect effect estimate should be signifi-
cant (p < 0.05), and the confidence interval range should not 
include zero (Wong & Wong, 2020).

Finally, a moderation model with the direct effect of per-
son-environment fit on task performance being moderated by 
grit was estimated using Hayes’s (2020) PROCESS v.4 macro 
in SPSS v. 27 (IBM, 2021). Factor scores for the best fitting 
measurement model were saved and used for the moderation 

Table 2   Model Fit Statistics

Adapted from Van Zyl and ten Klooster (2022)

Fit indices Cut-Off Criterion Sensitive to N Penalty 
for Model 
Complexity

Absolute fit indices
  Chi-Square (χ2) • Lowest comparative value between measurement 

models
Yes No

• Non-Significant χ2 (p > 0.01)
• Significant difference in χ2 between Models
• For Model Comparison: Retain Model with Lowest 
χ2

Approximate Fit Indices
  Root-Means-Square Error of Approximation 

(RMSEA)
• 0.06 to 0.08 (Acceptable); 0.01 to 0.05 (Excellent) No Yes
• Not-significant (p > 0.05)
• 90% Confidence Interval Range should not include 

Zero
• For model comparison: Retain Model with lowest 

RMSEA
  Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR) • 0.06 to 0.08 (Acceptable); 0.01 to 0.05 (Excellent) Yes No

• For model comparison: Retain Model with lowest 
SRMR

Incremental fit indices
  Comparative Fit Index (CFI) • 0.90 to 0.95 (Acceptable); 0.96 to 0.99 (Excellent) No No

• For model comparison: Retain Model with Highest 
CFI value

  Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) • 0.90 to 0.95 (Acceptable); 0.96 to 0.99 (Excellent) No Yes
• For model comparison: Retain Model with Highest 

TLI value
Akaike Information Criterion (AIC) • Lowest value in comparative measurement models Yes Yes
Bayes Information Criterion (BIC) • Lowest value in comparative measurement models Yes Yes
Sample-Size Adjusted BIC (aBIC) • Lowest value in comparative measurement models Yes Yes

1  Age and gender were controlled for in both the measurement- and 
structural models as well as during the mediation and moderation 
estimations. Within the measurement models age/gender were per-
mitted to feely covary with all latent factors. For the structural- and 
mediation models, age/gender was permitted to freely covary with 
exogenous- and regressed on endogenous factors (Kline, 2010). 
Finally, age/gender were added as covariates for the moderation esti-
mation (Hayes, 2018).
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estimation, and therefore, neither grit nor person-environment 
fit was centred (DiStefano et al., 2009; Ng & Chan, 2020). 
A step-wise hierarchical regression approach was adopted 
whereby the factor scores of person-environment fit (inde-
pendent variable) were entered in the first step, followed by 
the factor scores of grit (moderator) and age/gender as covari-
ates in the second step. In the final step, an interaction term 
based on the product of person-environment fit x grit was 
entered to test for possible moderation. There is evidence of 
moderation when the interaction term is significantly related 
to the dependent variable (p < 0.05) and if the confidence 
interval range does not include zero (Hayes, 2020).

Results

Common Method Bias

A series of increasingly restrictive statistical approaches 
were implemented to assess the presence of CMB. First, 
Harman’s single factor test was estimated through an unro-
tated exploratory factor analysis. The results showed that a 
single factor could be extracted from the data and that the 
shared common variance (27.36%) was below 50% (Fuller 
et al., 2016). Second, the single latent factor approach sug-
gested by Podsakoff et al. (2003) was used. All measured or 
‘observed’ indicators were specified to load onto a single 
latent factor. The results showed that a single factor fitted 
the data poorly (χ2

(310) = 2313.89; df = 350; CFI = 0.50; 
TLI = 0.46; RMSEA = 0.13 [0.129—0.140] p < 0.01; 
SRMR = 0.14). Further, the unstandardized variance of this 
single-factor model was 7.2%. Finally, the common latent 
factor approach was estimated. The result showed that the 
variance explained by the common latent factor is low 
(< 50%) and that no significant difference in χ2 is apparent 
(p > 0.05). Therefore, common method bias may not be an 
issue in the current model, and we can proceed to the next 
step.

Descriptive statistics, reliabilities and correlations

Table 3 provides an overview of the descriptive statistics 
(means, standard deviations, skewness, kurtosis), reliabil-
ity estimates, and the Pearson correlation coefficients of 
person-organization fit, grit, and task performance. The 
results showed that the data was relatively normally dis-
tributed (Skewness and Kurtosis ranging between + 2 and 
-2) and that all instruments showed to be reliable at both 
the lower- (Cronbach Alpha > 0.70) and upper bound limits 
(McDonald’s ω > 0.70). Further, on scale level, person-envi-
ronment fit correlated statistically significantly with both 
grit (r = 0.30; p < 0.05; medium effect) and task performance 
(r = 0.31; p < 0.05; medium effect). Similarly, grit correlated 
statistically significantly with task performance (r = 0.45; 
p < 0.05). With the exclusion of the non-significant relation-
ship between consistency of effort and demand-ability fit, all 
other factors correlated significantly and positively.

Comparing competing measurement models

A competing measurement model was employed to deter-
mine the best fitting model for the data. Various theoretically 
informed factorial models were estimated and systematically 
compared to determine the best fitting model. Observed indi-
cators (items) were treated as indicators for first-order latent 
variables. All items were estimated to load directly onto their 
a priori factorial models, and no items were removed. To 
control for age and gender, these factors were permitted to 
freely covary with all latent factors in each estimated meas-
urement model. As such, the following four confirmatory 
factor analytical models were estimated and compared (c.f. 
Appendix A for a graphical representation):

•	 Model 0: First-order factorial (or ‘unidimensional’) mod-
els were specified for person-environment fit, grit and 
task performance.

•	 Model 1: A second-order factorial model for both per-
son-environment fit, comprised of three first-order factors 

Table 3   Descriptive Statistics, Reliabilities and Pearson correlations

Bold = non-significant p > 0.05. All other values are statistically significant at p < 0.05; x̄ = Mean; σ = Standard Deviation; ω = McDonald's 
Omega; α = Cronbach's Alpha

Variable x̄ σ Skewness Kurtosis ω α 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 Person-environment fit 4.86 1.13 -0.59 0.35 0.86 0.85 —
2 Person-organization fit 4.77 1.23 -0.62 0.03 0.87 0.86 0.84 —
3 Need-supply fit 4.67 1.35 -0.41 -0.36 0.90 0.90 0.91 0.63 —
4 Demand-ability fit 5.14 1.29 -0.80 0.60 0.88 0.88 0.89 0.59 0.75 —
5 Grit 3.44 0.55 -0.12 -0.23 0.79 0.79 0.30 0.27 0.25 0.28 —
6 Consistency of interest 3.26 0.71 -0.32 0.13 0.79 0.79 0.10 0.12 0.11 0.09 0.81 —
7 Perseverance 3.63 0.67 -0.26 0.21 0.77 0.76 0.39 0.31 0.30 0.41 0.78 0.26 —
8 Task performance 4.48 0.77 -0.80 1.22 0.84 0.84 0.31 0.26 0.25 0.29 0.45 0.19 0.53
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(person-organization fit, need-supply fit, and demand-
ability fit), and grit, comprised of two first-order fac-
tors (consistency of interest and perseverance of effort) 
were estimated. A single, first-order factor for task per-
formance was estimated. In the second iteration of this 
model, the residual variance for Item 1 (‘I managed to 
plan my work so that it was done on time’) and Item 2 
(‘My planning was optimal’) of the Task Performance 
scale were correlated to improve fit.

•	 Model 2: A second-order factorial model for person-
environment fit, comprised of three first-order factors 
(person-organization fit, need-supply fit, and demand-
ability fit) was estimated. Both grit and task performance 
were estimated as unidimensional first-order factors.

•	 Model 3: A three first-order factor model for person-
environment fit was fitted to the data, where three items 
loaded on person-organization fit, three items on need-
supply fit and three items on demand-ability fit. Further, 
a second-order factorial model for grit was estimated, 
where grit was the function of two first-order factors 
(consistency of interest and perseverance of effort). Task 
performance was specified as a unidimensional first-
order factor.

•	 Model 4: A three first-order factor model for person-
environment fit was fitted to the data, where three items 
loaded on person-organization fit, three items on need-
supply fit and three items on demand-ability fit. Further, 
a two first-order factorial model for grit was estimated 
where six items loaded on the consistency of interest and 
six items on the perseverance of effort. Task performance 
was specified as a unidimensional first-order factor.

•	 Model 5: A three first-order factor model for person-
environment fit was fitted to the data, where three items 
loaded on person-organization fit, three items on need-
supply fit and three items on demand-ability fit. Further, 
a second-order factorial model for grit was estimated, 
where grit was the function of two first-order factors 
(consistency of interest and perseverance of effort). Task 

performance was specified as a unidimensional first-
order factor.

The goodness-of-fit indices for all four models are sum-
marised in Table 4. When controlling for age and gender, the 
results showed that the original hypothesized model, where 
Person-Environment Fit (comprised of person-organization 
fit, demand-ability fit and need supply fit) and Grit (com-
prised of consistency of interest and perseverance of effort) 
are estimated as second-order factorial models and Task Per-
formance as a single first-order factor, fitted the data the best 
(Model 1: χ2

(310) = 761.57; df = 392; CFI = 0.91; TLI = 0.90; 
RMSEA = 0.06 [0.049—0.061] p > 0.05; SRMR = 0.07). 
Model 1 also showed a comparatively better fit than all 
other estimated models with lower χ2, RMSEA, SRMR, 
AIC and BIC values and higher CFI and TLI estimates. Fur-
ther, looking at measurement quality, Model 1 was the only 
model where all indicators of measurement quality were met 
(λ > 0.40; item uniqueness > 0.1 but < 0.9). Therefore, Model 
1 was retained for further analysis..

Estimating competing structural models

Two structural path models were estimated based on the 
best fitting measurement model. Structural Model 1 was 
specified as a “process model” where person-environment 
fit was positioned as the input (exogenous) factor, grit the 
process factor (mediator), and task performance the outcome 
(endogenous) factor. Structural Model 2 was specified as 
an “antecedents” model where both grit (future moderator) 
and person-environment fit were positioned as endogenous 
factors that directly related to task performance (endogenous 
factor). In both structural models, we controlled for age and 
gender. The model fit statistics for both models are sum-
marised in Table 5.

The first structural model (c.f. Figure 1) fitted the data 
adequately (Model 1: χ2 (391, N =310) = 752.30; TLI = 0.91; 
CFI = 0.90; RMSEA = 0.06 [0.049-0.060] p > 0.05; 
SRMR = 0.07; AIC = 24,676.72; BIC = 25,065.66; 

Table 4   Competing Confirmatory Factor Analytical Measurement Models

χ2 = Chi-square; df = degrees of freedom; TLI = Tucker-Lewis Index; CFI = Comparative Fit Index; RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of 
Approximation; SRMR = Standardised Root Mean Square Residual; AIC = Akaike Information Criterion; BIC = Bayes Information Criterion; 
Bold = Non-significant

Model χ2 df CFI TLI RMSEA SRMR AIC BIC aBIC Meets Good-
ness of Fit 
Criteria

Meets Measure-
ment Quality 
Criteria

Model 0 1392.86 398 0.75 0.73 0.09 [.085-.095] 0.09 25,303.29 25,666.05 25,358.40 No Partially
Model 1 761.57 392 0.91 0.90 0.06 [.049-.061] 0.07 24,684.00 25,069.20 24,742.52 Yes Yes
Model 2 1093.82 395 0.83 0.81 0.08 [.070-.081] 0.08 25,010.25 25,384.23 25,067.07 No Partially
Model 3 777.55 385 0.90 0.89 0.06 [.051-.063] 0.07 24,713.98 25,125.36 24,776.48 Partially Yes
Model 4 764.00 380 0.90 0.89 0.06 [.051-.063] 0.07 24,710.43 25,140.50 24,775.76 Partially Yes
Model 5 1079.90 387 0.83 0.81 0.08 [.071-.081] 0.08 25,012.33 25,416.22 25,073.69 No Partially
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aBIC = 24,735.81). The results showed that person-envi-
ronment fit was positively associated with Grit (β = 0.39; 
S.E = 0.07; p < 0.05) and explained 27% of its variance. 
Similarly, Grit was positively associated with Task perfor-
mance (β = 0.71; S.E = 0.12; p < 0.05) and explained 49% 
of its variance.

When looking at the control variables, age was signifi-
cantly associated with Person-Environment Fit (Cov = 0.33; 
S.E. = 0.07; p < 0.05), where Gender wasn’t (Cov = -0.03; 
S.E. = 0.02; p > 0.05). Further, Age (β = 0.23; S.E = 0.07; 
p < 0.05) and Gender (β = 0.13; S.E = 0.07; p < 0.05) as sig-
nificantly related to Grit. However, neither Age (β = -0.10; 
S.E = 0.08; p > 0.05) nor Gender (β = -0.08; S.E = 0.06; 
p > 0.05) was associated with Task Performance. Struc-
tural Model 1 was therefore retained for indirect effects 
estimation.

The second structural model (c.f. Figure 2) only par-
tially fitted the data (Model 2: χ2 (390, N =310) = 766.61; 
TLI = 0.91; CFI = 0.90; RMSEA = 0.06 [0.050-0.062] 
p > 0.05; SRMR = 0.10; AIC = 24,693.04; BIC = 25,085.72; 
aBIC = 24,752.70). In this model, two additional error terms 
on the Task Performance scale (Item 5 with Item 4 and Item 
7 with 6) were permitted to covary in order to enhance the 
overall model fit. Despite these modifications, SRMR still 
did not meet the suggested threshold (SRMR < 0.08). How-
ever, SRMR is sensitive to small samples (Van Zyl and Ten 
Klooster, 2022) and given that all other criteria are met, a 
case can be made to retain the model for further analysis.

The results showed that both person-environment 
fit (β = 0.17; S.E = 0.08; p < 0.05) and Grit (β = 0.71; 
S.E = 0.09; p < 0.05) were directly and positively associates 
with task performance and explained 54% of its variance. 
When considering the control variables, only age signifi-
cantly covaried with Person-Environment Fit (Cov = 0.26; 
S.E. = 0.06; p < 0.05) and Grit (Cov = 0.06; S.E. = 0.02; 
p < 0.05). Gender was not statistically significantly related 
to either person-environment fit nor grit. Further, neither 
age (β = -0.13; S.E = 0.08; p > 0.05), nor gender (β = -0.08; 
S.E = 0.07; p > 0.05) affected task performance. Structural 
Model 2 was therefore retained for moderation estimation.

Bullet Hypothesis 1 can therefore be accepted.

Indirect effect estimation: grit as a mediator

Structural Model 1 was used to determine whether grit indi-
rectly affects the relationship between person-environment 
fit and task performance. While controlling for age and gen-
der, the results indicate that a significant indirect effect exists 
between person-environment fit, and task performance via 
grit at the 95% CI range (lower = 0.15 to upper = 0.63). As 
the indirect effect estimate was significant (0.28; SE: 0.13; 
p < 0.01) and the bias-corrected CI range did not include 
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zero, it could be said that grit indirectly affects the relation-
ship between person-environment fit and task performance.

Therefore, Hypothesis 2 can be accepted.

Interaction effect estimation: grit as a moderator

Structural Model 2 was used to determine whether grit could 
moderate the relationship between person-environment fit 
and task performance. The hierarchical regression procedure 
of Hayes (2021) was employed with the factor scores of the 
best fitting measurement model.

The results, summarised in Table 6 and presented in 
Fig. 3, indicate that variables accounted for a significant 
amount of variance in task performance (F(5, 302) = 79.56; 
p < 0.05; R2 = 56.84%). However, when the interaction term 
(person-environment fit x grit) was added to the model, the 
results showed that such did not account for any additional 
statistically significant variance in the task performance 
(F(1, 302) = 3.13; β = -0.31; S.E = 0.18; p = 0.08; t = -1.77; 
ΔR2 = 0.05%). Further, the CI range of the interaction term 
includes zero (LCI = -0.66; UCI = 0.04). Taken together, 
the results show that grit does not significantly affect the 

relationship between person-environment fit and task 
performance.

Therefore, Hypothesis 3 was not accepted.

Discussion

The Job Demands-Resources Framework (JDR) has estab-
lished job- and personal resources as essential elements 
motivating people to perform. Whilst the purpose of job 
resources in this motivational process is well established, 
the role of personal resources is still quite ambiguous. As 
such, this paper aimed to explore the function of grit (as a 
personal resource) within the person-environment fit (as a 
job resource) and task performance relationship. Primarily, 
it aimed to determine if grit was a direct antecedent of task 
performance or if it mediated or moderated the relationship 
between person-environment fit and task performance. When 
controlling for age and gender, the results showed positive 
direct associations between person-environment fit, grit and 
task performance within the current sample. Further, grit 
was found to indirectly affect the relationship between the 
person-environment fit and task performance. However, the 
results also show that grit does not moderate the relationship 

Fig. 1   Structural Model 1: Process Model
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between person-environment fit and task performance. This 
signifies the importance of grit as a psychological process 
rather than a buffering element which may explain how per-
son-environment fit leads to performance outcomes.

Direct relationships between person‑environment 
fit, grit and task performance

Whilst controlling for age and gender, our first finding that 
person-environment fit and grit are directly and positively 

Fig. 2   Structural Model 2: Antecedents Model

Table 6   Regression Results for 
the Moderation Effect

SE = standard error; p = obtained significance value; LCI, lower confidence interval; UCI, upper confidence 
interval

Variable Estimate S.E t p LCI UCI

Constant 0.17 0.11 1.59 0.11 -0.04 0.38
Person-Environment Fit 0.01 0.04 0.27 0.79 -0.07 0.09
Grit 2.87 0.17 16.71 0.00 2.53 3.21
Person-Environment Fit x Grit -0.31 0.18 -1.77 0.08 -0.66 0.04
Gender -0.06 0.05 -1.23 0.22 -0.16 0.04
Age -0.02 0.02 -1.03 0.30 -0.06 0.02
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related to task performance corroborates previous research 
(Vogelsang, 2018). Two competing structural models were 
constructed and compared to explore the direct relation-
ships between the factors: a process model (where per-
son-environment fit was regressed on grit and grit on task 
performance) and an antecedent model (where person-
environment fit and grit were directly related to task per-
formance). Although both models fitted the data, the result 
showed more support for the process model.

The process model supports the notion that when an 
individual’s needs, abilities, values, and capabilities match 
or ‘fit’ the requirements/demands of work, employees are 
more likely to show sustained effort and perseverance 
in achieving their long-term goals (i.e. show more grit). 
Further, gritty individuals are also more likely to perform 
better in executing their work-related tasks. When there is 
a good person-environment fit, individuals can more read-
ily live out their strengths at work, which helps increase 
performance (Dawis, 2005). This is in line with previ-
ous research (c.f. Vogelsang, 2018), the theory of work 
adjudgment (Dawis, 2005) and the theory of Psychological 
Strengths (Peterson & Seligman, 2004). Vogelsang (2018) 
also found that person-environment fit directly relates to 
grit, which in turn explained variance in task performance.

Additionally, our results also support propositions 
within the theory of work adjustment by showing that 
environmental factors are associated with personal char-
acteristics. The direct relationship between person-envi-
ronment fit and grit could also be explained through the 
perseverance component of the adjustment principle. 
When individuals perceive a lack of fit between their 
characteristics and their environments, it activates their 
ability to try and adjust work or push through difficult 
situations without giving up (Dawis, 2005). The con-
ceptual overlap between perseverance as an adjustment 

function and perseverance within the grit conceptualiza-
tion may explain why person-environment fit is associated 
with grit. From the psychological strengths perspective, 
Peterson and Seligman (2004) argued that when there is 
a match between the characteristics of the individual and 
their environment, they are more likely and able to use 
their strengths at work. When one’s strengths are lived out 
in work, it fosters a deeper interest in work-related goals/
tasks and shows more perseverance in achieving long-term 
individual and organizational goals. This, in turn, yields 
more positive individual- and performance outcomes.

Similarly, the antecedents model also showed direct posi-
tive relationships between person-environment fit, grit and 
performance. Here, the relationship between the job- and 
personal resources was not specified, but rather positioned 
as directly affecting task performance. In this model, grit had 
a stronger association with task performance than person-
environment fit. This was in line with previous research. In 
a meta-analysis, Kristof-Brown et al. (2005) found that the 
person-organization- and need-supply fit components were 
slight to moderately related to objective and subjective per-
formance measures. This is in contrast to other findings such 
as those of Greguras and Diefendorff (2009), Lauver and 
Kristof-Brown (2001) and Redelinghuys et al. (2019), who 
reported moderate to strong relationships between person-
environment fit and various forms of performance. Within 
the current context, the congruence between the charac-
teristics of the individual and the demands of the environ-
ment, therefore, seems to play a lesser role in explaining 
task performance.

Given that work is fundamentally goal-directed and that 
performance is measured against the successful comple-
tion of work-related tasks (Armitage & Amar, 2021), it is 
not surprising that grit was positively associated with task 
performance in this study. Our findings show that when 

Fig. 3   Interaction Plot: Modera-
tion
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individuals report a capacity to sustain long-term effort and 
interest in their goal pursuits, they may also report higher 
performance levels in completing their work-related tasks. 
In line with Duckworth’s (2016) grit theory, performance is 
more than just a function of employees’ cognitive abilities 
and competencies, but rather the outcome of the passion 
showed in- and enduring effort expressed when pursuing 
(work-related) goals. Our findings, substantiated by Eskreis-
Winkler et al. (2014), indicate that gritty employees may 
work more diligently to achieve their work-related tasks as 
they may be better equipped to utilize their capabilities and 
skills at work. These employees may also be less affected by 
failures/setbacks and less likely to be distracted by only pur-
suing short-term goals (c.f. Credé et al., 2017; Eskreis-Win-
kler et al., 2014; Von Culin, et al., 2014). Taken together, the 
antecedent model showed that grit played a more significant 
role in facilitating performance than person-environment fit.

Grit as a personal resource: The mediating 
mechanism

The study supported the mediating role that grit could play 
in the relationship between person-environment fit and task 
performance. This implies that when individuals perceive 
a fit between themselves and their work environment, they 
are more likely to show sustained effort and perseverance 
in achieving their long-term goals, which may affect work-
related performance. Given that individuals spend more 
than a third of their lives at work or engaged in work-related 
activities, Van Zyl et al. (2010) argued that work becomes 
central to the identity of individuals. This implies that if 
there is a congruence between the individual and his/her 
(work) environment (person-environment fit), work goals 
could be seen as personal goals- and vice versa (Armitage 
& Amar, 2021). Employees might then feel that they not 
only contribute to something they value but also something 
larger than themselves. Therefore, they may work hard and 
diligently and persist in achieving these goals. Thus, when 
gritty individuals fit in with their environment, they may 
show long-term interest in the organization’s goals and be 
more motivated to push through obstacles and setbacks to 
achieve these, resulting in higher levels of performance 
(Suzuki et al., 2015). As such, our results support the notion 
that grit can be considered an essential explanatory mecha-
nism explaining how perceptions of person-environment fit 
may translate into task performance at work.

Grit as a personal resource: The (lacking) 
moderating effect

Finally, the study aimed to explore the potential moderating 
effect of grit on the relationship between person-environment 

fit and task performance. Our results did not show any evi-
dence for the proposition that higher levels of grit buffer 
against the negative impact a poor person-environment fit 
has on task performance. Nor did we find support that grit 
may strengthen the relationship between person-environ-
ment fit and task performance. Individuals whose personal 
characteristics, needs, and abilities match these job require-
ments and have a deep-seated interest and desire to perform 
these job-related tasks are no more likely to perform better 
at work-related tasks than those who report lower levels of 
grit (Duckworth et al., 2007). The negative impact of a poor 
person-environment fit on performance can therefore not be 
offset by activating one’s grit.

Implications, limitations and recommendations

Although the relationship between person-environment fit 
and performance has enjoyed much scientific attention dur-
ing the last three decades, its explanatory mechanisms have 
been studied to a lesser extent (Armitage & Amar, 2021; 
Gregory et al., 2010). From a JDR perspective, our study 
explored the three different roles personal resources (such 
as grit) could play in explaining the relationship between 
the factors. First, person-environment fit and grit was found 
to directly relate to task performance. In this antecedents 
model, grit showed to have the strongest direct relationship 
with task performance. However, this model showed poor 
fit and required additional modifications to meet minimum 
model fit and measurement quality criteria. Second, this 
study proposed and found support for grit as a mechanism 
which indirectly affects the person-environment fit and task 
performance relationship. Finally, and in contrast to our ini-
tial expectations, grit was found not to moderate the relation-
ship between the variables. This implies that grit could be 
seen as an important psychological process that translates 
person-environment fit into task performance, but not as a 
mechanism which buffers against the effects poor person-
environment fit has on task performance. The findings fur-
ther the debate on the role and nature of personal resources 
within the JDR framework.

Further, this study expands the nature and use of grit into 
organizational contexts; where previous studies have focused 
mainly on grit within educational- or sports environments 
(c.f. Datu, 2021). The mediating effect of grit in the current 
study indicates ways in which grit can be relevant in con-
nection to even the most basic work attitudes. The current 
project can be seen as the first to measure the link between 
person-environment fit and grit and between grit and spe-
cific workplace performance metrics. Given the exploratory 
nature of this study, no solid conclusions can be drawn about 
the exact role and function grit plays within organizational 
contexts. However, our results do open up the way for more 
conceptual and empirical research on the importance of grit 
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and personal resources in facilitating performance-related 
outcomes within organizations.

From a practical perspective, our results highlight the 
importance of creating a positive organizational climate that 
facilitates the alignment between the person- and the work 
requirements. Two directions to improve this alignment are 
presented. First, during the recruitment process, managers 
should assess for person-job fit to ensure a direct alignment 
between the person’s work preferences, abilities, skills, val-
ues and personality and the nature of both the function and 
the organizational culture. Assessing people’s core values 
and matching them with the job demands and organizational 
culture during the selection process could avoid dissolution 
on the employees’ side and prevent the costliness of a wrong 
appointment for the organization. Second, managers should 
attempt to match employees’ work-related tasks to their 
preferences to enhance their performance. Literature on the 
(re)crafting of work shows that this is not only the respon-
sibility of managers but that employees can be proactive 
crafters of their work environment (Chen et al., 2022; Tims 
et al., 2016; Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). The structural 
changes made to job demands and resources may turn out 
to have consequences for grit too. This reiterates the need 
for a collective responsibility to create a positive organiza-
tional climate where people experience psychological safety. 
Grit is a result of a two-way interaction between leaders and 
employees. Employees will be comfortable sharing a poor 
fit with their work environment or clarifying expectations to 
improve their fit with their tasks and the work environment. 
Healthy relationships between employees and leaders will 
form the cornerstone of a positive climate that’s conducive 
to building grit and performance. Experiencing a positive 
organizational environment will strengthen employees’ will-
ingness to work hard, enable them to cope with challenges 
and help them manage obstacles in the long term.

The results of the study are also subjected to several limi-
tations. First, all factors are measured with subjective, self-
report measures, which may not accurately represent experi-
ences of person-environment fit, grit or task performance. 
Subjective self-report measures are sensitive to both social 
desirability and confirmation bias. Future research should 
attempt to employ more objective measures for the factors 
such as raw performance scores, supervisor grit ratings or 
employ more ecological perspectives to assess person-envi-
ronment fit. Second, only task performance was assessed. 
Task performance only represents the efficiency with which 
individuals complete core aspects of their job and doesn’t 
provide a holistic view of overall performance. Future 
research should employ more objective task performance 
measures or more multi-dimensional approaches to perfor-
mance. Further, the participants' socio-economic status may 
also have impacted their perceptions of perceived person-
environment fit and grit. Those with a higher income level 

and thus a higher socio-economic status may perceive work 
more positively as opposed to those receiving a lower salary. 
Future research should consider these factors and actively 
control for their potential impact. Finally, the results showed 
that age and gender may have had an impact on the results of 
the study. Future research should investigate the specific age 
and gender effects in the relationship and explore how and 
why these factors influenced grit and person-environment fit. 

We also urge future research to address the current scep-
ticisms raised against grit. This will include better theoriz-
ing, measurement, and methodological approaches towards 
understanding grit (Datu, 2021; Tynan, 2021; Van Zyl & 
Rothmann, 2022) and determining the various antecedents/
outcomes of grit in various contexts. Furthermore, research 
on interventions to develop grit is needed (Van Der Vaart 
et al., 2021) and the possible aversive effects such should be 
explored (Jordan et al., 2019).

Conclusion

This study provides the first empirical inquiry into the dif-
ferential roles that personal resources such as grit can play 
in the relationship between person-environment fit and task 
performance. The results showed that if a match between an 
individual’s perceived self (strengths, abilities, personality 
etc.) and the culture, needs and demands of the organization 
exists, these individuals are more likely to show higher lev-
els of grit (consistency of interest and perseverance) at work 
which in turn may affect their task-related performance. The 
results indicate mediating rather than moderating effects of 
grit, putting grit at the centre of the experiences of working 
life and its success.
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