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ABSTRACT
While there is much understanding that the COVID-19 pandemic has affected work
arrangements, particularly forcing employees to work from home, this study aims to explore the
relationship between virtual work, Person-Organization fit (P-O fit), and organizational
attractiveness. In order to explore this relationship, a survey was distributed via an online
platform, Qualtrics, analyzing five measures: virtual work, P-O fit, the personality trait of
neuroticism, the personality trait of openness to experience, and organizational attractiveness.
The study consisted of 154 respondents. Through data analysis, it was found that PersonOrganization fit is significantly related to organizational attractiveness. It was also found that
neuroticism plays a significant interactional role between virtual work and Person-Organization
fit. These findings suggest that some individuals are more attracted to virtual work or on-site
work than others. Given these results, it is important practitioners understand the discrepancies
between the levels of attraction to different work arrangements (e.g., virtual or on-site) in order
to recruit the best-match candidate for the job.

Keywords: virtual work arrangements, Person-Organization fit, organizational attractiveness,
neuroticism, openness to experience.
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INTRODUCTION
The COVID-19 pandemic has drastically changed the way we interact with others,
especially in the workplace. One of the biggest work-related changes that has occurred due to the
pandemic is that virtual work is becoming the “new normal” for a significant percentage of the
workforce worldwide (e.g., Carnevale & Hatak, 2020). Employees are currently working from
different locations and interacting on their computers through multiple communication platforms
such as Zoom or RingCentral. The idea of virtual work is certainly not new as
telecommunication and virtual teams have previously existed (e.g., Allen, Golden, & Shockley,
2015; Li, Ghosh, & Nachmias, 2020). However, the increasing and constant use of virtual work
due to the COVID-19 pandemic is becoming extremely relevant (e.g., Carnevale & Hatak, 2020;
Wang, Liu, Qian, & Parker, 2021).
Firstly, it is important to define what virtual work is. Numerous scholars have offered
definitions for both virtual work or remote work. Di Martino and Wirth (1990), for instance,
defined remote working as “a flexible work arrangement whereby workers work in locations,
remote from their central offices or production facilities, the worker has no personal contact with
co-workers there, but is able to communicate with them using technology” (p. 530). In a similar
manner, Makarius and Larson (2017) highlight that virtual work entails the use of technology in
order to communicate with others and to perform one’s work. As Raghuram, Hill, Gibbs, and
Maruping (2019) emphasize, the common thread among most definitions is that virtual work
involves “geographic dispersion and dependence on technology in work-related interaction
between employees” (p. 1). Overall, across these definitions, it is argued that virtual work entails
working entirely digitally and away from the office in order to perform work. It is important to
understand these definitions of virtual work because there is not one universal definition nor is
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there one form of virtual work. Arrangements of virtual work conditions look different for each
employee and each company.
Advances in communication technology have allowed employees to interact without the
need to transport to the workplace setting (e.g., Raghuram et al., 2019). With the increasing rise
of virtual work and technology over the past decades, we have learned that virtual work affects
how people work, when they work, and where they work. For example, Raghuram et al. (2019)
suggest that virtual work increases flexibility, spatial distance between team members, and the
configure dispersion which as they define, is the pattern of team member distribution across
locations in the team (Raghuram et al., 2009, p. 12). With work flexibility, employees can work
anytime and anywhere but with this comes a greater effect of virtual work on jobs and careers
(Raghuram & Wiesenfeld, 2004). These scholars argue that in terms of mental health, virtual
work will decrease stress among workers which could potentially have positive effects for both
the individual and the organization. To be more specific, Raghuram and Wisenfeld (2004) found
that job stress is negatively related to virtual work.
In addition to research on virtual work and stress, it can be argued that virtual work
relates to autonomy and self-efficacy due to the fact that virtual work is heavily dependent on
one’s own ability to self-manage and their belief in doing so. More specifically, virtual work
such as telecommuting, as stated before, not only influences where and when people work, but
also has direct effects on an employee’s level of perceived autonomy and self-efficacy (e.g.,
Staples, Hulland, & Higgins, 1999). Various authors have highlighted the importance of selfefficacy in regards to virtual work arrangements, defined as “a judgement of one’s ability to
execute a particular behavior pattern” (Bandura, 1997, p. 240), especially in the context of
remote work. According to Raghuram, Wiesenfeld, and Garud (2003), for instance, because
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telecommuting involves working from an off-site location, those who possess high levels selfefficacy may have the ability to change their work mode and increase their own autonomy
because they are able to easily adapt to fluctuating job responsibilities. Worker autonomy also
consists of being completely free of constant supervision (Raghuram, Garud, Wiesenfeld, &
Gupta, 2001). As not everyone exhibits the same levels of self-efficacy, certain employees may
positively cope with a virtual work environment or may fail to cope with its demands (Raghuram
et al., 2003). In other words, because others are better at self-management, these people may be
more successful at virtual work. Self-efficacy can be viewed as a predictor of self-management
and as a result influence the degree to which employees change their behaviors and strategies in
order to be successful in their workplace (Bandura, 1997; Maddux, 1995). In sum, one can argue
that self-efficacy affects the ability to remain productive, motivated, and responsible in a remote
location. In regards to the COVD-19 pandemic, where employees now work from home, it can
be expected that when the world’s environment changes, one’s level of self-efficacy helps them
easily manage the change. As the belief that working from home (or in general remotely) is now
the new norm (e.g., Carnevale & Hatak, 2020), there is a demanding need for individuals to
become more adaptable to their environment and actively self-manage.
Scholars (e.g., Barsness, Diekmann, & Seidel, 2005) have also emphasized the
importance of remote work in impression management. Impression management refers to the
“behavior used to create and maintain desired images of the self” (Barsness et al., 2005, p. 402).
As Bozeman and Kacmar (1997) note, employees utilize environmental cues (both verbal and
nonverbal) in order to adjust their behaviors and project what they perceive to be a “desirable”
image. It can be argued that one’s impression management is changed by the environment such
as the circumstances of COVID-19. With this idea, Barsness et al. (2005) showed in their study
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that the more hours individuals worked remotely, the more frequently they engaged in
impression management tactics. The authors attributed this result to the fact that when working
remotely, employees realize that the time spent working and the effort they exhibit is not as
visible as when working from the office and therefore, employees who work remotely are
motivated to exert effort to engage in impression management and enhance the visibility of their
own work (Barness et al., 2005). Impression management is important to generally understand in
this context because this type of behavior explains how employees change their actions based on
workplace environmental cues. With the lack of workplace environmental cues due to virtual
work, these types of behaviors will look different.
The prominence of virtual work is undoubtedly increasing and affecting every aspect of
life. As a result of current climate of a pandemic, virtual work is constantly talked about on the
news. Most news outlets emphasize how virtual work affects one’s mental health and
productivity. In one news article from the Harvard Business Review (Gratton & Johns, 2013), for
instance, suggest there is, “a third wave of virtual work,” in which shifts an employee’s mindset
and priorities as new emerging communication and collaboration technologies come about that
need employer imperatives. Moreover, the authors predict that in just a few years, more than 1.3
billion people will work virtually on a global scale. This article is just one example on the
increasing prominence of virtual work in light of the COVID-19 pandemic. This new normal
undoubtedly brings different effects on job performance, productivity, and employee capabilities
that are also captured in numerous new outlets. Virtual work is changing the entire workforce as
we know it.
In an article from CNBC (Rosenbaum, 2020), there is talk that the entire pace of the
United States workplace may in fact change due to stress and the need to disconnect from
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technology. There are many stressful stages when working from home. Some employees may not
have a quiet space to work, functioning Wi-Fi, or may be going insane because they don’t have
anyone to talk to. Employers should understand that virtual work can create anxiety and
drastically affect performance levels. The issues of stress and anxiety may aggregate to a much
bigger sentiment of a slower workplace. A major disconnection between one’s work
environment and social interaction is now present. Co-founder of The Huffington Post and CEO
of Thrive Global, Arianna Huffington, states “one of the fundamental delusions that has been
driving us all, which is that in order to be successful, we basically need to be on all the time, I
think that’s going to be completely sacrificed” (Huffington, 2020). The pace of the workplace
has undoubtedly been altered and may remain this way for quite some time.
CNBC is not the only news source discussing mental health in response to the COVID-19
pandemic. Another article from the New York Times (Thompson, 2020) questions the possibility
of continuing to work from home in that employees lose motivation, creativity, and productivity.
On the other hand, however, there are some studies that state the exact opposite. It is argued that
remote work may even make people more productive. Conversely though, it can also be argued
that workers may lose their creativity and in result, be less productive. “Team cohesion suffers in
remote work arrangements” (Roose, 2020). Without human interaction, team collaboration that
sparks ideas and innovation will suffer along with one’s mental health and stress levels.
However, while most headlines display the negatives of virtual work, companies possess the
ability to hire the right people for the (virtual) job and can build a culture allowing for more work
flexibility. The COVID-19 pandemic has allowed companies to create a new culture of virtual
work, a new norm.
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Per the examples before, there is a general understanding that a virtual work climate
affects job performance, work environment, and team collaboration as a whole but there is little
understanding how virtual work influences the attractiveness of employers. Specifically, virtual
work in the context of COVID-19 is gradually becoming the norm instead of the exception and
questions arise as to whether organizations who offer virtual work are more attractive than
organizations who offer on-site/in-person jobs. Therefore, the aim of this study is to explore the
extent to which virtual work influences employer, or organizational, attractiveness in the context
of COVID-19.
In exploring the above stated research question, the model I propose also suggests that
Person-Organization fit will play a critical mediating role between virtual work and employer
attractiveness. Kristof (1996) defined Person-Organization fit (P-O fit) as, “the compatibility
between people and organizations that occurs when: (a) at least one entity provides what the
other needs, or (b) they share similar fundamental characteristics, or (c) both” (Arthur, Bell,
Villado, & Doverspike, 2006, p. 45). In other words, P-O fit is essentially the similarity between
the personality of an organization and the personality of a person. In general, when there is a
high equivalence between one’s skills and the demands of a job, a high level of PersonOrganization fit is achieved. When personal values “match” the values of the employer, a high
level of P-O fit is accomplished (Bretz, Ash, & Dreher, 1989). From an organizational
perspective, ensuring that there is Person-Organization fit is important because research shows
that Person-Organization fit is linked with notable organizational outcomes including, “job
satisfaction, organizational commitment, and turnover intentions” (Arthur et al., 2006, p. 795).
These findings are important regarding this study because P-O fit may explain why certain
people are successful in the workplace.
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In this study specifically, it is expected that when applicants see a job advertisement
explaining whether work will be conducted in-person or virtually, they will draw some
conclusions regarding that organization (e.g., the employer cares about its employees’ health and
offers the ability to work virtually). Thus, this information will influence their levels of perceived
Person-Organization fit as well as how attracted they are to a specific employer.
It can be expected, however, that virtual work will not be perceived as a “positive” signal
regarding the values of the organization by all applicants. More specifically, individual
differences, such as the personality of each applicant, can be expected to influence the
relationship between virtual work and Person-Organization fit. One of the most frequently
examined personality traits are the “Big Five” traits: Openness, Conscientiousness, Extraversion,
Agreeableness, and Neuroticism (Goldberg, 1900). In a short sense, openness describes people to
be curious, autonomous, non-conforming, and welcoming to new experiences. Conscientiousness
means to be dependable, motivated, and a high achieving. Extraversion means to be sociable,
active, direct, and assertive. Agreeableness represents the tendency to be likeable, adaptable,
cooperative, and happy. Lastly, neuroticism is the tendency to poorly adjust as these individuals
are disposed to negative feelings and are normally fearful, anxious, and impulsive (Judge,
Martocchio, & Thoresen, 1997). All traits certainly could potentially play a role in the interaction
between an employee and employer attractiveness or more specifically, between the one’s
Person-Organization fit and virtual work.
While personality certainly plays a role, this is not the only factor that influences
employer attractiveness. Generational differences will also play a role when deciding if virtual
work is the right fit for a person. While there are many generations, the context of this study is
primarily Generation Z. Generation Z (Gen Z) are people “born in the 1990’s and raised in the
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2000s” (Williams, 2015). During these years, they grew up with technology and innovation
surrounding them. “Generation Z is raised with the social web, they are digital centric and
technology is their identity” (Singh & Dangmei, 2016, p. 1). Generation Z is truly the first cohort
to grow up in a world of technology. It can be said that this generation may not even remember a
time before technology as they grew up surrounded by computers and smart televisions in their
classrooms.
While each generation is visibly different, Gen Z is defined by their identity of
technological advancement that distinguishes them from other generations as they are more
adapted to the digital world. Growing up during the profound years of technology, their skills
and capabilities when entering the workforce will be different than other generations. The
generational cohort theory explains why generations are so similar. This theory explains that
because cohorts grow up together, they experience the same events. Therefore, they value similar
things and are alike in many ways. “This shared set of values and goals is supported by peers in
the same generation and persists throughout childhood” (Becton, Walker, & Jones-Farmer, 2014,
p. 176). These same events for Gen Z are growing up in a time of technological sophistication.
That being said, each generation acts differently due to their past experiences. Each will
value, be better at, and prefer different workplace settings. There are different findings for what
exactly each generation values but it is nonetheless important to note that generational
differences will influence this study.
The relationship between virtual work and employer attractiveness is important to
understand not only in the current climate of COVID-19 but for future recruitment strategies in
general. As stated before, virtual work has existed for quite some time and employers must
understand its profound effects on an employee. This study aims to identify which type of
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people, based on personality and generation, may be most attracted to virtual work and in return,
be the best fit for the job. The results of this study should be used by practitioners such as
recruiters, in that they should be aware of these factors when deciding recruitment methods and
strategies in order to recruit best-match candidates to their organization.
Based on these understandings, I created a model that set out to explore the relationship
between virtual work, P-O fit, and organizational attractiveness. I ran a 4-week survey that
included two job advertisements in which respondents saw either scenario (or job advertisement)
at random. The respondents analyzed their attitudes toward the advertisement and as a result, I
was able to understand how virtual work influences P-O fit and organizational attractiveness.
The following paper includes a literature review, research methodology, data analysis,
results, and discussion.
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LITERATURE REVIEW
Virtual work is becoming the new normal. With the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic,
those in the workforce are getting used to virtual conditions and companies are adapting to the
demands of virtuality. This type of work is changing every interaction not just in the workplace
but in our daily lives. Through conducting business via online applications and platforms, a new
form of social interaction has been created in the workforce: virtual social interaction. With this
idea though, comes many implications. It is important for us understand how virtual work affects
the relationship between potential candidates and employers especially in the new environment
of the COVID-19 pandemic.
Virtual work, in general, can be defined as the “geographic dispersion and dependence on
technology in work-related interactions between employees (Gibson & Gibbs, 2006; Kirkman &
Mathieu, 2005; Nilles, 1994; O’Leary & Cummings, 2007; Walther & Bunz, 2005)” (Raghuram
et al., 2019, p. 1). Depending on technology, employees rely on applications such as Zoom in
today’s world in order to successfully conduct business while not physically being in the same
location. Employees need not to travel to work anymore nor travel into the office as advances in
communication technology have allowed employees to transcend the physical limitations of
COVID-19. Raghuram et al. (2019) suggest that virtual work increases flexibility, the distance
between team members, and the configure dispersion of employee’s distribution. Virtual work
fundamentally involves working from locations away from the primary office. However virtual
work is certainly not a new concept. It is only a new concept in the sense that it is now the new
standard for everyone. Other virtual work arrangements have existed for quite some time
including telecommuting and virtual teams.
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Past telecommunication research has focused around the ideas of worker motivation, the
ability to telecommunicate, and job outcomes. More specifically, research has found that
individuals decide to telecommunicate for a variety of reasons but most commonly for family
(Bailey & Kurland, 2002), one’s self-efficacy, the need for affiliation (Raghuram et al., 2003;
Shin, 2004; Staples, Hulland, & Higgins, 1999), interdependence (Raghuram et al., 2001), and
because organizational culture and policies allow them to do so (Kossek, Lautsch, & Eaton,
2006). These findings are important to understand because they demonstrate why workers
choose to telecommunicate. In contrast to today, workers do not have a choice. The reasons for
telecommunication differ nowadays as the COVID-19 pandemic has forced those employed to
work and remain at home.

Self-Efficacy and Virtual Work
As described in the introduction, it is important to understand how self-efficacy relates to
the topic virtual work. “According to self-efficacy theory, individuals judge their ability to
successfully cope with new challenges when presented with environmental demands, thus
developing domain-specific self-efficacy beliefs. Based on this judgment, individuals initiate and
persist with behavioral strategies to manage the challenges that they confront and attain
successful outcomes (Bandura, 1997; Maddux, 1995)” (Raghuram et al., 2001, p. 182). It is
essentially the aptitude to judge one’s own capability of carrying out a particular behavior. As
stated previously, it was found that individuals decide to telecommunicate for one’s own selfefficacy (Raghuram et al., 2003; Shin, 2004; Staples, Hulland, & Higgins, 1999). It can be
argued that self-efficacy is a major enabler when making the decision to work virtually and is
also critical predictor of adjustment. Because virtual work is changing workplace norms and
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behaviors for everyone, not all equally possess the ability to adapt to this new norm. Some
individuals may be more successful in responding to the demands of the pandemic than others.
Self-efficacy also affects job performance, motivation, and one’s power to actively
respond to the virtual work arrangement, such as telecommunication (e.g., Nelson, Quick, &
Eakin, 1988; Nicholson, 1984). In other words, self-efficacy is a predictor in regards to the
ability to adapt to virtual work and the behaviors, actions, and outcomes that come from one’s
self-efficacy. Other telecommunication and self-efficacy research has focused on how
telecommuters perceive themselves. Past research such as Thatcher and Zhu (2006) exemplify
the idea that colleagues, coworkers, and family perceptions can alter a telecommuter’s selfperception. In this same study, it was found by these scholars that a telecommuter’s
organizational perception and identity is impacted by the terms of virtual work. With this same
idea, isolation, such as the type of isolation the world is experiencing now, can negativity affect
perceptions in the workplace (Bartel, Wrzesniewski, & Wiesenfeld, 2012). Isolation is an
extremely important factor to mention especially in regards to the current context of COVID-19.
While there is certainly a lot of research on telecommunication such as the research just
described, virtual work teams are also a prominent mode of virtual work that will be discussed.
Virtual work teams are known as virtual work arrangements through the use of virtual
teams, where members collaborate online via different locations (Gilson, Maynard, Jones Young,
Vartiainen, & Hakonen, 2015). These types of teams involve members working together online,
rather than in-person. Past research (Raghuram et al., 2019; Hill & Bartol, 2016; Tzabbar &
Vestal, 2015) has focused mainly on the functionality of teams. Similar to this, according to
Raghuram et al. (2019), virtual team researchers study how members interact with one another in
their environment. For example, communication, team coordination, conflict, common
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understanding, trust, and team empowerment are factors that are commonly researched amongst
virtual teams. Hill and Bartol (2016) studied virtual collaborative behaviors, defining it as certain
behaviors that are a good fit for virtual team work. Similar to telecommunication, there is also
past research that studies the consequences of virtuality. It was found that virtuality affects team
performance, productivity, and effectiveness in general (Maynard, Mathieu, Rapp, & Gibson,
2012). One study (Tzabbar & Vestal, 2015) particularly demonstrates this idea of effectiveness
and conversely found there is a benefit to virtual team collaboration. Tzabbar and Vestal (2015)
found that electronic collaboration allows for each team member to be exposed to different
knowledge, people, creativity, and innovation. On the other hand, it has also been argued that
team collaboration may actually be detrimental to a business as it may contribute to more
conflict, less coordination, and a general lack of mutual understanding among teams (Axtell,
Fleck, & Turner, 2004; Cramton, 2001; Furst, Reeves, Rosen, & Blackburn, 2004; Gibson &
Gibbs, 2006; Hinds & Mortensen, 2005). While these findings are important to understand, it is
also important to note that workers do not have a choice to participate in virtual work teams
anymore. Team collaboration is online for everyone, which may affect how employees now
interact and in return, affect team effectiveness in general.
Through past research on virtual work such as the findings previously mentioned, there is
undoubtedly a general understanding that virtual work impacts the relationship between an
employee and an employer. As mentioned before, the idea of self-efficacy is crucial when
understanding one’s ability to successfully manage virtual work. With this idea however, selfefficacy undoubtedly affects this new world of virtual work due to the demands of the COVID19 pandemic. For example, past research (Cascio, 1999) has found that virtual work job
performance depends on the capability to actively manage the demands of technology-centered
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work. More specifically, “telecommuters who implement behavioral strategies to proactively
adapt their job responsibilities in response to the changes, and attain successful individual work
outcomes, will flourish and yield a variety of benefits to their employers. However,
telecommuters who fail to cope with the new demands (i.e., telecommuters whose work attitudes
and performance are negative and whose behavioral strategies are ineffective) may be ineffective
in executing their job responsibilities, witness derailment of their careers, and be costly to their
employers” (Raghuram et al., 2001, p. 181). It is evident to understand there is a direct
relationship between self-efficacy and virtual work. When discussing virtual work arrangements,
it is certainly important to discuss the prominent idea of self-efficacy.
While virtual work may seem to be an easy adjustment for habitual work practices, it is
drastically different than working on-site. For example, virtual work does not allow for constant
supervision, co-worker interaction, or socialization. “In traditional office settings individuals
may be more likely to be exposed to cues that help define and constrain not only the nature of
their tasks and the outcomes that are desirable, but also the process by which the work should be
done and how outcomes should be obtained” (Raghuram et al., 2003, p. 183). It can be argued
that because virtual work does not allow for any type of interaction or socialization, this type of
work is less structured. Mirchandani (1999) reports that most telecommuters are tempted to do
activities unrelated to work such as finishing chores around the house or even relaxing. This
example demonstrates how virtual work challenges a worker’s self-efficacy, including their
ability to self-manage. Past research has also found that, “individuals with higher self-efficacy
have been shown to be more likely to attain valued outcomes and also derive satisfaction from
their jobs (Bandura & Schunk, 1981; Judge & Bono, 2001; Stajkovic & Luthans, 1998)”
(Raghuram et al., 2001, p. 182). It is clear to understand that self-efficacy plays a critical role in
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one’s ability to structure themselves in a virtual work setting. COVID-19 virtual work
arrangements have perhaps worked in some people’s favor or perhaps totally countered
productivity.
In regards to telecommuting, successfully adapting to the demands of virtual work
requires employees to utilize behaviors that proactively organize their work behavior. These
behaviors include “goal setting, developing new and desirable behaviors, and independently
assessing progress” (Raghuram et al., 2003, p. 184). Structuring oneself, or structuring
behaviors, play a major role in successfully managing virtual work environments. Structuring
abilities such as planning, managing, and organizing work is analyzed in past research as well.
Results from a study found that there is a trusting relationship between telecommuter selfefficacy, structuring behaviors, and work outcomes (Ragurham et al., 2003). In other words, the
ability to adapt to the demands of virtual work, such as telecommuting, include practicing
structuring behaviors that yield positive work outcomes such as productivity and performance.
These results are important to understand when studying the challenges of virtual work. As this
type of work increasingly becomes more popular, especially in the modern era, it is important to
understand both the role of self-efficacy and structuring behaviors in a virtual work context.

Person-Organization Fit and Organizational Attractiveness
While past research analyzes self-efficacy in virtual work, it is also important to
understand how virtual work ties into the concept of Person-Organization fit (P-O Fit). Kristof
(1996) defines P-O fit as the compatibility between people and organizations that occurs when at
least one unit provides what the other needs, or they share common central characteristics, or
both. Essentially, P-O fit is the relationship between a person and a place of employment, what
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the person gives to their place of employment and what their place of employment provides to
that person. When talking about P-O fit it is also important to understand attraction-selectionattrition theory which further explains this relationship between P-O fit and attitudes of a worker.
According to Schneider (1987) the attraction–selection–attrition (A-S-A) theory, serves
as an example of the foundation between P-O fit and work attitudes. More specifically the A-S-A
theory suggests that people are attracted to organizations that match their same interests, morals,
and values. In return, organizations then pick those people who are most similar to them as they
share common interests, morals, and values. Organizations consistently identify and select
individuals who are homogenous to one another, perpetuating the same ideals within an
organization once hired. As a result, a high level of congruence is achieved between that person
selected and their organization. According to this theory, it can be argued that there is little
diversity within organizations as the A-S-A theory suggests that people and organizations are
mutually attracted to one another based on the same values (Judge & Cable, 1997) As a result,
the same type of person will continually be hired because of their high levels of PersonOrganization fit.
Past P-O fit research has primarily focused on organizational commitment, turnover, and
job satisfaction (Arthur et al., 2006). To give a more specific example, one study found that
because high levels of P-O fit place people in an environment where they can interact with others
who are similar to them, favorable attitudes and outcomes for that organization and that person
including higher job satisfaction and organization commitment are then created (Swann, 1987;
Swann, Stein-Seroussi, & Giesler, 1992). There is a continual positive relationship for those
workers and that organization, providing people with a happy work environment and generating
success for that organization. In a meta-analysis done by Arthur et al. (2006), confirms this idea
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as the researchers found P-O fit is a predictor for job turnover. However, exemplified by
Chatman (1989) there are different findings on this topic. One study found that PersonOrganization fit does not significantly relate to turnover, performance, or even predict turnover
(Chatman, 1989). While different conclusions are made about P-O fit, it is nonetheless a crucial
and relevant construct to analyze in regards to virtual work.
Person-Organization fit is an important concept to understand in regards to this study
because it may help explain the relationship between a potential employee and a company.
Moreover, it explains why people prefer different types of work (i.e. virtual work or on-site
work).

Hypothesis 1: Person-Organization fit will influence organizational attractiveness.

Generation Z and Organizational Attractiveness
Age and generation will undoubtedly have an impact between the relationship of virtual
work and organizational attractiveness. While it is important to understand different generations
comprise the workforce, for the purpose of this study, Generation Z (Gen Z) is the main focus.
This study primarily focuses on younger individuals because they are currently entering the labor
markets. Nonetheless, generational differences will also play a role when deciding if virtual work
is the right fit for a person.
Generation Z (Gen Z) are people “born in the 1990’s and raised during the 2000s” (Singh
& Dangmei, 2016, p. 2). The individuals of Gen Z grew up during the prime years of
technological innovation. As a result, they know how to successfully navigate and adapt to
technological changes. It could be argued that this generation has easily adapted to the
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consequences of the pandemic due to their capability to effectively manage online work using
their vast knowledge on the subject. Their years of experience with technology has perhaps
allowed them to flourish in the virtual work world and as a result, these individuals may even
have a preference for it.
Gen Z is defined by their identity of technological advancement that distinguishes them
from other generations as they adapt quicker to the digital world. Growing up during profound
years of technology, their skills when entering the workforce will be different than other
generations and may even help them succeed. This phenomenon is explained by the generational
cohort theory. This idea explains that because cohorts grow up together, they experience the
same events and therefore obtain similar values, have similar thoughts, and are alike in many
ways (Becton, Walker, & Jones-Farmer, 2014). Experiencing these same events for Gen Z
include growing up in the prime years of technological advancement and sophistication.
Since each generation behaves differently, they desire and value different work
environments. As Generation Z is intensely efficient in technology and can adapt quickly to
these changes, this generation may be more familiar to virtual work and even be more attracted
to it. The values and experiences that Gen Z have may make it more likely to have a higher
Person-Organization fit to virtual work. It is important to note that Generation Z will moderate
the relationship between virtual work, Person-Organization fit, and organizational attractiveness.

Personality and Organizational Attractiveness
With this same idea, it is important to understand that personality characteristics play a
major role in this study as well. Personality is normally studied using the “Big Five” personality
traits of Openness, Conscientiousness, Extraversion, Agreeableness, and Neuroticism. The Five-
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Factor Model of Personality essentially proposes an idea that personality measures can be
categorized under five measures of personality, labeled the “Big Five” (Goldberg, 1900). This
analysis of personality is proven true across cultures which makes it an effective analyzation of
personality. For this study specifically, neuroticism and openness to experience are the
personality traits of focus as they may be the most influential between the relationship of virtual
work, Person-Organization fit, and organizational attractiveness. Nonetheless, all of the traits
will be discussed in detail in this section.
To begin, neuroticism is essentially the tendency to poorly adjust, these individuals are
more anxious, fearful, and impulsive (Judge & Cable, 1997). In addition, this trait seems to be
the most prominent across all personality measures (Costa & McCrae, 1988). According to
Judge, Higgins, Thoresen, and Barrick (1999), this trait coincides with controlling personal
tendencies such as the ability to cope with anxiety, manage well-being, and deal with
insecurities. In general, when a person is highly neurotic, they exhibit negative emotions, lack
positive adjustment, and lack emotional stability. These negative emotions, defined further by
Costa and McCrae (1992b), describe neuroticism as anxiety, hostility, depression, vulnerability,
self-consciousness, and impulsiveness. Those who exhibit higher neuroticism are also more
likely to face problems and even physical symptoms. “Individuals who score high on neuroticism
are more likely to experience a variety of problems, including negative moods (anxiety, fear,
depression, irritability) and physical symptoms” (Judge et al., 1999, p. 624). Neuroticism is
essentially tied with negative and anxious emotions, which in respond, may trigger constant
negative life events.
Since neurotic people are constantly anxious and have trouble coping with anxiety as
well as addressing their own issues, I suggest that people who score high on neuroticism will be
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less attracted to virtual work because they will not be able to keep up with its demands. Neurotic
people may get overwhelmed with the instability of virtual work, may poorly adjust, and not be
able to handle their own well-being.

Hypothesis 2: I expect that neuroticism will moderate the relationship between virtual
work and Person-Organization fit. Individuals who score high on neuroticism will
experience lower levels of Person-Organization fit when work is advertised to be
conducted virtually.

Similar to neuroticism, extraversion is a common measure when assessing personality.
Generally, extraversion means to be sociable, active, direct, and assertive. It is comprised of
successful sociability (Judge et al., 1999). High extraversion tends to mean high sociability but
those who are highly extraverted are also thought of as being more active, less impulsive, less
introspective, and self-preoccupied (Watson & Clark, 1997). As a result of these findings,
extraversion does mean that people are sociable but Watson and Clark (1997) have also found
that these types of individuals are also assertive, dominant, and ambitious. It could be said that
extraverted people are the opposite of neurotic people as extraversion is related to positivity. In
regards to a workplace environment, extraverts are more likely be chosen for leadership
positions, have more friendships with co-workers, and easily form relationships (Waston &
Clark, 1997).
Unlike neuroticism and extraversion, conscientiousness does not necessarily mean
exhibiting negative or positive attitudes. According to Costa, McCrae, and Dye (1991),
conscientiousness is greatly known for factors surrounding achievement orientation such as
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being hardworking, dependable, responsible, orderly, and organized. As a result of these
findings, it can be argued that people who score high on conscientiousness tend to have a higher
ability to self-control and achieve their goals. In most studies, this construct is tested as a
predictor of success at work. In fact, employers tend to look for those who exhibit
conscientiousness at work because they are goal-oriented, persistent, and hardworking. Those
who are highly conscientious, in the workplace setting, also implement effective job seeking
behaviors, have a higher retention, and a higher work attendance. All which are found to improve
work performance (Hogan & Ones, 1997); (Wanberg, Watt, & Rumsey, 1996); (Barrick, Mount,
& Strauss, 1994); (Judge, Martocchio, & Thoresen, 1997).
Next, openness to experience is another factor within the “Big Five” traits. Openness to
experience, also known as openness, describes people to be curious, independent, and welcoming
to new experiences. It is characterized by intellectance which means being philosophical and
intellectual. It is also characterized by being “imaginative, autonomous, and as nonconforming”
(Judge et al., 1999, p. 624). Judge et al. (1999) also describe these people as being likeable and
generally good-natured. In regards to workplace and career success, people may need to possess
this characteristic to be successful in regards to autonomy. Openness is a preference for work
that requires a lot of autonomy (Costa & McCrae, 1988). Individuals who are extremely
independent, or open, are a good match for jobs with little dependency as these individuals have
a major tendency to successfully self-manage. According to Judge et al. (1999), past research has
suggested that these types of individuals are successful in independent and innovative jobs.
Those who exhibit high openness are independent, original, autonomous, and are willing to
change (Judge et al., 1997). A willingness to change along with autonomous behaviors may be
crucial for the demands of virtual work.
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As a result of being independent and self-regulating, virtual work may be more attractive
to these individuals as they possess the ability to actively self-monitor away from the workplace.
The characteristic of openness to experience will influence the relationship between virtual work
and Person-Organization fit.

Hypothesis 3: I expect that individuals who score high on openness to experience will
exhibit higher levels of Person-Organization fit when work is advertised to be conducted
virtually.

Similar to openness to experience, possessing the trait of agreeableness may also be
instrumental in the work context. Agreeableness consists of being well-liked, flexible,
accommodating, and happy. “Agreeable individuals tend to be described with adjectives like
warm, trusting, kind, cooperative, and modest (Costa & McCrae, 1992b; Goldberg, 1990)”
(Judge & Zapata, 2015, p. 1155). Agreeable people also desire to make and maintain positive
relationships with others, especially in teamwork and group activity. However, while these
characteristics may be useful for jobs with heavy collaboration and group work, agreeableness
has also been proven to be detrimental in some ways. “For example, recent research has
demonstrated that individuals high on agreeableness tend to perceive competitive situations as
more problematic, more difficult, and less rewarding than do individuals low on trait
agreeableness (Graziano, Hair, & Finch, 1997)” (Judge & Zapata, 2015, p. 1155). In addition,
people who exhibit a high degree of agreeableness encourage group-belongingness and
inclusivity because of their constant need to care for others. “High levels of openness and
agreeableness would be of little help or even a hindrance (e.g., open individuals may be prone to
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job hopping or may be unhappy in conventional occupations, extremely agreeable individuals
may sacrifice their success in pleasing others” (Judge et al., 1999, p. 625). Agreeable individuals
may disadvantage themselves and hinder their own success because they have an extremely
strong desire to maintain positive relationships and as a result, steer away from conflict.
Finally, it is important to mention that it can be assumed that personality traits will
influence organizational attractiveness as these characteristics affect P-O fit and as a result, affect
the attraction levels of an organization. Figure 1 shows this relationship.

OVERALL PROPOSED MODEL

Figure 1: Theoretical model

The figure above demonstrates the theoretical model of this study. This model will be
tested in the next section of this study. This study used questions relevant to the constructs above
that measured these elements. This model explains that there is a direct relationship between
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virtual work and Person-Organization fit. However, this direct relationship is moderated by
underlying generational differences and personality traits, specifically neuroticism and openness
to experience. There is another direct relationship between Person-Organization fit and
organizational attractiveness. The table below explains the definitions of each construct included
in the model in other to gain a better understanding.

Construct
Person-Organization Fit

Organizational Attractiveness

Personality trait: neuroticism
Personality trait: openness to experience

Definition
Kristof (1996) defined Person-Organization
fit as “the compatibility between people and
organizations that occurs when: (a) at least
one entity provides what the other needs, or
(b) they share similar fundamental
characteristics, or (c) both” (Arthur et al.,
2006, p. 45)
“Organizational attractiveness is defined as
the degree to which an individual perceives
the organization to be a place to work or the
general desirability an individual has to work
for an organization” (Williams, 2013, p. 862).
The tendency to poorly adjust to situations,
these individuals fearful, anxious, and
impulsive (Judge et al., 1997).
The tendency to be curious, autonomous,
nonconforming, and welcoming to new
experiences. It is also characterized by being
creative and independent (Judge et al., 1999).

Table 1: Definitions of constructs
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RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
This study was designed, conducted, and implemented in the United States by a senior at
The Pennsylvania State University. Data collection was entirely completed in the United States
by the primary investigator, Reece Levine. The data collection took approximately four weeks,
starting on 15th of February and ending the 11th of March of 2021.
Having received an exempt status from the Institutional Review Board (IRB) (see
Appendix A), the survey was approved for distribution. The study was communicated to
potential participants using the researcher’s personal network. It was clearly communicated that
the participation in this study is completely voluntary and that participants could decide to quit
the study at any point or choose not to respond to questions without any consequences.
Moreover, the participants were informed that their answers were completely anonymous and
would remain anonymous throughout the research process when analyzing and interpreting the
data.
There were only two criteria for participating in the study. First, in order to be eligible to
participate, participants had to be over 18 years old. In addition, a majority of the participants
who took the survey were between ages of 18-24 as this age range of people is the main focus of
this study. Although, those taking the study did not have to be in this age range and anyone was
welcome to participate. Second, participants needed to have a good understanding of the English
language, as the survey was in English.
The study was an entirely digital survey, using the web-based Qualtrics platform in order
to generate the survey and allow participants to respond online. This study uses the Experimental
Vignette Methodology in order to best evaluate the participants’ attitude toward virtual and onsite work. This research methodology essentially consists of showing the participants realistic
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scenarios, such as this study’s job advertisements, in order to analyze their attitude that adds to
the reality of the experiment. Simultaneously, this methodology allows the researchers to control
the independent variables in an effective way (Atzmüller & Steiner, 2010). In this study, each
respondent got a particular vignette which was randomly selected. Each participant was only
shown one specific vignette in order to elicit their judgement about the scenario they were
personally shown in order to assume a causal relationship (Aguinis & Bradley, 2014).
Participants randomly only saw one job advertisement when taking the survey in order to
respond to that specific variable of either on-site work or virtual work. It is also important to note
that the two different versions of the real-life job advertisements were completely identical, the
same visual was used, except that one advertised virtual work and the other did not. Other than
this, the entire survey was completely the same (see Appendix B for more information about the
survey).
The survey was conducted in the form of a questionnaire and was designed to gather
relevant information about the participant and accurately measure this study’s variables. The
survey was divided into five sections which intended to gather information about personality
characteristics, Person-Organization fit, organizational attractiveness, demographics, and
provided participants with a contact after they completed the survey. In addition, a manipulation
check was inserted. The parts are explained in the section below.
Part 1 was about personality traits where a participant had to self-respond to a series of
questions that measured their personality. These questions specifically analyzed the “Big Five”
personality traits (Goldberg, 1900).
Part 2 included the job advertisements where the participants were randomly presented
with only one version of the two job advertisements previously described. In this same section,
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participants self-responded to a series of questions that coincided with Person-Organization fit
and organizational attractiveness scales.
Part 3 consisted of demographic questions such as age, gender, race, ethnicity,
employment status, marital status, educational level, etc.
Part 4 was a manipulation check intentionally inserted into the survey in order to check
the participants remembered the job advertisement they just viewed, confirm they were paying
attention, and gave trustworthy answers.
Part 5 was a quick note to the participant that made them understand the study’s purpose
and how they can contact the investigator with any questions, comments, or concerns they had
after taking the survey.

Sample Description
This study intended to explore the relationship between virtual work and employer
attractiveness. In order to do so, the researcher disseminated an online survey and collected
participants’ responses. This questionnaire took approximately 15 minutes to complete.
The researcher used the snowballing sampling technique in order to collect answers.
However, it is important to note that a truly random sample would represent the actual
population more accurately. But this type of sample takes much time and in this case, the
researcher would have had to randomly sampled the entire Gen Z population in the United
States. This would have not been possible to do alone nor in such a short amount of time. Instead
and as stated before, the researcher used snowball sampling and personal connections in order to
collect data. Participants were asked to also distribute the survey to their acquaintances in hopes
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of gaining more responses. As this study focuses on Generation Z, the participants were asked to
send it to peers their age in order to gain the most relevant data.
A total of 202 responses were collected. Out of these responses, 48 were excluded and
not used in the data analysis process because they did not fully complete the questionnaire. As a
result, a final total of 154 respondents was utilized for testing the hypotheses. The average
completion time was 989.37 seconds (16.4895 minutes). The minimum time was 108 seconds
(1.8 minutes) and the maximum time was 74,566 seconds (1242.77 minutes).
In addition, out of these 154 participants (N = 154), 22.7% identified as male (N = 35)
and 77.3% identified as female (N = 119) (Figure 2). The mean age was 22 years old. The
minimum age was 18 and the maximum age was 55 (Figure 3).

Figure 2: Gender distribution
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Figure 3: Age distribution

Regarding citizenship in this study and as it was conducted in the United States, almost
all respondents were a U.S. citizen. More specifically, 154 (98.7%) were citizens of the United
States and 2 (1.30%) were not (Figure 4).
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Are you a U.S. citizen?

U.S. Citizen

Non U.S. Citizen

Figure 4: U.S. citizenship

The majority of the participants in this study identified as Caucasian (European, nonHispanic descent) (N = 136, 88.3% of responses). Latino or Hispanic was the second most
identified (N = 8, 5.2% of responses), then Caucasian (Middle Eastern or Indian descent) (N = 5,
3.2% of responses), other (N = 3, 1.9% of responses), Asian or Pacific Islander (N = 1, 0.6% of
responses), and African American (N = 1, 0.6% of responses). No respondent identified as
Native American/Aleut or American Indian/Native American (Figure 5).
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With which racial or ethnic group do you most identify?
African American
Latino or Hispanic
Caucasian (Middle Eastern or Indian Descent)
Other
Caucasian (European Descent, non-Hispanic)
Asian or Pacific Islander
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Figure 5: Racial/ethnic group identification

Sexual orientation was also asked. The majority, 89.0%, responded as straight (N = 137),
3.2% responded as gay or lesbian (N = 5,) and 7.8% of responded as bisexual (N = 12). No
respondent identified as pansexual or asexual (Figure 6).
.
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Which best describes your sexual orientation?

Straight

Gay or Lesbian

Bisexual

Figure 6: Sexual orientation identification

When asked if the participants have children, almost all reported having no children (N =
149, 96.8%), two reported having 2 children (1.3%), and one reported having 3 children (.6%).
For this question, two participants did not answer (1.3%) (Figure 7).
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Figure 7: Number of children

3 children
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Continuing with the familial status of the respondents, 150 reported being single and had
never married (97.4%), 2 were engaged (1.3%), 1 was married (.6%), and 1 was divorced or
separated (.6%), and 2 did not answer (1.5%) (Figure 8).

What is your marital status?

Single, never married

Married

Engaged

Divorced or separated

Figure 8: Participants’ marital status

In regards to education, participants were asked about the highest level of education they
accomplished. 59 respondents had some college, no degree (59%), 37 had a high school degree
or equivalent (e.g., GED) (24.0%), 49 had a bachelor’s degree (e.g., BA, BS) (31.8%), 6
respondents had a Master’s degree (e.g., MA, MS, MEd) (3.9%), and 3 respondents held an
associate degree (e.g., AA, AS) (1.9%). No respondent answered that they had less than a high
school diploma, a professional degree (e.g., MD, DDS, DVM), or a doctorate (e.g., PhD, EdD)
(Figure 9).
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What is the highest level of school you have completed? If
you’re currently enrolled in school, please indicate the
highest degree you have received.

High school or equivalent

Some college (no degree)

Bachelor's degree

Master's degree

Associate degree

Figure 9: Highest attained levels of education

As the focus of this study is Generation Z, it was important to ask about college status.
131 respondents said they were currently a college student (85.1%) and 23 said they were not
currently a college student (14.9%) (Figure 10).
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Are you currently a college student?

Yes

No

Figure 10: College student status

Participants were questioned on their current employment status as well. 99 were students
(64.3%), 21 were employed part time (up to 39 hours per week) (17.5%), 21 were employed full
time (40 or more hours per week) (13.6%), 5 were unemployed and currently looking for work
(3.2%), and 2 were unemployed and not currently looking for work (1.3%). No one identified as
retired, a homemaker, self-employed, or unable to work (Figure 11).
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What is your current employment status?
Student
Unemployed and not currently looking for work
Unemployed and currently looking for work
Employed part time (up to 39 hours per week)
Employed full time (40 or more hours per week)
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Figure 11: Employment status

In regards to current employment status, respondents were also asked the duration at their
current place of employment. The majority of respondents had 0-1 years (N = 111, 72.1%), 29
had 2-3 years (18.8%), 11 had 4-5 years (7.1%), 1 participant had 6-7 years (.6%), 1 participant
had 10-11 years (.6%), and 1 participant had 14-15 years at their current place of employment
(.6%) (Figure 12).
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How many years have you been employed at your
current primary place of work?
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Figure 12: Years at current place of employment

When asked how many years of overall work respondents has, 39 respondents said they
had 0-1 years of overall experience (25.3%), 35 respondents said they had 2-3 years of overall
experience (22.7%), 48 respondents said they had 4-5 years of overall experience (31.2%), 23
respondents said they had 6-7 years of overall experience (14.9%), 5 respondents said they had
8-9 years of overall experience (3.2%), 1 respondent had 10-11 years of overall experience
(.6%), 1 respondent had 12-13 years of overall experience (.6%), and 2 respondents said they had
14-15 years of overall experience (1.3%). One respondent said they had 44230 years of overall
work experience, this participant’s answer was not included (.6%) (Figure 13).
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How many years of overall work experience do you
have?
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Figure 13: Years of overall work experience

Participants were also asked if they have worked in a virtual setting. 93 respondents
answered yes (60.4%), 59 respondents answered no (38.3%), and 2 respondents did not answer
(1.3%) (Figure 14).
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Have you ever worked in a virtual setting?
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Figure 14: Experience working in a virtual setting

If answered “yes” to experience working virtually, participants were directed to a
question that asked them to rate their satisfaction working in a virtual setting on a scale of 1 – 10.
3 participants rated their satisfaction a “1” and were completely dissatisfied (1.9%), 4
participants rated their satisfaction a “2” (2.6%), 7 participants rated their satisfaction a “3”
(4.5%), 13 participants rated their satisfaction a “4” (8.4%), 11 participants rated their
satisfaction a “5” (7.1%), 17 participants rated their satisfaction a “6” (11.0%), 16 participants
rated their satisfaction a “7” (10.4%), 15 participants rated their satisfaction an “8” (9.7%), 5
participants rated their satisfaction a “9” (3.2%), and 2 participants rated their satisfaction a “10”
and were completely satisfied (1.3%). 61 respondents did not answer this question (60.4%)
(Figure 15).
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Figure 15: Satisfaction of working virtually

Participants were also asked in which area they resided. 99 respondents lived in a
suburban area (64.3%), 46 respondents lived in an urban area (29.9%), and 9 respondents lived
in a rural area (5.8%) (Figure 16).
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Figure 16: In which area the respondents lived
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Questionnaire Description
This section describes the measurement and the reliabilities of the variables used in order
to test the three hypotheses suggested in this study. Please refer to Appendix B for full text of the
questionnaire.

Person-Organizational Fit (P-O fit). This is a variable that explains the relationship
between a person and their place of employment. As stated before in the literature review, it is
essentially what the person gives to their place of employment and what their place of
employment provides to that person as well as the alignment of values, it is an ongoing mutually
beneficial relationship (Kristof, 1996). In order to measure this variable, respondents were given
three statements to respond to, adapted from Cable and Judge (1996). One statement shown
included: “my values ‘match’ or fit this employer.” Respondents were then asked to give their
level of agreement with these statements. They were provided with a 7-point Likert scale,
ranging from 1 = “Strongly disagree” to 7 = “Strongly agree.” Running a scale reliability test
produced high levels of reliability, with Cronbach’s α = .871.
Organizational Attractiveness. This variable is the level of attraction or desirability an
individual possesses for an organization (Williams, 2013). Adapted from Hinghouse, Lievens,
and Sinar (2003), five questions were shown to measure this variable. In response to five
statements, respondents were asked to rate their level of agreement with using a 7-point Likert
scale, from 1 = “Strongly disagree” to 7 = “Strongly agree.” One statements included: “for me,
this company would be a good place to work.” Running a scale reliability test for organizational
attractiveness produced remarkably high levels of reliability, with Cronbach’s α = .921.
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Personality Traits. These variables were measured using, as stated previously in the
literature review, the “Big Five” personality characteristics of openness to experience,
conscientiousness, extraversion, agreeableness, and neuroticism (Goldberg, 1900). 20 statements
were presented to the respondents in which they self-responded. These questions were adapted
from Donnellan, Oswald, Baird, and Lucas (2006). Two examples of the statements respondents
saw included: “I am the life of the party,” and “I like order.” It is important to note that each
statement presented to the participant measured one of the “Big Five” personality traits. Again,
respondents were asked to report their level of agreement with these 20 statements using a 7point Likert scale, from 1 = “Strongly disagree” to 7 = “Strongly agree.” As stated earlier, 2 out
of 5 personality traits were the focus in this study, these include neuroticism and openness to
experience.
Neuroticism. This personality traits consists of the tendency to poorly adjust to
situations. These individuals are fearful, anxious, and impulsive (Judge et al., 1997). Out of the
20 statements presented to the respondents, 4 measured their levels of neuroticism. The
statements to measure neuroticism included: “I have frequent mood swings,” “I am relaxed most
of the time,” “I get upset easily,” and “I seldom feel blue.” Out of these 4 statements, 2 were
reverse coded. A scale reliability test for neuroticism was conducted, resulting in high levels of
reliability as Cronbach’s α = .699.
Openness to experience. This personality trait is the tendency to curious, autonomous,
nonconforming, and welcoming to new experiences (Judge et al., 1999). Out of the 20 statements
presented to the respondents, 4 measured their levels of openness. The four statements were: “I
have a vivid imagination,” “I am not interested in abstract ideas,” “I have difficulty
understanding abstract ideas,” and “I do not have a good imagination.” Out of these 4 statements,

44
3 were reverse coded. After running a scale reliability test, high levels of reliability were
produced, with Cronbach’s α = .690.
At Part 4, there was a manipulation check purposely inserted to ensure that the
respondents recalled the advertisement (or vignette) they were randomly given. These questions
were inserted to confirm the respondent’s answers were thorough and could be trusted. In this
section, two questions were used, designed by Dr. Dorothea Roumpi. Respondents had to rate
their agreeableness on a 7-point Likert scale from, 1 = “Strongly disagree” to 7 = “Strongly
agree.” The statements were: “the job ad was referring to a job that would allow me to work
remotely,” and “if I took that job I would not be required to work from the office.” Again, these
checks were put in place in order to make sure that respondents were paying attention and their
data could be used for analyzation. The scale reliability test done on the manipulation check
produced high levels of reliability, with Cronbach’s α = .838, proving this manipulation check
effective.
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Descriptives And Correlations Of Constructs
This table (table 2), shows the means, standard deviations, and the Pearson correlations
(Pearson’s r) between the 5 constructs in this study. To reiterate, the 5 constructs are: virtual
work, Person-Organization fit, organizational attractiveness, personality trait of neuroticism, and
personality trait of openness to experience. The table includes the means, standard deviations,
and correlations of this study.

Variables

Mean

Std. Deviation

PersonOrganization Fit

PersonOrganization
Fit
Organizational
Attractiveness
Neuroticism
Openness To
Experience

4.468

1.272

4.505

1.298

.858**

3.989
5.164

1.247
1.049

.094
-.132

N = 154
** = p <.001
Table 2: Inter-item correlation matrix of constructs

Organizational
Attractiveness

.073
-.089
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RESULTS
The manipulation check is a required initial step to confirm that the study is indeed
reliable. Before preforming a further statistical analysis on the data and variables, it is important
to explain the manipulation check. As stated before, two advertisements were assigned to each
vignette. In other to check the reliability that the vignettes did work, an independent samples ttest was implemented.
After performing a t-test, a result of sig = .118 was found for Levene’s Test for Equality
of Variances. Unequal variances are assumed because this number is not statistically significant
(p > .05), and the t-test for equality of means yields sig = .000, which is statistically significant
(p < .05). In other words, this means the manipulation check was effective as there is a notable
and significant difference between the on-site work sample mean and the virtual work sample
mean. Participants did accurately remember the vignette (or advertisement) they were assigned
to, making this manipulation check successful and reliable. Table 3 below shows the means for
each group. More specifically, the manipulation check for the individuals that saw the “virtual
work” scenario is 5.78 whereas the mean for the respondents who saw the “on-site” work
scenario is 2.70, proving a significant mean difference and demonstrating the manipulation check
worked.

Group Statistics

Manipulation
Manipulation

Scenario

N

Mean

On-site work
Virtual work

75
79

2.700
5.779

Std.
Deviation
1.570
1.384

Std. Error
Mean
.181
.156

Table 3: Means for group assigned with each version of the advertisement
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Statistical Analysis Description
The total collected sample of this study is 154 (N = 154). The bootstrapping method was
needed because this sample size is relatively small. This method was necessary in order to
extrapolate the characteristics of the relevant data to produce a broader population. The
PROCESS macro was used, developed by Hayes (2012). Model 10 of PROCESS macro was
used as well because this model matches the theoretical model of this study. For the outputs
shown below, PROCESS sets a standard 95% confidence interval along with 5000 bootstrapping
samples. The study’s existing data was projected onto this number (Hayes, 2012). With this
information, PROCESS’s output is inserted on the next page (Table 4):
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Model
Summary
OUTCOME:
PersonOrganization Fit

R

R-sq

MSE

F

dfl

df2

p

.3275

.1073

1.4940

3.5565

5.0000

148.000

.0046

coeff
6.3221
-.3175
-.4929
.1299

se
1.30312
.2765
.1856
.0384

t
4.8584
-1.1481
-2.6558
3.3852

p
.0000
.2528
.0088
.0009

LLCI
3.7506
-.8639
-.8539
.0541

ULCI
8.8939
.2289
-.1263
.2057

.0353

.1850

.1906

.8491

-.3304

.4009

-.0444

.0394

-1.1268

.2612

-.1222

.0335

R

R-sq

MSE

F

dfl

df2

p

.8587

.7374

46.07

68.8148

6.0000

147.0000

.0000

coeff
.4715
.0022
.8729
-.0398
.0081

se
.7781
.1542
.0456
.1055
.0221

t
.6060
.0146
19.1240
-.3771
.3668

p
.5454
.9884
.0000
.7066
.7143

LLCI
-1.0662
-.3025
.7827
-.2483
-.0356

ULCI
2.0093
.3070
.9631
.1687
.0518

.0562

.1028

.5469

.5853

-.1469

.2593

-.0068

.0220

-.3085

.7581

-.0502

.0366

Model
Constant
Manipulation
Neuroticism
Virtual Work X
Neuroticism
Openness To
Experience
Virtual Work X
Openness To
Experience

Model
Summary
OUTCOME:
Organizational
Attractiveness
Model
Constant
Manipulation
P-O Fit
Neuroticism
Virtual Work X
Neuroticism
Openness To
Experience
Virtual Work X
Openness To
Experience

Table 4: Output of PROCESS
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In table 4, PROCESS puts the output into two separate stages. To reiterate, Hypothesis 1
predicts that there is a relationship between Person-Organization fit and organizational
attractiveness. Hypothesis 2 predicts the personality trait of neuroticism will moderate the
relationship between virtual work and P-O fit. Lastly, Hypothesis 3 predicts the personality trait
of openness to experience will also moderate the relationship between virtual work and P-O fit.
Hypothesis 1 is confirmed. There is a statistically significant relationship between
Person-Organization fit and organizational attractiveness (coeff = .8729, p <.01, LLCI = .7828,
ULCI = .9631).
Hypothesis 2 is confirmed. The analysis shows that neuroticism moderates the
relationship between virtual work and Person-Organization fit (coeff = -.4929, p<.01, LLCI =
-.8597, ULCI = -.1262). In order to better understand the interaction between these constructs,
Figure 17 explains the interaction of neuroticism between P-O fit, virtual work, and on-site
work.
Hypothesis 3 is not confirmed as the results show that the interaction between the
scenario and openness to experience is not statistically significant (coeff = .0353, p>.05, LLCI =
-.3304, ULCI = .4009)
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Figure 17: Interaction between neuroticism and virtual work

According to Figure 17, individuals who exhibit low neuroticism, experience higher
levels of P-O fit when the job ad mentioned that work will be conducted on-site and lower levels
of P-O fit when the job ad mentioned that work will be conducted virtually. On the other hand,
individuals who experience high levels of neuroticism, experience higher levels of P-O fit when
work is advertised to be conducted virtually and lower levels of P-O fit when work is conducted
on-site. As this interaction shows, the direction of the relationship is the opposite than what was
expected. It was suggested that individuals who score high on neuroticism will experience lower
levels of Person-Organization fit when work is advertised to be conducted virtually. On the
contrary however, it was found that individuals who experience high levels of neuroticism
exhibit higher levels of P-O fit when work is advertised to be conducted virtually.
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DISCUSSION
This study aimed to research, analyze, and measure the relationship between virtual
work, Person-Organization fit, and employer attractiveness. In order to do so, data was collected
from the viewpoint of possible candidates who were given a realistic job advertisement. As a
result, three research hypotheses were created. Virtual work was the preliminary variable,
organizational attractiveness was the ending variable, and the construct of Person-Organization
fit was the mediator variable. The personality traits of neuroticism and openness were the
moderator variables amongst the relationship of virtual work (the preliminary variable) and
Person-Organization fit (the mediator variable). The following section discusses the study as a
whole including its results, limitations, and future research suggestions.

Premise, Context, Methodology, And Outcome
As stated before in this study’s introduction and literature review, virtual work is
certainly not a new concept as telecommunication and virtual teams have existed for quite some
time (e.g., Allen, Golden, & Shockley, 2015; Li, Ghosh, & Nachmias, 2020). However, people
are now suddenly required to work from home and use virtual communication technology as the
COVID-19 pandemic has harshly hit the world (Wang, Liu, Qian, & Parker, 2021; Whillans,
Perlow, & Turek, 2021). Working virtually is no longer a choice for anyone. While prior
research has offered evidence for both positive and negative relationships between virtual work
and job performance (e.g., Cascio, 1999), it is important to understand the outstanding effects of
virtual work especially in the current context of the pandemic. As a result, this study sets out to
examine how virtual work affects job candidates and, more specifically, to explore the different
characteristics of individuals who prefer virtual work over on-site work and vice versa.
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The foundation for the theoretical context of this study comes from Schneider’s (1987)
attraction–selection–attrition (A-S-A) theory as well as Kristof (1996) with her work on PersonOrganization fit, which suggest that individuals are attracted to organizations that have similar
values to them and that seem to offer a work environment that meets their needs. After
understanding their important insights also explained in the literature review, their work can be
applied to research the relationship between virtual work and organizational attractiveness.
In addition, this study focuses on Generation Z (Gen Z) as stated prior. This generation is
defined by their profound knowledge of technology that distinguishes them from other
generations. As this generation is extremely proficient in technology and adapts quickly to
technological changes and advancements, they are the focus of this study because it is likely they
will be more familiar with virtual work. In addition, this is the generation that is currently
entering the workforce. Consequentially, the sample of this study is primarily those in Gen Z.
To reiterate, relevant data for this study was collected via an online survey where
participants were invited to voluntarily respond to. The questionnaire exhibited two different
versions of a job advertisement which were completely identical except that one mentioned
virtual work and the other mentioned on-site work. Qualtrics, the online platform used to
generate this survey, assigned the participants to one version of the job advertisement at random.
According to the Experimental Vignette Methodology (Atzmüller & Steiner, 2010; Aguinis &
Bradley, 2014), two different vignettes are required in order for this type of research
methodology to work properly and to confirm the internal and external validity of the results of
this study. The two vignettes in this study were the two different job advertisements.
In total, the final collected sample size was 154 participants (N = 154). This number is
relatively small because of the lack of resources in order to disseminate the survey. The sample
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was created by using the personal connections of the author through snowball sampling in order
to gain more responses. In addition, model number 10 of the PROCESS macro was used, created
by Hayes (2012).
After data collection and analysis, the results found were somewhat shocking. It was no
surprise that Hypothesis 1 was confirmed, Person-Organization fit is related to organizational
attractiveness. In other words, it makes sense that those who have similar characteristics to an
organization’s characteristics, are attracted to that organization. In addition, it was also not
surprising that Hypothesis 2 was confirmed, neuroticism plays a role in the relationship between
virtual work and Person-Organization fit. However, it was a bit surprising that Hypothesis 3 was
not confirmed, it was found that those who experience higher levels of openness do not have a
preference for the environment of the job. This result is a bit shocking because open individuals
are known to be independent, good at self-regulating, and able to actively self-manage. As a
result of openness characteristics, it was predicted that these people would be more attracted to
virtual work but this was not found to be the case.
Diving deeper into the results of Hypothesis 2, it was specifically found that there is a
significant interaction between neuroticism and virtual work. This interaction between
neuroticism and virtual work influences P-O fit levels. Individuals who exhibit low neuroticism,
experience higher levels of P-O fit when the job ad mentioned that work will be conducted onsite and lower levels of P-O fit when the job ad mentioned that work will be conducted virtually.
Conversely, individuals who experience high levels of neuroticism, experience higher levels of
P-O fit when work is advertised to be conducted virtually and lower levels of P-O fit when work
is conducted on-site.
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Contributions to Research
This research undoubtedly can be useful for companies in regards to the context of the
COVID-19 pandemic. The pandemic’s effect on companies and the workforce as a whole is still
a very new concept that needs to be explored. As companies have been forced to go totally
digital, there is little research how applicants react to virtual work policies especially among
younger generations. However, past research does examine previously existing virtual work
conditions such as telecommunication and virtual work teams. This research surrounds why
people choose to work (e.g., Raghuram et al., 2003; Shin, 2004; Staples, Hulland, & Higgins,
1999; Raghuram et al., 2001; Kossek et al., 2006) and the idea of how self-efficacy predicts
“adjustment to a new work context (e.g. Nelson, Quick, & Eakin, 1988; Nicholson, 1984; Saks,
1995” (Raghuram et al., 2001, p. 182). Through past research, a general understanding exists that
virtual work policies affect the relationship between an employee and employer. Moreover, past
P-O fit research examines organizational commitment, job satisfaction, and turnover (Arthur et
al., 2006). High levels of P-O fit are found when people work for companies similar to them
regarding their values and attitudes, simultaneously creating high levels of organizational
attractiveness. This study seeks to expand how P-O fit relates to organizational attractiveness by
adding the variable of virtual work. Unlike past research, this study aims to specifically
understand how virtual policies influences a potential employee and an employer. More
precisely, this study extends on past research by examining how personality characteristics play a
role between the relationship of virtual work and P-O fit and in return, how this affects employer
attractiveness.
This research’s findings can help recruiters better understand the types of individuals that
are attracted to virtual work. Recruiters and companies must understand that virtual work
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influences Person-Organization fit and in return, influences organizational attractiveness to their
specific organization. Not every person is fit for virtual work nor is attracted to companies that
have virtual work policies.

Implications for Practitioners
As not every person is fit for virtual work, recruiters must understand this as virtual
work is only gaining more popularity and is certainly now the new norm given the pandemic.
More specifically and in regards to this study’s findings, recruiters should understand that the
personality trait of neuroticism plays a role and could have correlations with job performance, if
hired. As mentioned before in the literature review, neuroticism is the tendency to poorly adjust,
these individuals are fearful, anxious, and impulsive (Judge et al., 1997). In general, when a
person is highly neurotic, they exhibit negative emotions, lack positive adjustment, and have
poor emotional stability. This personality trait is essentially tied with negative and anxious
emotions that may trigger constant negative life events, arguably events like job performance and
job preferences. Per this study’s findings, it can be argued that highly neurotic people may prefer
virtual work. Recruiters must understand this in order to recruit best-match candidates for the
(virtual or on-site) job. It can be said that job performance and productivity could be affected if
recruiters do not select the appropriate person for their positions.

Limitations
While this research found statistically significant results, it is important to recognize
there are some limitations to this study. Firstly, the sample is not random. Because this sample
uses convenience sampling, it is not representative of the entire population. The majority of
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students who responded are extremely similar in demographics such as age, socio-economic
status, where they are from, and their race. 85.1% of the respondents were currently in college (N
= 131) and 14.9% were not (N = 23). As a result of the respondents being very alike, it is likely
that the sample does not truly represent the entire population and therefore it is important to
recognize this is a major limitation of this study.
Secondly, the sample is simply not big enough. The total of respondents amounted to
154 participants. This is a relatively small number and as a result, may produce inaccurate
results.
Thirdly, common method bias could have affected participants’ answers and generated
false results. The common method bias assumes that the variables measured are influenced by an
individual’s self-reporting (Conway & Lance, 2010). As this is a widely-held belief, major
concerns are often raised about the reliability and inflation of findings as self-reporting data
measurements are biased. The results of this study could be affected by this phenomenon in the
sense that the findings may not be due to actual correlation but how the respondents answered in
that moment in time. It is definitely likely that the common method bias produced inaccurate
results especially given this survey was distributed online and participants were able to answer
all the questions as there was no separation between the measurement of personality traits and
the respondents’ reactions to the vignette.
Fourthly, another limitation is the issue of social desirability. “Social desirability bias refers
to the tendency of research subjects to give socially desirable responses instead of choosing
responses that are reflective of their true feelings” (Grimm, 2010, p. 1). For example, it is
possible that respondents could have not answered truthfully when self-responding to the
personality measurement of this study in hopes of giving the more socially accepted answer. As a
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result, untruthful responses may have been produced. Essentially there could have been bias in
their own answers due to the fact that people perceive themselves a certain way because it is
what is desirable but not accurate, yielding dishonest responses.

Suggestions for Future Research
As this study was conducted at the heart of the pandemic, with virtual work still
persisting as the norm, conducting this research once the pandemic is over may yield more
accurate results. The pandemic may influence responses because the world is now used to virtual
work and as a result, the answers they give in another context could potentially be different. It
would be interesting to analyze how results change if conducted at a different time, perhaps
when people start fully returning back to work in-person. Moreover, it may be a good idea to
explore personality traits other than neuroticism and openness to experience to see relationships
between other personality measures and their fit for virtual work.
For example, I suggest to research the personality trait of extraversion due to the common
tendencies of extraverted people. As stated before in this study’s literature review, extraversion
generally is the tendency to be sociable, active, direct, and assertive. It could be argued that
extraverted people are the opposite of neurotic people because extraversion is associated with
positivity and the expression of more positive emotions while neuroticism is linked to negative
emotions and instability. Due to the fact that extraverted people are extremely sociable, I suggest
to see how this plays a role between the relationship of virtual work, P-O fit, and employer
attractiveness. I would argue that people with high extraversion are less likely to be attracted to
virtual work because they are extremely sociable and enjoy being around people. Therefore, they
would prefer on-site work. It is possible that extraverts will prefer to communicate and interact
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with others in an on-site environment where they can be around others such as supervisors and
co-workers. Of course, it would certainly be interesting to see how the remaining “Big Five”
personality traits of conscientiousness and agreeableness would moderate the relationship
between virtual work and Person-Organization fit.
Moreover, as previously stated, the nonrandom sample of this study affects the reliability
of the results. Therefore, I suggest doing this study using a more representative sample with a
bigger sample size. With this, I also believe a cross-cultural study may be useful in seeing how
the relationship between virtual work and organizational attractiveness differs across cultures.
It would also be interesting to see how the reactions of generations differ using a
comparative study across generations. Because this study focuses on Generation Z, it is a good
idea to examine another generation such as the Millennials or Baby Boomers in order to
understand their point of view. Today’s workforce comprises of unique personalities, behaviors,
work values, teamwork preferences, behaviors, and career experiences (Lyons & Kuron, 2014).
For example, the Baby Boomer Generation, born in the 1940s, 1950s, and 1960s (until 1964)
(Strauss & Howe, 2009; Egri & Ralston, 2004) are the leading generation in the workforce
(Trunk, 2007). They also hold the most leadership positions so it would be interesting to survey
these individuals to understand how an older generation reacts to virtual work or on-site work.
To give another example, it would be interesting to see how the Millennial Generation, born in
the 1980s and 1990s (until 1994) (Foot & Stoffman, 1998; Lancaster & Stillman, 2002) react to
virtual work or on-site work. This generation is known to be notably unlike Baby Boomers in
terms of values and preferences (Lyons & Schweitzer, 2012). Because these generations are
significantly unlike, it would be interesting to see how these two different generations react to
the survey and compare the results.
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CONCLUSION
This study aimed to explore the relationship between virtual work, Person-Organization
fit, and organizational attractiveness. Three hypotheses were tested through an online survey in
order to test the model. After data collection and analysis, Hypothesis 1 was confirmed,
Hypothesis 2 was confirmed, but Hypothesis 3 was not. Hypothesis 2 produced the most
notable finding in that a significant interactional relationship was found between neuroticism,
virtual work, and P-O fit. These findings are crucial to understand from a recruitment point of
view. Companies should recognize virtual work may not be suited for everyone and as a result,
recruit individuals who are attracted to their virtual or on-site job. While significant results were
found, this study is limited to its size and scope of its participants (N = 154) that may affect
generalizability. It would be beneficial for future research to produce a more widespread survey
in order to better reflect the population and generate accurate results.
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APPENDIX B: SURVEY
The following information is the exact survey participants saw. The headings in this
section were omitted from the survey but are placed here in order to demonstrate the questions
that corresponded with the measures of this study.

Introduction and Consent
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Personality Scale Questions
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Job Advertisements

Figure 18: In-person job advertisement

Figure 19: Virtual job advertisement
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Person-Organization Fit and Organizational Attractiveness Scale Questions
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Demographic Questions
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Manipulation Check
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