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Abstract

Studies of person-organization fit (P-O fit) have shown that a fit between the values of the individual and the values of the
organization leads to higher job satisfaction. Here, we extended past research by investigating P-O fit on employees’ well-
being. We tested what characteristics of the person and the organization contributed to an effective P-O fit in Japan. Specifi-
cally, we examined the role of employees’ levels of interdependence and perceptions of their organizational contexts as clan
culture or market culture. This allowed us to test what type of organizational culture formed an effective P-O fit for employ-
ees with highly interdependent cultural values in Japan. A longitudinal survey of 456 workers in Japan conducted in 2021
and 2022 revealed that clan culture—organizational culture emphasizing interpersonal harmony—was positively related to
employees’ well-being, and the effects were stronger for employees with high levels of interdependence. Conversely, market
culture—organizational culture emphasizing competition and achievement—was unrelated to employees’ well-being. In fact,
it was negatively related to those employees’ well-being who scored high on interdependence. Taken together, these results
showed that the effects of organizational culture on employees’ well-being depended on the levels of their interdependence.
It seems that interdependence (P) and clan culture (O) provide an ideal P-O fit for Japanese companies.
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(Kristof-Brown et al., 2005; Van Vianen, 2018). For exam-
ple, Attention-Selection-Attribution theory explains that
individuals are attracted to, satisfied with, and retained in
companies with organizational cultures that they find favora-
ble (Schneider et al., 1995). In turn, the more satisfied the
employees are, the more favorable their job attitudes will be
(Straatmann et al., 2020). Thus, a good fit between a person
and an organization yields a manifold of positive outcomes
(Meyer et al., 2010; Van Vianen, 2018). In contrast, a poor
fit between a person and an organization reduces individual
well-being (Shaw & Gupta, 2004). While the overall positive
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effects of P-O fit have been widely documented in the lit-
erature, it remains unknown what elements of the individual
(P) and the organization (O) form an effective P-O fit in East
Asia. The current study takes a cultural psychology perspec-
tive and examines what type of organizational culture (O)
forms an effective P-O fit and can improve the well-being of
employees differing in their levels of interdependence (P).

Although there is some initial research investigating P-O
fit in non-Western countries (Chuang et al., 2015; Nyambe-
gera et al., 2001; Trevifio et al., 2020), their regional cover-
age is still very limited (Chuang et al., 2015). In particular,
the number of studies from Japan is minimal, accounting
for only 1.4% of the total (Santos & De Domenico, 2015).
East Asia is often categorized as a region with a culture of
interdependence and collectivism (Hofstede, 1980; Markus
& Kitayama, 1991). But there exist important cultural vari-
ations within Asia. For example, research found that the
effects of Person-supervisor fit differed significantly between
Japan and Korea (Jung & Takeuchi, 2014). As the economic
importance of the Asian region expands, it is crucial to have
an in-depth understanding of Asia’s diversity. In the present
study, we focus on the role of P-O fit for employees’ well-
being in Japan.

Interdependence in the workplace

One pillar of the P-O Fit is the employee (i.e., the person
within the person-organization fit). Employees do not live in
a social vacuum, but rather they are members of and shaped
by cultural contexts. Cultural psychologists have demon-
strated that how people think, feel, and behave significantly
changes across cultures (Markus & Kitayama, 1991). For
example, there are documented cultural differences in self-
construal, i.e., in the way people define themselves. Indi-
viduals with independent self-construal are self-reliant and
motivated by their own abilities to achieve their own goals.
In contrast, individuals with interdependent self-construal
feel that the boundary between self and others is ambiguous
and that they do not exist independently of others. Thus,
the latter are motivated by their relationships with others
(Markus & Kitayama, 1991).

Importantly, these cultural differences in self-construal are
also manifest among higher and lower ranked individuals in
the workplace, and they shape their psychological and behav-
ioral tendencies (Gobel & Miyamoto, 2023). For example,
cultural differences influence employees’ career development
and job mobility. Highly independent individuals acquire a
sense of self-efficacy by delivering tangible results based
on their internal abilities, knowledge, and skills, confirm-
ing their competence (Heine et al., 2001; Norasakkunkit &
Uchida, 2011). In this process, they are oriented to develop
their careers as specialists (Norasakkunkit & Uchida, 2011).
In addition, due to their desire to better utilize their internal
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abilities, knowledge, and skills, individuals exhibit higher job
mobility, often changing workplaces to enhance them fur-
ther. In fact, according to a 25-country survey on intention
to change jobs, four of the top five countries—Canada, the
United States, the United Kingdom, and France—are consid-
ered to have highly independent employees (Sousa-Poza &
Henneberger, 2004). In stark contrast, highly interdependent
individuals are more likely to fulfill the required roles in their
organizations by striving to overcome deficiencies in their
knowledge and skills. These employees are oriented toward
developing their careers as generalists within their organiza-
tions (Norasakkunkit & Uchida, 2011), thereby lowering their
job mobility. In fact, the above-mentioned study found that
only 1.8% of Japanese employees, the lowest percentage of all
countries, voiced their intention to change jobs' (Sousa-Poza
& Henneberger, 2004).

National contexts also play a crucial role in shaping
employees’ well-being. This is because what constitutes hap-
piness differs from culture to culture (Uchida et al., 2004).
For example, emotions related to happiness are known to dif-
fer among cultures. In independent cultures such as Europe
and the U.S., positive and negative emotions are seen as
contrasting elements, with a pronounced inclination towards
positive emotion. In contrast, in interdependent cultures such
as those in East Asia, they are perceived as complementary,
leading individuals to often experience them in a blended
state (Uchida & Oishi, 2016). Consequently, in independent
cultures, such as the U.S., maximizing positive emotional
experiences is believed to lead to happiness. Yet, in interde-
pendent cultures such as East Asia, positive emotions are not
necessarily equated with happiness (Uchida & Oishi, 2016).
Because individuals in East Asia strive to meet the expec-
tations of others, they also focus on their own shortcom-
ings (Heine et al., 2001). Thus, feeling negative emotions is
not necessarily considered something to be avoided in East

! Of course, there are factors other than culture that can play a role
in job turnover intentions. For example, the lower intent to leave a
job in Japan can also be the result of established personnel systems,
such as mass recruitment of new graduates, lifetime employment,
and a seniority-based wage system. These systems have taken root
in Japanese companies over the past 40 years, including among blue-
collar workers. They have shaped internal labor markets within each
company, subsequently reducing the incentives for workers to seek
opportunities elsewhere (Nakabayashi & Morimoto, 2019). None-
theless, understanding the impact of culture remains crucial because
culture exerts a strong influence on individuals’ thoughts and actions
(Markus & Kitayama, 1991). For example, independent compared
to interdependent individuals can differ in their preferences for what
organizations they would like to join. Highly independent individuals
are more likely to prefer joining organizations that value equity, indi-
vidual autonomy, and self-reliance (Suhlmann et al., 2018), whereas
highly interdependent individuals are more likely to prefer joining
organizations that value interpersonal relationships such as camarade-
rie (Rego & Cunha, 2009).
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Asian cultures, including in Japan. Similarly, cultural dif-
ferences also emerge in terms of experiencing well-being in
the workplace. While individuals in the U.S. often think that
“being well” in the workplace means they can demonstrate
their abilities, develop their careers, and feel many positive
emotions, individuals in East Asia often think that “being
well” in a workplace means they can have solid positions and
roles in a group that they consider important (Heine, 2005).

Organizational contexts of clan versus market
culture

The other pillar of the P-O Fit is the organizational culture
(i.e., the organization in person-organization fit). According
to the competing values framework, there are four organiza-
tional culture types that differ along two dimensions: internal
versus external focus and flexibility versus control (Cameron
& Quinn, 2009; Quinn & Rohrbaugh, 1983).

Clan culture is an organizational culture formed by
the combination of an internal focus and flexibility. Its
defining feature is the focus on human resource develop-
ment, leveraging cohesion and morale in the organization
(Quinn & Rohrbaugh, 1983). In an organizational context
of clan culture, commitment, communication, and human
resource development are all core values seen at the heart
of organizational culture (Hartnell et al., 2019), fostering
interpersonal relationships among employees by promoting
organizational participation, cooperation, and collaboration
(Cameron & Quinn, 2009). Adhocracy culture is an organi-
zational culture formed by the combination of an external
focus and flexibility. It is defined by its pursuit of growth
and resource acquisition, with flexibility and readiness
being pivotal characteristics (Quinn & Rohrbaugh, 1983).
The core values of this organizational culture include
innovation, adaptability, and agility (Cameron & Quinn,
2009), showcasing novel solutions, vision, responsiveness,
and adaptability to external environments (Hartnell et al.,
2019). Hierarchy culture is shaped by the combination of
an internal focus and control. Its distinctive ends are the
emphasis on achieving stability and control, facilitated by
effective information management and communication
(Quinn & Rohrbaugh, 1983). The core values of this organ-
izational culture include efficiency, timeliness, consistency,
and uniformity (Cameron & Quinn, 2009), ensuring effi-
cient and consistent operations through formal role/rule
setting, and defining procedures. Market culture is formed
by the combination of an external focus and control. It is
distinctively oriented towards productivity and efficiency,
relying on strategic planning and goal-setting as essential
instruments (Quinn & Rohrbaugh, 1983). The core values
of this organizational culture are centered on goal achieve-
ment, profit orientation, and result orientation (Cameron
& Quinn, 2009), emphasizing setting and achieving goals,

engaging in aggressive competition, and maintaining a
customer-oriented approach (Hartnell et al., 2019).

In this research, we focused on the effects of clan and
market culture. This is because contrasting the effects of
clan and market culture is important for the understanding of
the mechanisms underlying the P-O Fit since clan and mar-
ket cultures are composed of opposite values. First, a recent
meta-analysis that explored the congruence between national
culture and organizational culture and its effect on job per-
formance found that clan culture had a stronger positive rela-
tionship with job performance within collectivist societies,
whereas market culture had a stronger positive relationship
with job performance in individualist societies (Beus et al.,
2021). Second, the competing values framework offers a
useful perspective to understand the impact of organiza-
tional cultures on employees’ well-being (Beus et al., 2020;
Hartnell et al., 2019) because organizational cultures can
play a significant role in improving well-being in the work-
place (Carr et al., 2003). For example, a recent meta-analysis
found that organizational contexts of clan culture yielded
a positive effect on employees’ job satisfaction even after
controlling for the effects of leadership and effective human
resource practices (Hartnell et al., 2019). Similarly, we
expected that clan but not market culture would also yield
beneficial effects on employees’ well-being in Japan (H1).
Moreover, we expected that in Japan, individuals with higher
levels of interdependence (P) would especially benefit from
this organizational culture that emphasizes interpersonal
relationships (O) because it would likely form a strong P-O
fit for them and thus improve their well-being (H2).

Broadening the measure of employee well-being

Initially, research focusing on employee well-being assessed
well-being as job satisfaction (Wright & Cropanzano, 2004).
More recently, however, comprehensive conceptualizations
and measures of well-being in the workplace have been
proposed (Fisher, 2010; Zheng et al., 2015). For example,
Fisher (2010) proposed including work engagement and
organizational commitment as measures of happiness at
work (HAW). Page and Vella-Brodrick (2009) suggested that
employee well-being should be understood in an integrated
manner and include three core components: (1) subjective
well-being, (2) workplace well-being, and (3) psychological
well-being. Zheng et al. (2015) included three dimensions
of employee well-being: (1) life well-being, (2) workplace
well-being, and (3) psychological well-being.

Selecting meaningful indicators to measure different
concepts of well-being is particularly important when
considering the influence of culture. Hitokoto and Uchida
(2015) pointed out that conventional measures of well-being
are limited in that they implicitly assume mainly independ-
ent self-construal or individualistic values. Instead, these
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Fig. 1 Research model

authors proposed a novel measurement to quantify inter-
dependent happiness. Interdependent happiness focuses on
(1) cooperation with others, (2) a sense of humanity, and
(3) a peaceful emotional state. Given that interdependence
is the predominant self-construal of individuals in East
Asia, including in Japan, the current study measured inter-
dependent happiness in addition to satisfaction with life
(Diener et al., 1985) and eudaimonic happiness (Ryff &
Keyes, 1995). We also measured job satisfaction (McLaney
& Hurrell, 1988) and organizational commitment (Meyer &
Allen, 1991), which have been examined in many previous
studies (Hartnell et al., 2019).

Hypothesis

We tested two hypotheses in this research:

Past research informed by the competing values frame-
work found that clan culture, which places substantial value
on enhancing the relationship and sense of belonging among
organizational members, is most strongly related to job
satisfaction (Hartnell et al., 2019). Therefore, we hypoth-
esized that clan culture would also have a positive effect on
employee well-being. On the other hand, market culture is
an organizational culture that values productivity, outcomes,
and competition, with little attention paid to the interper-
sonal relationships within the organization. Therefore, we
expected that market culture would not yield any positive
effects on employee well-being.

H1 | Clan culture is positively related to employee well-
being (i.e., job satisfaction, organizational commitment,
life satisfaction, eudaimonic happiness, and interdepend-
ent happiness), while market culture is unrelated to it.

@ Springer
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Past research found that P-O fit positively affected some
aspects of employee well-being, such as job satisfaction and
organizational commitment (Kristof-Brown et al., 2005; Van
Vianen, 2018). If personal values are interdependent (P), main-
taining a favorable interpersonal relationship within the organi-
zation might be a critical factor for forming an appropriate P-O
fit. Clan culture values a sense of camaraderie within organiza-
tions. Thus, we expected that clan culture and interdependence
would make for a strong P-O fit because they both value inter-
personal relationships. As a consequence, we expected that
clan culture would be particularly beneficial to the well-being
of those employees with higher levels of interdependence.

H2 | Interdependence moderates the effect that clan cul-
ture has on employees’ well-being. Specifically, when
interdependence is high, the effect of clan culture on well-
being should be the strongest.

The research model is shown in Fig. 1

Current study

We tested the effects of organizational cultures on Japanese
employees’ well-being and whether interdependence would
moderate these effects. To this aim, we collected longitudi-
nal questionnaire data from the same employees at nearly
one-year intervals in February 2021 (Time 1) and March
2022 (Time 2). Given that our data was based on a survey,
it can be difficult to establish any causal relationship. For
example, we wanted to test whether clan culture affected
employees’ well-being. But it is easy to imagine the reversed
causal relationship: if employees’ well-being was high, then
they might perceive their organizational context to be a clan
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culture. To reduce the possibility of reverse causality, we
first controlled for employees’ well-being at Time 1, and we
then analyzed the extent to which employees’ well-being at
Time 2 was explained by the perception of organizational
cultures and interdependence. In other words, as the well-
being of employees one year earlier was controlled for, we
were able to analyze how much any changes in employees’
well-being were predicted by their perception of organiza-
tional cultures and self-reported interdependence. Thus, one
of the strengths of this study is the use of longitudinal data.

It is important to note that there is an ongoing schol-
arly debate about how to best measure P-O fit. Currently,
three different measurement approaches are proposed, rep-
resenting different paradigms of P-O fit (Kristof-Brown &
Billsberry, 2013; Kristof-Brown & Jansen, 2007). First,
there is the direct measurement approach. In this approach,
participants directly report their perception of P-O fit. P-O
fit measured in a direct way shows the highest correlation
with outcomes (Santos & De Domenico, 2015). However,
this approach does not elucidate any of the mechanisms
underlying individuals and organizations within the P-O
fit. Second, there is the indirect measurement approach.
In the indirect measurement approach, the degree of P-O
fit is examined collecting data separately from organiza-
tions and individuals. Finally, it is possible to examine P-O
fit by checking subjective perceptions about oneself and
the organization to which the employee belongs. In this
approach, it is common to use the same constructs to meas-
ure perceptions of individual and organizational values
(e.g., O’Reilly et al., 1991). But this allows for only a lim-
ited set of characteristics to be examined. In contrast, it was
our aim to bring together theorizing from cultural psychol-
ogy with that from the competing values framework. Thus,
in this study, we measured employees’ self-construal (i.e.,
degree of interdependence) as the P element and their per-
ceptions of organizational cultures (i.e., clan versus market
culture) as the O elements, and we then examined the extent
to which different P-O fit predicted employees’ well-being.
We applied this approach because we consider a better
understanding of the P-O fit mechanisms can be gained by
integrating cultural psychological research on individuals’
self-construal with the literature on organizational cultures.

Method
Sample

Participants were recruited by a research company. Responses
were collected stratified by age (i.e., 30 s, 40 s, and 50 s), gender
(i.e., male, female), and job classes (i.e., section head or higher,
supervisor and unit head, and staff not in management positions).
The number of respondents at Time 1 was 936, and the number

of respondents who continued to respond at Time 2 was 633. In
order to improve the quality of the data, two items were included
as attention checks, and only data from the respondents who
passed the attention checks were included in the final analysis.
The number of respondents who passed the attention check items
was 487. In order to analyze longitudinal data within the same
organizations, respondents who had moved organizations were
excluded. Thus, our final sample consisted of 456 respondents
with almost equal gender representation: 237 males and 219
females. Respondents’ average age was 47.3 years, and their aver-
age length of tenure in their current company/organization was
17.2 years. The industries in which respondents were employed
varied, with 106 (23.2%) working in the manufacturing industry,
69 (15.1%) in the medical/welfare industry, 57 (12.5%) in the
service industry, 56 (12.3%) in the wholesale/retail industry, 32
(7.0%) in the construction industry, 31 (6.9%) in the financial/
insurance industry, 27 (5.9%) in the transportation industry.

Measures

We measured five dependent variables related to employees’
well-being at both Time 1 and Time 2: Job satisfaction, organi-
zational commitment, life satisfaction, eudaimonic happiness,
and interdependent happiness. We also assessed two types of
organizational culture — clan culture and market culture —
and employees’ cultural self-construal — interdependence.
Finally, we assessed employees’ gender, age, company size,
and job position. All of these were measured at Time 2.

Job satisfaction was measured with a 1-item Likert scale
both at Time 1 and Time 2, asking participants, “All in
all, how satisfied would you say you are with your job?”
(McLaney & Hurrell, 1988). Responses were made from
(1)” Very dissatisfied” to (7)” Very satisfied.”

Organizational Commitment was measured using a 2-item
Likert scale both at Time 1 and Time 2. The items were:
(1)’ feel emotionally attached to my organization”; and (2)
"I was taught to believe in the value of remaining loyal to
one organization.” (Meyer & Allen, 1991). Responses were
made from (1)”Strongly disagree” to (5)”Strongly agree.”
The Cronbach Alpha was .64 at Time 1 and .67 at Time 2.

Life satisfaction was measured using a 1-item Likert scale
at both Time 1 and Time 2. Participants responded to the state-
ment “T am satisfied with my life” (Diener et al., 1985) on a
scale from (1)”’Strongly disagree” to (5)”Strongly agree.”

Eudaimonic happiness was measured with a 1-item
measure taken from the sense of meaning in life scale (Ryff
& Keyes, 1995) at both Time 1 and Time 2. Participants
responded to the question, “How often did you feel that your
life has a sense of direction or meaning to it?” The frequency
options were: (1)”Never”; (2)”’Once or twice”; (3)” About
once a week”; (4)”About 2 or 3 times a week”; (5)”Almost
every day”; and (6)” Every day.”

@ Springer
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Interdependent happiness was assessed using the scale
developed by Hitokoto and Uchida (2015). At Time 1, this
concept was measured with a shortened 2-items version: (1)
“I believe that I and those around me are happy”; and (2)
“I make significant others happy.” Then, at Time 2, the full
9-items Likert scale was used, modifying items so that they
specifically related to the workplace: (1) “I believe that I and
those around me are happy in my workplace.” Respondents
indicated their agreement on a scale from (1) “Strongly disa-
gree” to (5) “Strongly agree.” The Cronbach Alpha was .75
at Time 1 and .90 at Time 2. It is notable that while the Time
1 measure was one of general sense of interdependent hap-
piness, the Time 2 measure was tailored more towards work-
place-specific responses, echoing our emphasis on employee
well-being. Both measures were correlated at r=.50. Even
though this isn’t notably high, it suggests they tapped into a
common concept. Given our analysis predominantly used the
items from Time 2 and items from Time 1 as controls, we
don’t see this as a critical concern.

Clan culture and Market culture were measured with the
Competing Values Culture Assessment scale (Cameron &
Quinn, 2009) at Time 2. There are six items for each type
of organizational culture. Example items for clan culture
include:”My organization is a very personal place. It is like an
extended family. People seem to share a lot of themselves”; The
leadership in the organization is generally considered to exem-
plify mentoring, facilitating, or nurturing”;”The organization
emphasizes human development. High trust, openness, and
participation persist”. The Cronbach Alpha was .94 for clan
culture. Example items for market culture include:”My organi-
zation is very production orientated. A major concern is with
getting the job done, without much personal involvement’’;"The
leadership in the organization is generally considered to exem-
plify an aggressive, results-oriented, no-nonsense focus”; The
organization emphasizes competitive actions and achievement.
Hitting stretch targets and winning in the marketplace are domi-
nant”. The Cronbach Alpha was .91 for market culture. Data
was collected on a 9-point Likert scale anchored at (1)”Not at
all agree” and (9)”’Strongly agree.”

Interdependence was measured with a 10-items 5-Lik-
ert self-construal scale (Park & Kitayama, 2014) at Time
2. Respondents read the statements and answered on a scale
ranging from (1)”Strongly disagree” to (5)”Strongly agree.”
Example items include:”T think it is important to keep good
relations among one’s acquaintances in my workplace”;”1
avoid having conflicts with members of my group in my
workplace”; and”I respect people who are modest about
themselves in my workplace.” The Cronbach Alpha was .79.

Control variables. We asked employees to report their
sex, age, size of the company they work for, and position in
their company. Respondents were asked the size of the com-
pany they belong to on a 5-point scale: (1) “Less than 10”;
(2)°10 t0 997; (3) “100 to 499"; (4) “500 to 999"; (5) “1000

@ Springer

or more.” Respondents were also asked about their posi-
tion within the company on a 9-point scale: (1) “Department
Manager or higher”; (2) “Assistant Manager”; (3) “Section
Head”; (4) “Deputy Section Head”; (5) “Assistant Section
Head”; (6) “Group Leader”; (7) “Unit Head”; (8) “Supervi-
sor”’; (9) “Not in a management position.”

In order to mitigate potential common method biases in
our study, the different scale endpoints were applied.

Analytical strategy

We conducted a series of preliminary analyses to test
whether our data complied with statistical assumptions
(e.g., normal distribution). Then, we carried out hierarchi-
cal multiple regression analysis to clarify the effects of each
factor and its effect size. In Step 1, we entered all control
variables into our model. In Step 2, we examined the effects
of two organizational cultures and interdependence on
employees’ well-being. In Step 3, we tested the interaction
effects between organizational culture and interdependence
on employees’” well-being. Simple slope analyses at standard
deviations of + 1 were then conducted to delve deeper into
the significant moderation effects. All analyses were con-
ducted using the Im() function in R.

Results
Preliminary analyses

A series of preliminary analyses were conducted to ensure
the suitability of the data for subsequent analyses.” First, we
conducted Little’s MCAR (Missing Completely At Random)
test to assess the randomness of missing values. The test
showed the missing data was random (x2(1237)=1154.53,
p=.95). Next, we carried out Harman’s single-factor test to
assess the potential for CMV (Common Method Variance).
The result showed that the first factor accounted for 27.40%
of the total variance, which suggests that CM'V was not pre-
sent in our data. Finally, to test the distribution of each vari-
able and its influence on our analyses, we examined each
variable using Q-Q plots. They showed that variables were
mostly normally distributed around the center, with potential
biases and outliers evident at both ends of the Q-Q plots. One
notable exception was eudaimonic happiness, which showed
deviations from a normal distribution both at the center and
the ends of the Q-Q plot. To test whether the distribution of
our variables could present challenges to the use of multiple

2 The figure and tables of the preliminary analyses results are pre-
sented as supplemental material.
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regression analyses, we conducted the Kolmogorov—Smirnov
Test to check the normality of residuals at each step of the
hierarchical multiple regression analysis. This test revealed
that the residuals generally followed a normal distribution for
most variables across the different steps, with a few excep-
tions: The residuals of the aforementioned eudaimonic hap-
piness at all three steps didn’t exhibit a normal distribution.
Consequently, we report the results concerning eudaimonic
happiness with caution and derive the primary conclusions
from analyses involving other employees’ well-being meas-
ures. Furthermore, the residuals for life satisfaction and inter-
dependent happiness did not follow a normal distribution in
Step 1. Nonetheless, the impacts on life satisfaction and inter-
dependent happiness are believed to be minimal, as the central
discussions predominantly revolve around Step 2 and Step 3.

Furthermore, we checked convergent-discriminant validity.
To verify convergent validity, we conducted a confirmatory
factor analysis and examined factor loadings and the Average
Variance Extracted (AVE). Results showed that factor load-
ings were generally above .60 and AVE exceeded .50—with
an exception in interdependence, where eight out of ten items
showed factor loadings below .60, while the AVE was .28.
Nonetheless, as reported in the Measures section, the Cron-
bach’s a was .78, indicating adequate internal consistency. We
speculate that this deviance arose from the fact that interde-
pendence is a multifaceted concept. Indeed, when conducting
an exploratory factor analysis for the 10 items in our dataset,
four factors emerged, cumulatively accounting for over 50%
of the variance. These factors can be interpreted as one factor
of interdependence with 1. prioritize group interests (e.g., “I
often have the feeling that my relationships with others in
my workplace are more important than my own accomplish-
ment”), 2. tendency to avoid conflict (e.g., “I avoid having
conflicts with members of my group in my workplace”), 3.
interpersonal harmony (e.g., “I think it is important to keep
good relations among one’s acquaintances in my workplace”),
4. sensitivity to status (e.g., “In my personal relationships in
my workplace, I am concerned about the other person’s status
compared to me and the nature of our relationship”). Given
that interdependence has been theoretically discussed from
multiple perspectives (Markus & Kitayama, 1991), we opted
to advance with the subsequent analyses utilizing the origi-
nal 10-item full scale. Simultaneously, we conducted supple-
mental analyses with the aforementioned sub-components of
interdependence to check the robustness of our analyses with
the full scale of interdependence.

Next, to verify discriminant validity, we compared the square
root of the AVE with the correlation coefficients. The results
showed that the square root of the AVE of each construct was
larger than the correlation coefficients with other constructs
in almost all cases, confirming the discriminant validity of
our measures. Some caution is required when interpreting the
discriminant validity between clan culture and organizational

commitment. While the square root of the AVE for clan culture
(.85) is larger than its correlation with market culture (r=.74),
demonstrating discriminant validity, the square root of the AVE
for market culture (.71) falls short of confirming discriminant
validity. Thus, it would be prudent to perceive these two con-
structs as discriminant but closely related.

Main analyses

Table 1 shows each measure's means, standard deviations, and
inter-variable correlation coefficients at Time 2. Both clan cul-
ture and market culture positively correlated with all depend-
ent variables: job satisfaction, organizational commitment, life
satisfaction, eudaimonic happiness, and interdependent hap-
piness. The inter-variable correlations with clan culture were
slightly larger than those with market culture. Interdependence
was mostly unrelated to key dependent variables except for
organizational commitment (»=.37). Clan culture and mar-
ket culture showed a strong positive correlation (r=.58). This
result suggests that clan culture and market culture coexist in
actual organizations, although they are defined as opposites
within the dimensions of the competing values framework.
Table 2 shows the results of the hierarchical multiple regres-
sion analysis. In Step 1, sex/age/company size were used as
control variables, and the employees’ well-being measured at
Time 1 was also entered as a control variable. In Step 2, clan
culture, market culture, and interdependence were entered,
and their effects on employees’ well-being were tested. The
results showed that the change in R? in Step 2 was significant
for all well-being variables: job satisfaction (A R?=.03, Fi A3,
373)=6.96, p <.001), organizational commitment (A R°=.14,
F(3, 365)=30.79, p<.001), life satisfaction (A R?=.02, F(3,
368)=4.76, p<.01), eudaimonic happiness (A R*>=.03, F(3,
339)=4.80, p <.01), and interdependent happiness (A R’=.16,
F(3, 366)=35.17, p<.001). The change in R’ was relatively
large for organizational commitment (A R’=.14) and inter-
dependent happiness (A R°=.16). As can be seen in Table 2,
clan culture showed positive effects on all well-being measures,
while market culture showed no clear effects except for interde-
pendent happiness. For interdependent happiness, clan culture
(B=.53, p<.001) had a positive effect, while market culture
(B=-.15, p<.01) had a negative effect. Thus, H1 was sup-
ported. In Step 3, the interaction of organizational cultures and
interdependence were entered into the models after each vari-
able was centered. The change in R was significant for organi-
zational commitment (A R*=.01, F(2, 365)=3.84, p<.05)
and interdependent happiness (A R’=.01, F (2, 362)=3.03,
p<.05), and it was marginally significant for life satisfaction
(A R?=.01, F(2,366)= 2.91, p<.10). Although the changes in
R? were small in all cases, these results indicate that the effects
of organizational culture were moderated by the degree of inter-
dependence. The interaction between interdependence and clan
culture was significant for organizational commitment (=.10,
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Table 1 Discriptive statistics and correlations for study variables (Time 2)

Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1 Clan culture 4.65 1.64 -
2 Market culture 4.83 1.46  .58%** -
[.51-.64] -
3 Interdependence 333 .53 34wk 2T -
[.26-42] [.18-35] -
4 Job satisfaction 3.90 1.60  41%** 21 .08 -
[.33-49] [.12-29] [-.02-17] -
5 Organizational commitment ~ 2.97 .92 58FHE 38 37EEE 43k
[.52-.64] [.30-46] [29-45] [.35-50] -
6 Life satisfaction 3.10 1.08 .34k 16%* -.03 STk 34k
[26-42] [.07-25] [-.12-.07] [.44-58] [.26-42] -
7 Eudaimonic happiness 2.47 1.52 31 A7 .07 21%% 29 29%H% -
[22-39] [.07-26] [-.03-.16] [.11-30] [.20-.38] [.19-37] -
8 Interdependent happiness 3.16 71 567 23k .10 L2 AGHF* 637 32k
[.49-.62] [.14-32] [.01-20] [.56-.67] [.38-.68] [.57-.68] [24-41] -

95% confidence intervals are reported in brackets
** p<.01. *¥* p<.001

p<.05) and life satisfaction (f=.08, p<.05), and it was mar-
ginally significant for eudaimonic happiness (p=.09, p<.10)
and interdependent happiness (f=.08, p<.10). As for market
culture, the interaction with interdependence was significant for
interdependent happiness (f=-.10, p <.05) and it was margin-
ally significant for eudaimonic happiness (p=-.08, p <.10).?
We conducted simple slope analyses to examine these
moderation effects of interdependence in detail. In par-
ticular, we analyzed the coefficient of organizational cul-
tures when the score of interdependence was mean + 1 SD.

3 In the preliminary analyses, we identified the caution regarding the
convergent validity of the ‘interdependence’ construct. Consequently,
we conducted additional analyses to see if using the sub-components
of interdependence, identified in the exploratory factor analysis,
would alter the results obtained with the full-scale measurement.
As a result, we found that the sub-component of ‘interpersonal har-
mony’ demonstrated significant interactions for clan culture’s effects
on organizational commitment (f=.10, p<.05) and life satisfaction
(B=.11, p<.01). A significant interaction between ‘interpersonal har-
mony’ and clan culture was also observed regarding market culture’s
effect on interdependent happiness (B=-.13, p<.01). Importantly,
these results are consistent with the outcomes from the full-scale
interdependence presented in this result section. The sub-component
of ‘prioritize group interest’ also showed significant interaction effect
on the effects of clan culture regarding organizational commitment
(B=.13, p<.05) and life satisfaction (p=.19, p<.001), aligning with
the outcomes from the full-scale interdependence. It is also worth
noting that the moderating effects varied across sub-components. For
instance, the ‘tendency to avoid conflict’ showed little to no effect
except the one on the relationship between market culture and eudai-
monic happiness (B=-.13, p<.05).

@ Springer

Figure 2 shows the results for clan culture, and Fig. 3 shows
the results for market culture.

As can be seen in Fig. 2, the effects of clan culture on
employees’ well-being were stronger when interdependence
was high (the unbroken lines). In particular, in the case of life
satisfaction (upper right), the effect of clan culture was sig-
nificant for high levels of interdependence (p=.18, p<.001)
but not for low levels of interdependence (f=.06, p>.10). A
similar result was observed for eudaimonic happiness (lower
left), where the effect of clan culture was significant for high
levels of interdependence (f=.19, p<.01) but not for low
levels of interdependence (p=.03, p>.10).

Figure 3 shows the results for market culture, and it can
be seen that the effects of market culture on eudaimonic and
interdependent happiness were negative when interdependence
was high. For interdependent happiness (right), the effect of
market culture was negative and significant for high levels of
interdependence (f=-.12, p <.001), whereas it was not sig-
nificant for low levels of interdependence (f=-.02, p>.10). A
similar trend was observed for eudaimonic happiness (left). A
marginal negative effect was observed for high levels of inter-
dependence (f=-.12, p <.10), whereas it was not significant
for low levels of interdependence (f=.04, p>.10).

Discussion

This study revealed that better P-O Fit resulted in greater
well-being among Japanese employees, such that employ-
ees with more interdependent self-construals (P) in



15453

15445-15458

Current Psychology (2024) 43

“JUOWITWIWIOD [BUOTIBZIUBSIO ‘UOT)OBJSTIES qOf “9°T)

100> d sesese 10" > d s 'S0">d 501" >
[opow uorssaIgar yoea ut (sseurddey juopuadopojur ‘ssourddey oruowrapna ‘uonoejsnes o

so[qerrea juopuadap 9y} 10§ | owil], Je sonfea = (] awl]) Juraq-[[om daKordwyg Sruwy 1oddn 77 IWI] J0MOT 77 ‘[BAIUI dDUIPYUOD [) “2JON

SOT= 400 100~ LI0- %600~ 180~ 600 €00 PEO- 910~ €0- 00 900 SI0-  H00- S0- SO0 €00 910~ 900~ 10~ 800 10 8T'0- 00— MM[NO IR X 2ouapuadapiatu
1807 €00 €10 000~ +900 160" 800 TEO 100~ 910 «80°  $00 610  T00 010 A 100 810 200 «010 0 L00 910 010~ €00 oImnd uep) X 2ouapuadaprauy
90— 900 €00 0TO- 800~ €0 €10 €0 810~ 800 L0 800 TOO  8TO- €10~ w81 L00 BP0 LI 4sxI€0 YO- TI0 010 9€0~ €10~ aouapuadaprayuy
w€1= 00 T00~ 110~ #xL0°0~ YO 900 LOO STO-  p00- 90— €00 200 110~ P00~ 0 €00 L00 SO0~ 100 100 S00 110 600~ 100 amino 1axe
wxxlS TO0 8TO 810 %4x€T0 AT 900 TTO 000 «I10 w817 €00 810 900 #4sT10 wxaSE €00 STO P10 45400 skl SO0 T€0 110 xxx1TO amino uey
S0 100 Y00 100~ 100 160" €00 010 000~ 500 €0 100 ¥00  100- 100 YO 100 00 100~ 100 O T00 800 000 4400 vonrsod
S0 200 L00 100~ €00 €0 SO0 €10 900~ 00 0= €00 00 L0O- 100~ SO- €00 TO0 800~ €00 10 %00 010 L00- 100 oz1s Auedwo)
€0~ 000 100 100~ 000 SO 100 €00 100~ 100 T0- 000 100 100~ 000 #0000 T00 000  #x100 S0— 100 000 €00~ 100~ a3y
0 900 P10 600~ 200 W €10 €€0 00~ LOO 90" L00 8TO 100~  ¥10 €0 L00 610 800~ SO0 0 TI0 8TO LI0- 900 xs
i€ YO0 8E0  TTO #4x0£0 xS SO0 SO0 SHO 4xuSSO 26897 P00 9L0 190 541890 wxi€€ P00 THO VO wxsf€0 k6§ V00 (1ot Suraq-[rom vakojdurgy
€00 1T€  60°€ wxuST'E L00 05T €TT #xs9€T YO0 PIE 66T xx90°€ YO0 00 98T #ux€6T 900 TV SLE wxs06'€ wesu)
107 v 10 s¢ 4107 8¢ A0 LY 00" TS gdag
L0— 900 200 1T0- 600~ W €10 TEO 610- 900 +80~  L00 TOO- I€0-  +910- w9l L00 I70 P10 454820 S0— 110 800 90~ IO~ aouapuadapayuy
#S1= 200 €00~ TI'0~ #xL00~ 90— 900 SO0 LU0~ 900~ HO= €00 100 TI0- 45000~ 00 €00 900 900~ 000 10§00 010 600~ 100 i 1axe
wes€S TO0 6T0 610 asbTO AU SO0 YT €00 410 €00 610 LOO s€10 €00 97O SI'0 #4400 SO0 1€0 210 amino ey
S0 100 00 100~ 100 180" €00 010 000~ 4500 100 $00 100~ 200 100 ¥00 100~ 100 200 800 000~ 4100 uonisod
90" Z0'0 L00 100~ €00 YO SO0 PI0 SO0~ $00 10—~ €00 00 900~ 100~ YO= €00 200 800~ €00~ 100 $00 010 L0O~  T00 az1s Auedwo)
20— 000 100 100~ 000 S0 100 €00 100~ 100 0 000 100 100~ 000 #0000 200 000  #x100 SO— 100 000 €00~ 100~ By
10 900 €10 00~ 100 10 €10 080 TTO-  $00 90" L00 LTO OO~  TI0 20 L00 810 010~ 100 70 TI0 8TO 810~ SO0 xS
i€ P00 8E0 €0 x4x0£0 werl§ SO0 SO0 SHO 4xuSSO #6897 P00 SLO 190 545890 wxi€€ P00 IPO V0 wxaf€0 wxk6S OO 690 €50 k190 (19w1L) Suaq-om oakordug
€00 1T€  60°€ wxuST'E LO0 IST STT #xi8€T YO0 OTE  T0E  xx80°€ €00 TOE 88T #xuS6T 900 TV 6LE wxs06€ uwIsuo)
P #4€0° PE w420 LS il OF €0 TS zdors
60" 100 SO0 000 €00 AU €00 T10 100 4900 S0 100 SO0 100- 200 1807 100 900 000~ €00 w00 T00 010 100 4900 vonrsog
L0 T00 800 100~ 00 YO SO0 P10 S00-  ¥00 10~ €00 SO0 900~ 100~ 10- €00  S00 900~ 100~ €0 Y00 TI0 SO0~ Y00 oz1s Kuedwo)
S0= 000 000 100~ 100~ YO 100 €00 100~ 100 €0- 100 100 100~ 000 1807 100 200 000~ 100 90— 100 000 €00~ +100- By
0= L00 010 9T0- €00~ 10 €10 670 €T0- €00 YO 800 ¥TO 900~ 600 € 800 I1T0 010~ 900 10 Tr0 920 0T0- €00 X8
8 Y00 TS0 9€0 PO wxi€S SO0 990 LV wxslSO €L €00 080 190 €L w595 P00 €90 L0 sxsSSO #4489 VOO LLO TO0 xx0L0  (19WIL) Buraq-rom sakordug
€00 0TE L0€  €I€ L00 6V €TT #xs9€T Y00 SIE 00€ 80°¢ YO0 10 S8T #wx€6T 900 00 LLE wxx68'€ Juwsuo)
w5490 9T sl € 1€ 54957 9C" xil€ TE a6 67 1dars
moTl moTl moTI mooTl mooTl
v Tl g gdas €10510 %56 4 v o g gds 171D %56 4 v g gdas 10710 %56 4 WV o g €8S 10910 %S6 4 v o g €ds g10y10 %S6 q ECUEIN

(o) ssourddey yuopuadoproyup

(o) ssourddey osrwowepnyg

(zoun) uonowjsnes I

(ZAWIL) JUSUNIWIWOD [PUOHRZIULSIO

(gowy) uonowrysnes qor

Suraqg-1[om 994o0[duwd 10J S)[NSaI UOISSAITAI [BIIYOIRISIH ¢ d|qel

pringer

a's



15454 Current Psychology (2024) 43:15445-15458
5.0 5.0
4.5 4.5
g
g 4.0 4.0
Z - 33
3.5 9 35 -
= 3.0 ‘-‘5 3.0 Assssoocccc’ 3.2
=] s 2.7
.2 v ® ok
g 2.5 ﬁ 2.5 p= 18
& 2.0 2.0
o « oo o« Low interdependent (-1 SD) « e oo Low interdependent (-1 SD)
15 =——e=—= High interdependent (+1 SD) 15 =——e== High interdependent (+1 SD)
1.0 1.0
Low Clan culture (-1 SD) High Clan culture (+1 SD) Low Clan culture (-1 SD) High Clan culture (+1 SD)
6.0 5.0
5.5
« oo o« Low interdependent (-1 SD) 4.5
5.0 2
2 =——e== High interdependent (+1 SD) S 4.0
g as £
g al
2 4.0 £ 35
o) I
Q2 35 < 3.0
: :
£ 3.0 & 27
= _;": 2.5 ‘5: 27
= 25 g
=
H 2.0 = 20 e oo Low interdependent (-1 SD)
15 1.5 =—eo== High interdependent (+1 SD)
1.0 1.0

Low Clan culture (-1 SD) High Clan culture (+1 SD)

Fig.2 The effects of different levels of clan culture on different meas-
ures of employees’ well-being and their moderation by interdepend-
ence

organizational contexts with more clan culture (O) showed
the greatest well-being. Past research has shown that clan
culture—an organizational orientation focusing on human
resource development, cohesion, and morale—had positive
effects on job satisfaction and organizational commitment

o« +« Low interdependent (-1 SD)

=—e=— High interdependent (+1 SD)

Eudaimonic Happiness
w
)

Low Market culture (-1 SD) Low Market culture (+1 SD)

Low Clan culture (-1 SD) High Clan culture (+1 SD)

Note. upper left=organizational commitment, upper right=life satis-
faction, lower left=eudaimonic happiness, lower right=interdepend-
ent happiness. Note: **p <.01. ***p <.001

(Beus et al., 2020; Hartnell et al., 2019). In line with this
literature, we found that clan culture predicted better well-
being among Japanese employees across a broad range of
well-being measures (i.e., job satisfaction, organizational
commitment, life satisfaction, eudaimonic happiness,

Interdependent happiness
w
°

«+wa « » Low interdependent (-1 SD)

1.5 == High interdependent (+1 SD)

Low Market culture (-1 SD) High Market culture (+1 SD)

Fig. 3 The effects of different levels of market culture on different measures of employees’ well-being and their moderation by interdependence
Note. left=eudaimonic happiness, right =interdependent happiness. T p <.10. ***p <.001
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and interdependent happiness). Extending past research,
our results also revealed that these effects of clan culture
on well-being changed depending on employees’ self-
construal (i.e., interdependence). Specifically, we found
that the effects of clan culture on employees’ well-being
were stronger for individuals holding more interdependent
self-construals (i.e., they hold more group-oriented values
and care about interpersonal relationships). This suggests
that the combination of employees’ interdependence and
organizational clan culture constitutes an effective P-O fit,
resulting in greater well-being. Because the well-being
of employees with interdependent self-construals is much
affected by the quality of interpersonal relationships they
maintain within their organization (Uchida et al., 2004),
and because an organizational clan culture values and
supports interpersonal relationships (Cameron & Quinn,
2009; Quinn & Rohrbaugh, 1983), interdependence and
clan culture seem to provide an ideal P-O fit for Japanese
companies.

Moreover, the results revealed a negative effect on employ-
ees’ well-being when employees with high levels of interde-
pendence worked in an organization with a market culture—an
organization oriented toward competition and efficiency. In this
case, both employees’ interdependent and eudaimonic hap-
piness were lower.* This result was unexpected since market
culture was not predicted to lead to poorer interpersonal rela-
tions within organizations. One of the differences between clan
culture and market culture in the competing values framework
is the degree to which organizations are internally or exter-
nally focused (Cameron & Quinn, 2009; Quinn & Rohrbaugh,
1983). Under an organizational context of market culture, peo-
ple are competitive, trying to achieve high-performance tar-
gets. As long as this competitive spirit is directed towards the
outside world (i.e., competition against another organization),
it is conceivable that the cohesion among employees remains
strong within organizations. However, interpersonal relation-
ships can rapidly deteriorate if such competition is directed
toward peers and develops among employees within an organi-
zation. Our results imply that there is a risk to interpersonal
harmony in organizational contexts of market culture, at least
in Japan, when employees hold interdependent self-construals.
In these organizational contexts, employee well-being, in par-
ticular interdependent happiness, is reduced. Similarly, our
results suggest that employees with more interdependence
might lose a sense of purpose in life (i.e., experience lower
eudaimonic happiness) if the quality of their interpersonal rela-
tionships at work is low because relationships with others often
provide meaning to their lives®. Thus, our results suggest that

4 It is important to point out that the analyses related to eudaimonic
happiness should be interpreted with caution, as the residuals did not
exhibit a normal distribution in the preliminary analysis and as the
observed effect was only marginally significant.

interdependence and market culture might not be a desirable
combination as a P-O fit in Japan.

An abundance of P-O fit literature demonstrates that when
the values of the person and the values of the organization do
not align, employees will end up experiencing low levels of
well-being. This is particularly problematic in Japan because
here employees tend to remain in their jobs for long peri-
ods, and they do not change employment frequently (Naka-
bayashi & Morimoto, 2019; Sousa-Poza & Henneberger,
2004). In fact, we observed the average length of service
in Japan was as long as 17.2 years. If employees with high
interdependence belong to organizations with weak clan
culture and strong market culture, our results suggest that
their well-being might suffer. Given the well-established link
between well-being and other organizational outcomes (Pat-
terson et al., 2004), chronically low levels of well-being may
ultimately lead to low organizational performance. Thus, a
good P-O fit is particularly important in societies, such as
Japan, where job mobility is low.

Considering that clan culture and interdependence con-
stitute an effective P-O fit in Japan, managers might want
to develop and maintain organizational cultures around the
values of clan culture because it offers the best fit for the
majority of their employees (i.e., scoring high on interde-
pendence). In most organizations, however, there is a mix
of different types of organizational cultures (Hartnell et al.,
2019), and our data showed a relatively high positive cor-
relation between clan culture and market culture. In order to
keep up with global competition, organizations might need
to reinforce only a subset of market culture characteristics.
By doing so, organizations can sustain employee well-being
by maintaining a proper balance between market culture and
clan culture without endangering employees’ experience of
P-O fit.

Theoretical implications

Past research has asked whether the effects of P-O fit are
universal or vary from culture to culture (Oh et al., 2014;
Trevifio et al., 2020), and only a few studies have attempted
to answer this question empirically (Chuang et al., 2015;
Nyambegera et al., 2001; Trevifio et al., 2020). To fur-
ther generalize the effects of P-O fit, it is thus essential to
diversify the samples testing the effects of P-O fit to new
regions representing employees from a different cultural
background. In particular, P-O fit studies from Japan are
lacking. In a recent meta-analysis (Santos & De Domenico,
2015), P-O fit studies from Japan accounted for only 1.4%
of all research, a much smaller percentage compared to
other regions within Asia (e.g., studies in Korea and Tai-
wan accounted for about 6% of the total). The present study
is thus one of a very few testing P-O fit among Japanese
organizations and employees.
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The current study innovated P-O fit research by adopting
a cultural psychology perspective focusing on employees’
levels of interdependence. Cultural psychological research
has shown that cognitions, sources of motivation, favorable
feelings, and types of well-being can differ between inde-
pendent and interdependent value systems (Markus & Kitay-
ama, 1991). In order to get a detailed understanding of the
effects of organizational culture on employees’ well-being,
it is necessary to adopt a holistic perspective of the people
who belong to the organizations, including their levels of
interdependence. This will enable the identification of the
boundary conditions for the effects of organizational culture,
as evidenced in the P-O fit literature.

The current study makes an important contribution to the
organizational psychology literature, revealing the important
relationship between P-O fit and well-being. Previously, P-O
fit research has primarily focused on job attitudes, such as
job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and turnover
intention (Santos & De Domenico, 2015). This makes sense
since personnel recruitment and retention are essential issues
for corporate management. However, more recently, enhanc-
ing employee well-being has become an important issue for
managers (Patterson et al., 2004), and the need for organi-
zational psychologists to connect the P-O fit research with
studies of employees’ well-being/happiness in the workplace
has been articulated (Fisher, 2010). This study takes the first
steps towards this goal, empirically showing the positive
effect of a P-O fit of clan culture with interdependence for
the well-being of Japanese employees.

Limitations and future directions

This study adds new findings to the P-O fit literature, but there
are some limitations. The first limitation of our study is the
multifaceted nature of the interdependence concept we used.
Through an exploratory factor analysis, we discerned four dis-
tinct sub-components within interdependence. Subsequently,
we investigated how the results with these sub-components
differ from the ones with full scale. The outcomes varied
across these sub-components, but ‘interpersonal harmony’
and ‘prioritize group interests’ yielded results consistent with
the full-scale measure of interdependence. It’s important to
acknowledge that interdependence encompasses multiple fac-
ets and the alignment between interdependence (P) and clan
culture (O) could be predominantly driven by ‘interpersonal
harmony’ and ‘prioritize group interests.’

The following limitation is that the interaction between
interdependence and clan culture was not observed for all
the outcome variables in the same way, the reason for which
remains unclear. Prior research found that clan culture
positively affected job satisfaction and organizational com-
mitment (Hartnell et al., 2019). In particular, when P-O fit
was high, job satisfaction and organizational commitment
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increased (Van Vianen, 2018). However, we observed that
the interaction between interdependence and clan culture
was significant for organizational commitment but not for
job satisfaction. One possible explanation is that clan culture
may increase job satisfaction for people with lower levels of
interdependence for reasons other than P-O fit. For example,
people with lower levels of interdependence may also have
high job satisfaction because they find it easier to work and
achieve personal goals under organizational contexts of clan
culture. Another explanation could be that the intense work
that organizations put into developing their human resources,
which is characteristic of organizational clan cultures, might
raise job satisfaction for employees both with higher or lower
levels of interdependence since it leads to personal growth.

Another limitation is that we had to reduce the number of
items for many of the scales. While interdependent happi-
ness used all items of the original scale, organizational com-
mitment was measured with only two items. Job satisfaction,
life satisfaction, and eudaimonic happiness were measured
by single items respectively. Replication of the reported
results using multiple-item scales is needed in future studies.

Future research is needed to address the role of independ-
ence for P-O fit. In the present study, we focused on inter-
dependence because it is considered a central characteris-
tic of East Asian cultures, including in Japan. However, to
broaden these findings and to further connect the research
from cultural psychology with the literature on P-O fit, it is
also important to analyze P-O fit for employees scoring high
on independence.

A further limitation pertains to the potential impact of
the COVID-19 pandemic. The timing of our data collection
spans the COVID-19 period. Around Time 1 (i.e., February
2021), several states of emergency and similar government
measures were announced. These restrictions were lifted
around the Time 2 (i.e., March 2022). Given this context,
it’s plausible that some respondents might have been engaged
in remote work during the survey period. The presence or
absence of remote work experience could potentially influ-
ence respondents’ psychological experiences (Domae et al.,
2023). For instance, participants who felt the presence of
clan culture in their organizations despite lacking face-to-face
interactions in a remote work environment might have rated
their employee well-being higher than usual.

Conclusion

This study contributes to a better understanding of person-
organization fit in Japan. We found that clan culture yielded
a more positive effect on Japanese employees’ well-being
(i.e., provided a stronger P-O fit), while market culture either
had no or yielded a negative effect. Of note, both effects
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were amplified among employees who were highly interde-
pendent. Thus, this study also contributes to a better under-
standing of the mechanisms underlying strong P-O fit in
Japan. We think that it is important to learn more about what
organizational cultures result in higher P-O fit in East-Asian
world regions, including Japan, because of their economic
relevance and because they are non-Western cultures.
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