
ABSTRACT 

ALADIN, ROBERLY. Critical Experiences and Career Outcomes: How Developmental Job 

Experiences Relate to Performance, Career Advancement and Turnover. (Under the direction of 

Dr. Bart Craig). 

 

Developmental job experiences are the most common leadership development intervention used 

by organizations today (Noe, 2008). Despite its popular implementation, and its relation to 

managerial learning (McCauley, Ohlott, & Ruderman, 2015; McCauley, Ruderman, Ohlott, & 

Morrow, 1994; Van Velsor, McCauley, & Ruderman, 2010), limited research has examined its 

relationship to career outcomes valued by both employees and organizations alike, more 

specifically: performance, career advancement, and voluntary turnover. Methodological flaws in 

existing research preclude a thorough and comprehensive understanding of their relationship to 

these outcomes. This study used objective predictor (developmental job experiences) and 

criterion (supervisor performance ratings, organizational level, voluntary turnover) data, 

retrieved from organizational personnel files, and applied a comprehensive developmental job 

experience framework to address these methodological shortcomings. Contrary to expectations, 

hierarchical linear modeling revealed that with the exception of managing boundaries, which had 

a negative relationship with task performance, none of the developmental job experiences were 

related to job performance, implicating a failure of managerial learning from developmental job 

experiences to transfer to the job. Hierarchical linear regression analyses found greater support 

for developmental job experiences and their relation to career advancement, as three (job 

transitions, managing at high levels of responsibility, managing boundaries) of the five 

experiences positively predicted career advancement, providing support for their use in systemic 

leadership development interventions. The remaining developmental job experiences - creating 

change and dealing with diversity - were found to be negatively related and unrelated to career 



advancement respectively, suggesting organizations and employees should contemplate more 

carefully their role in selecting for and acquiring respectively senior leadership roles. Last, 

hierarchical logistic regression revealed none of the developmental job experiences were related 

to turnover but managing boundaries was positively related to voluntary turnover, suggesting 

that while developmental job experiences may be an ineffective employee retention mechanism, 

amongst employees who do leave, experiences involving managing boundaries specifically 

might be beneficial for facilitating amicable departures from the organization.  
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Critical Experiences and Career Outcomes: How Developmental Job Experiences Relate to 

Performance, Career Advancement, and Turnover 

The Importance of Leadership in Organizations 

 Many people can recall experiences from their personal life, or anecdotes from others in 

which leaders dramatically affected the careers and lives of employees. In addition to these 

anecdotes is a large body of research linking leaders to employee and other organizational 

outcomes. Some of the earliest systematic research on leadership by psychologists at the Ohio 

State University in 1945 showed that leadership behaviors that initiated structure (e.g. defining 

task roles) and demonstrated consideration for the welfare of followers were related to job 

performance and employee job satisfaction respectively (Judge, Piccolo, & Ilies, 2004; Stogdill, 

1974). Subsequent research on transformational leaders demonstrated how leaders can influence 

employee motivation through the use of values and emotions (Bass, 1985; Burns, 1978). 

Transformational leaders engender trust and commitment from followers by aligning follower 

values with those of the organization or project, and influence them to look beyond their self-

interests, and to commit to the interests of the organization (Bass, 1985; Burns, 1978). Unlike 

transactional leaders who exchange tangible rewards to elicit follower compliance, 

transformational leaders use emotional appeals and symbols to influence followers’ perceptions 

of their jobs and stimulate intrinsic motivation, influencing them to perform more discretionary 

behaviors and to perform their jobs at higher levels (Bass, 1985; Piccolo & Colquitt, 2006; Yukl, 

1999). 

 Recent research on leadership in innovative organizations suggests that leaders play a key 

role in spurring creativity and new product innovation through their impact on team cohesiveness 

and external negotiations (Dunne, Aaron, McDowell, Urban, & Geho, 2016). By establishing 
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clear directions, leaders are able to establish the expected norms for group functioning to help 

reduce internal conflict. Furthermore, through competitive negotiation styles, leaders are able to 

establish functional relationships with external suppliers and help bring creative ideas to the 

product line (Dunne et al., 2016).  

 In addition to the benefits of strong leadership, the cost of poor leadership also illustrates 

the impact of leadership on organizations. In the medical field, research has shown that 11% of 

the variation in physician burnout, and 47% of the variation in physician satisfaction with the 

organization ratings are due to the department/division chairperson (Shanafelt et al., 2015). 

These results are notable considering the well documented negative impact of physician burnout 

on patient care, and treatment adherence (Shanafelt et al., 2010). Generally speaking, the base 

rate of derailed leaders is estimated to be at about 50%. These leaders have deleterious effects on 

the organization through employee disengagement, costs for replacement, as well as missed 

business objectives and are estimated to cost organizations as much as $2.7 million (Hogan, 

Hogan, & Kaiser, 2010). The suffering experienced by employees from derailed managers is 

pervasive, as 75% of employees report the most stressful aspect of their job is their immediate 

supervisor. According to Hogan et al. (2010), the common causes for management derailment 

are poor business performance, a lack of leadership skills, self-control and poor relationship 

management. All of these causes are believed to worsen during major change and heightened 

periods of stress. Considering the rapid pace and changing nature of the modern workforce, the 

rate of derailment is likely to increase unless organizations invest in the skills necessary to meet 

the demands of a global workforce. These skills likely include the ability to create global 

management and marketing practices and to build and manage international teams with diverse 
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cultural backgrounds (Noe, 2008). Fortunately, organizations are levying a variety of leadership 

development initiatives that can help build the talent pool necessary to meet these demands. 

Leadership Development in Organizations 

 Organizations often use a combination of different leadership development initiatives to 

cultivate pools of leadership talent. Four commonly used methods are formal education, 

assessment, interpersonal relationships, and job experiences (Noe, 2008). Formal education 

consists of on or off-site programs intended to educate employees such as Master of Business 

Administration (MBA) programs, and consultant led short courses. Though popular, the 

effectiveness of these programs is unclear, as transfer to on-the-job performance is rarely 

measured. Assessment is the collection of information regarding employees’ attitudes, behaviors 

or skills, and is usually coupled with feedback on employees’ strengths and weaknesses (Brown 

& Sitzmann, 2011; Noe, 2008). One common type of assessment tool is the multi-source, or 

“360-degree” feedback assessment, which collects information from multiple sources connected 

to the employee, such as managers, peers, direct reports, and others. The collection of multiple 

sources is believed to provide a more comprehensive perspective on leaders’ performance, as 

each source is believed to observe behaviors that are uniquely related to their own success (Craig 

& Hannum, 2006). Although multi source feedback tools are popular in practice, research shows 

mixed results for their effectiveness on enhancing performance (Smither, London, & Reilly, 

2005). The intermediate processes between feedback and development (reactions to feedback, 

goal setting, development action) are thought to be critical factors for improving performance 

(Smither et al., 2005). Interpersonal relationships are a third method used to develop employees, 

and involves employees learning from more experienced members of the organization. Two 

developmental interpersonal relationships are mentorships and coaching. Mentorships are formal 
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or informal one-to-one relationships between a less senior and more senior employee. Research 

suggests that mentoring relationships have valuable impact on employee affective outcomes and 

provide employees with career and psychosocial support (Brown & Sitzmann, 2011). Coaching 

involves an individual (consultant, peer, manager) motivating, encouraging, or guiding an 

employee through feedback and reinforcement. Research on coaching relationships in the context 

of developmental programs suggest that employees who receive coaching after 360-degree 

feedback are more likely to seek advice on how to improve, set specific goals, and improve 

overall than those that did not receive coaching (Smither, London, Flautt, Vargas, & Kucine, 

2003). The final method is the most commonly used method by organizations and is job 

experiences. Job experiences are relationships, problems, demands, tasks, and other aspects of 

the job that employees experience. Job experiences can occur in a variety of ways such as job 

enlargements, job rotations, promotions, temporary assignments, projects and volunteer work. 

The “stretch” required from employees to meet the demands of their new job situation is 

believed to develop their skills, particularly when there is a discrepancy between employees’ 

skillsets and the challenges of the job (McCauley, Ruderman, Ohlott, & Morrow, 1994). 

Individuals under these unfamiliar circumstances employ tactics outside of their usual repertoire 

and acquire practical skills, and strategies from these experiences that they can apply to similar 

managerial challenges in the future. Much of the research on developmental job experiences was 

conducted by researchers at the Center for Creative Leadership and shows that developmental 

job experiences provide a significant amount of learning and development for managers. Their 

work provides an often-cited, and well-supported framework for identifying aspects of job 
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experiences that lead to learning, or in other words, the developmental components of job 

experiences.  

Developmental Components of Job Experiences 

 Prior to the Center for Creative Leadership studies in the late 1980s, much of the early 

work on the developmental components of job experiences were either primarily qualitative or 

focused on a limited number of job experiences. For example, Davies and Easterby-Smith’s 

(1984) conclusion that developmental job experiences contained a significant element of novelty 

was based on a synthesis of 90-minute interviews with 60 managers. Although the responses 

were rich, the sample size was not large enough to test for statistical differences in novelty 

experienced between managers reporting developmental experiences (n =13) and managers 

reporting no developmental experiences (n = 37). Nicholson (1984) used a more quantitative 

research method involving longitudinal study designs, and pre and posttests, and developed a 

framework for identifying factors that predict personal development in new work roles. He 

identified role novelty and desire of feedback as two factors predicting personal development. 

Though his framework was based on more methodologically rigorous research than others at the 

time, it applied solely to job transitions, which are experiences in which employees disengage 

from previous roles and enter new ones. The framework does not consider job situations in 

which roles remain unchanged, but the challenges associated with the roles have, such as jobs 

that expand in scope, or jobs that require new and important decisions to be made (e.g. decisions 

involving a reduction in employees). Although the preceding research studies provided some 

initial insights into factors associated with development (e.g. novelty predicting learning) they 

either suffer from methodological limitations or are restricted to specific job experiences. To 

establish a more comprehensive and robust framework of developmental components of job 
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experiences, at the Center for Creative Leadership synthesized the findings across the existing 

literature on developmental job experiences and used mixed research methods.  

 McCauley et al. (1994), identified 15 developmental components based on a synthesis of 

the literature and a factor analysis of their Developmental Challenge Profile, which was an 

inventory designed to measure the key elements of developmental jobs as described by McCall, 

Lombardo, and Morrison (1988). The inventory contained 155 items drawn from interviews with 

191 executives describing developmental aspects of managerial jobs. McCauley et al. (1994) 

categorized the developmental job components into three broad categories: job transitions, task-

related challenges, and obstacles. Job transitions were defined as a change in work role, such as a 

change in job content, status, or location. Task-related challenges were less person dependent 

than job transitions and related to the problems and dilemmas stemming from the task itself. 

Obstacles were contextual factors related to the job itself and involved obstacles faced on the job 

such as having a difficult boss or working under difficult economic situations (i.e. economic 

recession). Subsequent confirmatory factor analyses on new samples found supporting evidence 

for the three higher order factors, but validity tests comparing the relationship of developmental 

job components to assessments of on-the-job learning, and psychological states associated with 

internal motivation (Hackman & Oldman, 1976) provided support for only two of the three 

factors (job transitions, and task-related characteristics). Further iterations of the framework 

eliminated the obstacles dimension as well as other developmental components deemed to be 

problematic, or less central to the framework, and involved restructuring of previous dimensions 

as well as the addition of two new job components. The resulting and most modern configuration 

of the framework contains five clusters that represent challenging aspects of managerial work: 

experiencing a job transition (unfamiliar responsibilities), creating change, managing at high 
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levels of responsibility, managing boundaries, and dealing with diversity (McCauley, Ohlott, & 

Ruderman, 2015; Van Velsor, McCauley, & Ruderman, 2010).  

 Experiencing a job transition is a lasting cluster from the early iterations of the 

framework, and as previously mentioned, describes a change in work role, such as a change in 

job content, status, or location, and often take place when transitioning from one function to 

another, such as from sales to marketing. Transitions often involve unfamiliar responsibilities 

and are developmental to the extent that they require new strategies and skills on behalf of the 

manager to resolve challenges. 

 The second cluster identified by McCauley et al. (2015) is creating change and describes 

experiences that call for decisions and actions to be made under conditions of uncertainty and 

ambiguity such as taking the organization in a new direction or reducing staff. Often in these 

experiences the goals and responsibilities of the jobs are clearly defined but leaders are given 

freedom to decide how to achieve their goals. The freedom to maneuver outside the constraints 

of existing systems and procedures and the demand for change are believed to foster new 

methods and ideas that eventually supplant previously existing ones (Davies & Easterby-Smith, 

1984).  

 The third cluster is managing at high levels of responsibility, and describes experiences 

with high levels of breadth, visibility, and complexity such as expansions in scope, larger 

budgets, etc. The complexity of challenges in these experiences forces managers to incorporate 

different perspectives and consider enterprise-wide consequences and trade-offs. Furthermore, 

the level of responsibility and visibility associated with these experiences increases the impact 

and scrutiny of managerial decisions, motivating managers to work harder and improve their 

skills in order to succeed.  
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 The fourth cluster, managing boundaries, involves working across lateral boundaries or 

groups over which one has no direct authority, such as working with vendors or labor agencies. 

These experiences force managers to deal with multiple parties with competing demands and 

thereby build their relationship building and conflict resolution skills.  

 The final cluster identified by McCauley et al. (2015) is dealing with diversity and 

subsumes two developmental components added since the original iteration of the framework in 

1994. Dealing with diversity involves dealing with and managing people from different 

backgrounds and experiences as well as working across long distances and different time zones. 

Managers in these situations are forced to work with individuals from different backgrounds, 

values, and experiences, and thereby learn to understand business and workplace issues from 

different perspectives. 

 A large body of research supports the validity of the five clusters in predicting 

development and on-the-job learning. Much of the early research on the developmental 

components found the first four clusters to be related to self-perceptions of managerial 

development and learning across key managerial responsibilities and competencies (setting and 

implementing agendas, handling relationships, basic values, executive temperament, and 

personal insight). Furthermore, they were positively correlated with positive psychological states 

(challenge appraisals), indicating that these experiences are appraised as having potential for 

growth, mastery, or gain, as opposed to personal harm or loss (Folkman & Lazarus, 1985). More 

recent research by Dragoni, Tesluk, Russell, and Oh (2009) found significant correlations (r = 

.28) between managerial competencies, and access to developmental assignments and quality of 

developmental assignments beyond tenure. Furthermore, De Pater, Van Vianen, Bechtoldt, and 

Klehe (2009) found that employees who experienced challenging job experiences tended to 
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receive higher promotability ratings from their supervisors. To make sure these results were not a 

function of managers' impressions of employees’ promotability influencing supervisors’ 

assignment allocation decisions, they regressed the interaction of managerial decision latitude 

and challenging job experiences on employee promotability and found that the interaction term 

did not provide incremental validity above and beyond decision latitude and challenging job 

experiences as individual predictors. 

Developmental Job Experiences and Career Outcomes 

 Despite the strong correlations with development and learning, there is a dearth of 

research linking developmental job experiences to important career outcomes, more specifically 

employee performance, career advancement, and turnover. The limited research is particularly 

alarming considering that many organizations invest in the development of employees in hopes 

of increasing their in-role performance, as well as grooming them for future roles in the 

organization. Furthermore, many employees accept these experiences hoping that the 

development and human capital gained from them will lead to positive career outcomes (e.g. 

improved performance and promotions). The few studies investigating the relationship between 

career outcomes and developmental job experiences have been hampered by methodological 

limitations (Chow, Lo, Sha, & Hong, 2006; Hurley & Sonnenfeld, 1998; Konrad & Cannings, 

1997; Lyness & Thompson, 2000; Preenen, De Pater, Van Vianen, & Keijzer, 2011). For 

example, previous studies looking at the relationship between developmental job experiences and 

career outcomes such as performance (Chow et al., 2006) and turnover (Preenen et al., 2011) 

have relied on self-reports of employee performance and turnover respectively. Self-reports of 

performance and turnover are subject to self-enhancing biases which can manifest themselves 

into inflated performance ratings and lower reports of turnover in a career outcomes context.  
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 Furthermore, the few studies looking at the relationship between developmental job 

experiences and career advancement were hampered by limited sample sizes, subjective 

measures of career facilitators, and non-generalizable samples. For example, Lyness and 

Thompson (2000) found that developmental job experiences facilitated the careers of successful 

executives but used self-report ratings to measure perceptions of career facilitation. Regression 

analyses testing the relationship between self-reported developmental experiences and career 

advancement in the same study found only one of the six developmental experiences measured 

(managing a diverse business) to be significantly associated with career success after controlling 

for human capital variables such as age, education, organizational tenure, and gender, but used a 

limited sample size. In Green’s (1991) overview of the procedures used to determine regression 

sample sizes, he recommends researchers use a sample size greater than 50 +8m (where m is the 

number of predictors) to detect moderate effects. The regression analysis conducted by Lyness 

and Thompson was based on a sample size of 104 executives and fell below Green’s (1991) 

suggested sample size for detecting moderate effects in regression analyses with multiple 

predictors (50 + 8 [10] = 130 executives). The inadequate sample size likely limited the power of 

the analyses (and likely affected the statistical significance of the findings), a note acknowledge 

by the authors (Lyness & Thompson, 2000 p. 98).  

 Other studies looking at the relationship between developmental job experiences and 

career advancement used a larger sample size but operationalized developmental job experiences 

as only one or two types of experiences. For example, Konrad and Cannings (1997) 

operationalized developmental job experiences as job rotations and found conflicting results. 

They found that the number of job rotations were negatively correlated with employee level, but 

positively related to employee promotions. Furthermore, Hurley and Sonnenfeld (1998) found 
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the proportion of years spent in corporate headquarters to the total time spent before entry into 

middle management and the proportion of years spent in line (functional areas that directly 

advance the organization’s core work, e.g. sales; Gitman & McDaniel, 2007) positions to the 

total time spent before entry into middle management were both positively correlated with 

selection into top management, but within the context of an organization with an internal labor 

market. In these organizations, all employees are hired at lower levels and are promoted from 

within and maintaining employees is very important, which makes internal career advancement 

more likely than it would be in organizations with external labor markets. It is difficult to tell if 

this same trend would exist in companies that also recruit and select employees for non-entry 

level positions from external labor markets and require employees to compete with internal and 

external employees for scarce resources (e.g. senior level roles).  

 As mentioned previously, the limited research on the relationship between developmental 

job experiences and career outcomes leaves a gap in our knowledge on how challenging 

experiences lead to in-role productivity, selection into more senior levels of the organization, and 

increased employee retention. It is critical to fill this gap considering that both developmental job 

experiences and career outcomes such as performance, promotions, and employee retention are 

perceived as valued rewards by employees. This research will extend our knowledge of this 

phenomenon and address the limitations of previous studies in five ways.  

 First, by using supervisor ratings of performance as opposed to self-ratings of 

 performance as was done in previous studies (Chow et al., 2006), I will enhance the reliability of 

the performance metric. Previous studies using self-ratings of performance were more 

susceptible to leniency biases and resulted in non-normal distributions of performance (Chow et 

al., 2006). Non-normal distributions of performance, particularly those that are negatively 
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skewed, attenuate the correlation between developmental job experiences and performance 

because they restrict the range in performance scores (Gatewood, Field, & Barrick, 2011). 

Although supervisor ratings are also susceptible to leniency biases, they are considerably less 

prone to inflated ratings than self or peer ratings and are more highly correlated with external 

criteria of performance, suggesting that they are still valid measures of performance (Atkins & 

Wood, 2002; Becker & Klimoski, 1989; Beehr, Ivanitskaya, Hansen, Erofeev, & Gudanowski, 

2001; Harris & Schaubroeck, 1988; Heidemeier, 2005). Furthermore, the supervisor ratings that 

will be used in this study are calibrated across the participating organization as part of their 

performance appraisal process in order to produce a normal distribution, further reducing 

restriction of range. Moreover, supervisor ratings are superior to self-ratings of performance 

because they are more commonly used to measure performance in modern organizations than 

self-ratings, making them more externally valid measures of performance than self-ratings. 

 The second way this study will extend our knowledge of the relationship between 

developmental job experiences and career outcomes is by using organizational records of career 

movement as opposed to self-reported data to more objectively track employee turnover. 

Previous studies (Preenen et al., 2011) use self-reports of voluntary turnover to study the 

relationship between developmental job experiences and turnover, making reports of voluntary 

turnover in these studies more susceptible to social desirability biases and inaccuracies than 

would be if objective measures were used. For example, Preenen et al. (2011) asked respondents 

who reported changing jobs since Time 1 (in the past 2 years) of their longitudinal study whether 

or not the job change was voluntary. Because involuntary turnover is often viewed negatively, 

particularly in cases where employees are expelled due to inappropriate or illegal workplace 

activity, respondents are less likely to report its occurrence, and may even miscategorize such 
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turnover as voluntary to appear more favorable (King & Bruner, 2000; Zerbe & Paulhus, 1987). 

As a result, overall turnover may be under reported, and in cases where turnover is reported, 

respondents may overreport that it was voluntary. The efforts of study participants to distort their 

responses to appear more favorable are likely to obscure the correlations between developmental 

job experiences and voluntary turnover (Zerbe & Paulhus, 1987). Organizational metrics of 

movement into and out of the company are less likely to suffer from these biases because 

participants do not report their own turnover. Instead, these data are recorded by a third-party, 

most often another employee, who is presumably less motivated by self-enhancement, and are 

later verified by multiple parties to ensure its accuracy.  

 The third way this study will extend our knowledge of the relationship between 

developmental job experiences and career outcomes is by using an adequate sample size to 

reduce type II error when hypothesis testing. Lyness and Thompson’s (2000) study testing the 

relationship between developmental job experiences and career advancement was underpowered 

and found only one (managing a diverse business) of the six developmental experience 

categories of interest (start-up, turning a business around, managing a downsizing, large scope, 

managing a diverse business, and nonauthority relationships) to be related to career success 

(organizational level and compensation). It is unclear whether the non-significant findings 

amongst the remaining predictors were indeed true nulls or false rejections as a result of the 

studies limited sample size. This study plans to address this gap by using a larger sample size 

that meets Green’s (1991) suggested recommendation for hypothesis testing with multiple 

predictors. 

 This study will also use data from an organization that recruits and selects employees for 

non-entry level positions from both an external and internal labor market as opposed to one that 
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only recruits and selects them from an internal labor market to incorporate the effects that 

external candidates might have on internal career advancement. Although previous studies 

conducted in internal labor markets provided valuable insights (those with more corporate and 

line experience that have advanced quickly in their careers or more likely to be promoted to 

senior levels in organizations with an internal labor market; Hurley & Sonnenfeld, 1998), it 

remains unclear whether these findings are unique to organizations with a similar labor market, 

or if they generalize to non-internal labor market organizations as well. 

 The final way in which this study will extend our knowledge of the relationship between 

developmental job experiences and career outcomes and address the shortcomings of previous 

studies is by adopting McCauley et al.’s (2015) framework of developmental experiences to 

examine a more comprehensive scope of developmental experiences than has been examined in 

previous studies. Although frameworks on the developmental components of jobs existed prior 

to McCauley et al.’s (2015) work (Nicholson, 1984), the literature was disjointed, and individual 

studies were limited in the variety of experiences examined. McCauley et al.’s (2015) framework 

provided the first comprehensive perspective of developmental job experiences by synthesizing 

the existing literature, and unlike much of the previous research (e.g. Davies & Easterby-Smith, 

1984) applied both quantitative and qualitative research techniques, to reach a more 

methodologically rigorous and comprehensive framework for understanding a variety of 

developmental job experiences. The framework is among the most referenced framework for 

studying developmental job experiences and is based on decades of research on leaders in 

Fortune 500 companies across the globe (Van Velsor et al., 2010).  

 Without sufficient research examining the relationship between developmental job 

experiences and career outcomes, organizations are left only to assume that challenging 
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experiences lead to in-role productivity, and success in more senior levels of the organization. 

Moreover, without such research it is unclear whether the human capital gained (e.g. skills, 

knowledge) from these experiences help retain talented employees or motivate them to capitalize 

on their enhanced value in the labor market and leave for another company (Preenen et al., 

2011). By addressing the limitations of previous research, I hope to identify experiences that 

manifest into measurable effects on on-the-job performance, are fundamental for advancement 

into higher roles, and contribute to employee retention.  

 Developmental job experiences and performance. According to McCauley et al. 

(1994) a job experience is developmental to the extent that it provides the opportunity and 

motivation for learning. The five developmental job experiences provide the opportunity for 

learning because they place employees in novel situations and are highly motivating because 

they are perceived as opportunities for personal growth or gain (opportunity to learn new skills, 

gain recognition, earn potential promotions), and in so doing are perceived as challenges as 

opposed to hindrances (LePine, Podsakoff, & Lepine, 2005). When employees see stressors as 

challenges, they are likely to respond with positive coping skills (increased effort, active problem 

solving). The conclusions drawn from these experiences are likely to aid employees in resolving 

similar problems in the future and thereby increase their skills and ultimately their performance. 

Therefore, I hypothesize that developmental job experiences will positively predict job 

performance. 

 

Hypothesis 1: Developmental job experiences in the form of (a) experiencing a job transition 

(unfamiliar responsibilities), (b) creating change, (c) managing at high levels of responsibility, 

(d) managing boundaries, and (e) dealing with diversity will positively predict job performance. 
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 Developmental job experiences and career advancement. According to Becker’s 

(1962) human capital theory, individuals compete with each other for fair rewards and are judged 

solely on the bases of their credentials and contributions. The accumulated skills and experience 

gained from developmental job experiences contribute to employees’ credentials as competent 

and qualified employees. Furthermore, successful completion of these challenges helps highlight 

the contributions employees have made to the organization. Thus, employees experiencing 

developmental job experiences are likely to be seen as valuable assets to the company and are 

likely to be rewarded accordingly with offers for higher roles within the organization. Therefore, 

I hypothesize that developmental job experiences will positively predict career advancement.  

 

Hypothesis 2: Developmental job experiences in the form of (a) experiencing a job transition 

(unfamiliar responsibilities), (b) creating change, (c) managing at high levels of responsibility, 

(d) managing boundaries, and (e) dealing with diversity will positively predict career 

advancement. 

 

 Developmental job experiences and voluntary turnover. As mentioned previously, 

employees experiencing developmental job experiences are likely to be rewarded with 

considerations for promotions. The potential for internal career growth are likely to motivate 

employees experiencing these developmental challenges to remain with the organization and 

thereby reduce their desire to quit. Furthermore, challenging experiences are often viewed as 

rewards themselves. These rewards can be seen by employees as tokens of appreciation, or signs 

the organization is invested in them, and therefore consider them a valued asset. Employees that 

do not receive these rewards are likely to perceive themselves as undervalued compared to their 
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peers and see their potential for internal advancement within the organization as bleak. This will 

likely influence employees to consider alterative opportunities for employment where they might 

gain more favorable opportunities for career advancement. Therefore, I hypothesize that 

developmental job experiences will negatively predict voluntary turnover.  

 

Hypothesis 3: Developmental job experiences in the form of (a) experiencing a job transition 

(unfamiliar responsibilities), (b) creating change, (c) managing at high levels of responsibility, 

(d) managing boundaries, and (e) dealing with diversity will negatively predict turnover. 

 In summary, because developmental job experiences provide the opportunity to learn and 

are highly motivating, employees are likely to develop under these experiences and as a result 

receive more favorable performance ratings. With the increased skill-set and experience of these 

employees, they are likely to be seen as valuable assets to the company and be rewarded with 

higher roles within the organization. The potential for internal career growth are likely to 

motivate employees experiencing these developmental challenges to remain with the 

organization and reduce their desire to quit, while also motivating others who do not receive such 

rewards to seek other opportunities for advancement in other organizations, and to quit. 

Method 

Sample and Procedure 

Participants were 12,621 managers from a global consumer goods company. All 

participants were full-time employees, and all of their information was obtained through the 

participating organization’s employee databases. Managers in the sample worked in a variety of 

different functions including sales, finance, marketing, research and development, supply chain, 

and human resources across several global regions. Managers had a mean age of 43.46 years (SD 
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= 8.42). Sixty two percent of managers were male and 72% were white. Managers were 

generally well educated with 67% holding Bachelor’s degrees and 23% holding advanced 

degrees.  

The managers in this study differed in organizational level ranging from associate 

managers at the lowest managerial level to senior vice presidents at the highest managerial level. 

In total there were seven distinct organizational levels represented in the sample: associate 

managers, managers, senior managers, directors, senior directors, vice presidents, senior vice 

presidents. The levels could be categorized into three leadership groups, front line managers, 

middle managers, and senior executives, and although the level of responsibility within each 

group increased with ascension up the hierarchy, each level within a respective leadership group 

shared similar roles and duties with each other. At the lowest leadership group level were front 

line managers, which include associate managers, managers, and senior managers, each with 

increasing levels of status and responsibility respectively. All managers within this group were 

responsible for supervision of employees that were directly responsible for the production or 

delivery of the organization’s output (products, services, etc.; Reh, 2019). Common duties 

embodying front line managers included organizing the objectives and priorities of the team and 

communicating it to staff, administering resources as necessary to ensure delivery of objectives, 

complying with policy and legislation, and scheduling meetings regularly to ensure adequate 

progress towards team goals (Reh, 2019). The next highest leadership group of managers were 

middle managers, and included directors, and senior directors, each also with increasing levels of 

status and responsibility respectively. Directors and senior directors were responsible for at least 

two levels of junior staff (Aucoin, 1989), and their main duties included fostering an effective 

work environment, establishing the team’s work flow, ensuring that subordinates abide by 
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organizational rules, leading people and reporting to senior management (Zhang, Tsui, Song, Li, 

& Jia, 2008). Compared to line managers, middle managers receive greater salary, benefits, and 

had closer proximity to boardroom discussions (Dance, 2011). The highest leadership group in 

this sample were senior executives, and included vice presidents and senior vice presidents, each 

with increasing levels of status and responsibility respectively as well. Senior executives led the 

organization’s products or geographic units, and their duties typically included implementing the 

organization’s strategy, managing the demands of stakeholders, and in certain instances 

allocating the funding of specific projects (Hancewitz, 2008; Menz, 2012). Unlike, middle 

managers, and front-line managers, senior executives focused less on day to day activities, and 

more on establishing and pursuing the corporation’s objectives (Menz, 2012).  

Measures 

Job performance. Performance was measured through the organization’s annual 

supervisory performance appraisal. Performance appraisals were based on employees’ execution 

on a series of predetermined objectives established at the beginning of the year and were rated on 

a five-point scale, ranging from 1 (did not meet most objectives) to 5 (significantly exceeded 

most objectives). Supervisors rated employees on two dimensions: business outcomes (task 

performance), and people outcomes (relational performance). These ratings were then calibrated 

across the organization to produce a normal distribution. I tested hypotheses 1a - 1e using the 

individual performance dimensions as separate outcomes, as well as the summed performance 

score across both dimensions as an additional outcome (overall performance).  

Career advancement. Researchers commonly determine career advancement based on 

the number of promotions or the highest organizational level one attains in their career (Hurley 

& Sonnenfeld, 1998; Konrad & Cannings, 1997; Lyness & Thompson, 2000). The focal 



20 

 

organization in this study recruited and selected employees for non-entry level positions through 

both the internal and external labor market allowing for employees to enter the organization at 

different organizational levels. Under these circumstances, employees who entered the 

organization at their current organizational level inherently reflected less promotions than their 

peers who entered the organization from lower levels. Moreover, because the level at which 

employees entered the organization influenced their number of promotions, it could have 

potentially confounded the relationship between developmental job experiences and promotions. 

Organizational level, on the other hand, captured employees’ career advancement irrespective of 

their level of entry into the organization, and made for a less contaminated measure of career 

advancement. Therefore, career advancement was measured using organizational level (1 = 

Associate Manager, 2 = Manager, 3 = Senior Manager, 4 = Director, 5 = Senior Director, 6 = 

Vice President, 7 = Senior Vice President). 

Developmental job experiences. The focal organization established an internal list of 

developmental job experiences identified as key to internal career growth and employee 

development. Employees were familiarized with the company’s list of developmental job 

experiences as part of the organization’s onboarding process and encouraged to discuss these 

experiences with their managers during semi-annual career conversations. Employees were then 

encouraged to record the developmental job experiences gained throughout their career, 

including those gained prior to joining the organization, in an internal employee tracking system 

and were provided guiding resources (brochures, etc.) to ensure these experiences were recorded 

accurately. Employees’ supervisors and human resource professionals were able to review this 

information for accuracy and could contact the employee to correct any errors. 



21 

 

The organization’s developmental job experiences were categorized into two broad 

clusters: people/leadership, and broadening. People/leadership experiences emphasize people, 

strategic or financial leadership development opportunities, and broadening experiences 

emphasize the development of new and wide-ranging perspectives. Each broad cluster contained 

multiple individual experiences, similar to the hierarchical structure outlined in McCauley et al.’s 

(2015) framework. Though similar in structure and to an extent content, the organization’s 

experiences were more narrow in scope than the developmental job experiences. For example, 

one such experience - leading multiple functions, was similar to but more narrow than the 

managing boundaries experience listed in McCauley et al.’s (2015) framework, which itself 

might entail such an experience as the former. Furthermore, the focal organization’s experiences 

were not mutually exclusive to a single developmental job experience in McCauley et. al.’s 

framework. For example, managing boundaries and managing at high levels of responsibility 

both might entail leading multiple functions. The developmental job experiences from the focal 

organization then might be conceived as job assignments from which developmental job 

experiences might be gained. Assuming this perspective, it then became necessary to identify the 

developmental job experiences that each job assignment was likely to provide through a mapping 

task. Job assignments that were successfully mapped to (believed to provide) developmental job 

experience clusters in McCauley et al.’s (2015) framework were summed within each cluster to 

capture the total number of developmental job experiences for employees in each respective 

cluster. 

Subject matter expert mapping task. Fourteen subject matter experts (SME) were 

selected to participate in the mapping task. SMEs were I/O practitioners and/or academics with 

advanced degrees. Ninety percent of SMEs were white, 62% were male, and their mean age was 
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43 (SD = 15.19). During the mapping task, I first presented SMEs with the job assignments 

within each cluster of the focal organizations framework and the developmental job experiences 

from McCauley et al.’s (2015) framework respectively (see Tables A1 and A2 respectively). I 

then instructed SMEs to indicate the developmental job experiences from McCauley et al.’s 

(2015) framework that each assignment was likely to provide. I also provided SMEs with the 

definition and an example of each job assignment and developmental job experience respectively 

to better illustrate its meaning. Previous research using similar mapping tasks retained only those 

items that were assigned to specific theoretical dimensions at least 50% of the time (Bernardin, 

1977; Bernardin, LaShells, Smith, & Alvares, 1976; Goodman & Santos, 2006; Kinicki, Heyl, & 

Callarman, 1986). Consistent with this approach, only job assignments from the focal 

organization that were mapped to a developmental job experience in McCauley et al.’s (2015) 

framework by at least half of the SMEs were considered to be successfully matched. Once the 

SMEs completed the mapping task at the dimension level, I rolled up the dimensional mappings 

to the cluster level, such that any employee experiencing a job assignment successfully mapped 

to a developmental job experience in McCauley et al.’s (2015) framework will be identified as 

experiencing a developmental job experience in its corresponding cluster.  

 Voluntary Turnover. Voluntary turnover was operationalized as the departure from an 

organization despite having the opportunity to remain (Preenen et al., 2011; Price, 1977; Wright 

& Cropanzano, 1998). The termination status of each employee was obtained through the 

organization’s database and coded (0 = not voluntary, 1 = voluntary) to capture voluntary 

turnover. 

 Human Capital. As mentioned previously, human capital has been shown to predict a 

variety of career outcomes (e.g. performance, promotions, turnover, etc.; Becker, 1962; Ng & 
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Feldman, 2010; Ng, Eby, Sorensen, & Feldman, 2005). To account for the impact of human 

capital on the criterion, I controlled for a variety of human capital variables that have shown to 

be predictive of the career outcomes of interest, including age, tenure, gender, education, and 

employee potential (Chan, Mai, Kuok, & Kong, 2016; Ng & Feldman, 2009; Ng & Feldman, 

2010; Strober, 1990; Waldman & Avolio, 1986). 

 Tenure was operationalized as the number of years of continued employment in the 

organization. Education was operationalized as the highest level of education attained as 

indicated by the organization’s records (1 = High School Diploma/GED, 2 = Associate, 3 = 

Bachelor, 4 = Graduate). Employee potential was operationalized as the employees’ potential 

rating as assigned by their supervisors. Supervisors assigned potential ratings to team members 

on a five-point scale (1 = Too soon to Call, 2 = Performance Concern, 3 = Critical Professional, 

4 = Key Contributor, 5 = High Potential). This scale was converted to a four-point scale (1 = 

Performance Concern, 2 = Critical Professional, 3 = Key Contributor, 4 = High Potential) to 

account for employees whose potential was too soon to call (i.e. just started a new position, just 

received a new manager, etc.). A score of “1” was the lowest possible potential score and 

indicates a performance concern and represents someone who performed lower than 

expectations. A score of “2” indicated a critical professional and represented an employee with 

deep subject matter expertise or critical business relationships that was difficult to replace. These 

professionals might advance to other roles but mainly in their specialized area or function. A 

score of “3” indicated key contributors and represented employees that performed consistently 

and had potential for advancing to one level above their current role, or to other roles at the same 

level. A score of “4” indicated a high potential employee and represented someone with the 
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ability and motivation to advance into roles two levels higher. High potential employees 

typically advanced at an accelerated pace in this organization. 

Results 

 Table 1 provides the means, standard deviations, coefficient alphas, and intercorrelations 

for the predictor and dependent variables of the sample. The analyses that follow relied on 

hierarchical linear modeling (HLM; Hypothesis 1a-e), hierarchical linear regression (HLR; 

Hypothesis 2a-e) and hierarchical logistic regression (HLR; Hypothesis 3a-e). For each 

hypothesis test, the control variables were entered into the model in Step 1 of the model building 

process (reduced model), followed by the developmental job experiences in Step 2 (full model) 

using simultaneous entry. 

Subject Matter Expert Mapping Task 

 Table 2 displays the results of the SME mapping task. The table shows the developmental 

job experience clusters and dimensions from McCauley et al.’s (2015) framework, the job 

assignments believed to provide these experiences as indicated by at least half of SMEs, and the 

percentage of SMEs that believed the experience was gleaned from the job assignment. 

Percentages ranged from 50% to 100% indicating moderate to high agreement. Dealing with 

diversity was believed to be gained through the largest variety of job assignments (n = 10), while 

managing boundaries was believed to be gained through the smallest variety of experiences (n = 

5).  
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Table 1 

Means, standard deviations, and intercorrelations between predictor and dependent variables 

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 

                  

1. Age 43.46 8.42                               

                                    

2. Tenure 12.13 8.49 .62**                             

                                    

3. Gendera 1.62 0.49 .14** .14**                           

                                    

4. Education 3.05 0.73 -.09** -.19** -.06**                         

                                    

5. Potential 3.18 0.63 -.42** -.23** -.06** .07**                       

                                    

6. Job Transition 1.16 1.16 .02* -.06** -.06** .07** .04**                     

                                    

7. Creating Change 2.13 1.29 .06** .06** .05** -.00 .05** .43**                   

                                    

8. Managing at High 

Levels of 

Responsibility 

1.36 1.10 .08** .01 -.03** .03** .04** .49** .66**                 

                                    

9. Managing 

Boundaries 
0.76 0.90 -.02** -.03** -.08** .07** .09** .66** .28** .39**               

                                    

10. Dealing With 

Diversity 
2.00 1.44 .05** -.01 .00 .03* .07** .65** .64** .69** .47**             

                                    

11. Task Performance 3.28 0.65 -.04** -.08** -.04** .03* .08** .03** .01 .05** .01 .03**           

                                    

12. Relational 

Performance 
3.32 0.57 -.13** -.02 -.03** -.01 .22** -.00 .02* .00 .03* .01 .09**         

                                    

13. Overall 
Performance 

6.60 0.90 -.11** -.07** -.04** .01 .19** .02 .02 .04** .02* .03** .78** .69**       

                                    

14. Career 

Advancement 
3.83 1.48 .29** .19** .03** .10** .07** .25** .23** .29** .27** .29** .01 .03** .02*     

                                    

15. Turnoverb 0.19 0.39 .01 -.10** .02 .03* -.12** .03** -.01 -.01 .01 .02* -.04** -.09** -.09** .01   

                                    

16. Voluntary 

Turnoverc 
0.72 0.45 -.35** -.31** -.07** .03 .30** .02 -.03 .00 .07** -.02 .22** .30** .32** -.09** -.08** 

                                    

Note. M and SD are used to represent mean and standard deviation, respectively. *p<.05. **p<.01. a 1 = female, 2 = male. b 0 = no turnover, 1 = turnover.  c 0 =  involuntary turnover, 1 = voluntary 

turnover. 
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Table 2 

Results of SME Mapping Task 

Developmental Job 

Experience Cluster 

Developmental Job 

Experience 

Dimension 

Focal Organization’s Job 

Assignmentsa 

Percent of 

SMEs Selecting 

Experience  

1. Job Transitions Unfamiliar 

Responsibilities 

Being assigned to oversee a 

type of project or initiative 

with which one has no 

previous experience. 

100% 

Being assigned to a new 

product or service category 

where one has no previous 

experience. 

93% 

Working across multiple 

business functions that include 

areas outside of one’s core 

competence. 

86% 

Leading multiple functions. 64% 

Working in a non-native 

culture or geographical region. 

64% 

Managing via matrix (cross-

functional) relationships 

where one has no formal 

authority. 

50% 

2. Creating Change New Directions Leading at the global or 

enterprise level. 

64% 

Being assigned to a new 

product or service category 

where one has no previous 

experience. 

50% 

Being assigned to oversee a 

type of project or initiative 

with which one has no 

previous experience. 

50% 

Inherited Problems Leading professionals or other 

managers. 

50% 

Problems with 

Employees 

Leading professionals or other 

managers. 

64% 

Leading front line employees 57% 

Leading multiple functions. 50% 

3. Managing at High 

Levels of 

Responsibility 

High Stakes Leading at the global or 

enterprise level. 

79% 

Working in corporate 
headquarters. 

71% 

Scope and Scale Leading multiple functions. 86% 

Managing a multi-market unit. 79% 

Working across multiple 

business functions that include 

areas outside of one’s core 

competence. 

79% 
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Table 2 (continued) 

  Leading at the global or 

enterprise level. 

79% 

  Leading professionals or other 

managers. 

50% 

4. Managing 

Boundaries 

External Pressure Working in a field position 

(i.e. outside corporate 

headquarters). 

57% 

Managing a multi-market unit. 50% 

Influence Without 

Authority  

Managing via matrix (cross-

functional) relationships 

where one has no formal 

authority. 

93% 

Being assigned to a new 

product or service category 

where one has no previous 

experience. 

57% 

Working in corporate 

headquarters. 

57% 

5. Dealing With 

Diversity 

Work Across 

Cultures 

Working in a non-native 

culture or geographical region. 

100% 

Leading at the global or 

enterprise level. 

79% 

Managing a multi-market unit. 64% 

Work Group 

Diversity 

Managing a multi-market unit. 71% 

Leading front line employees 64% 

Leading multiple functions. 64% 

Working in a non-native 

culture or geographical region. 

64% 

Leading professionals or other 

managers. 

57% 

Managing via matrix (cross-

functional) relationships 

where one has no formal 

authority. 

57% 

Leading at the global or 

enterprise level. 

57% 

    

Note. Only job assignments from the focal organization believed to provide an experience as indicated 

by at least half of SMEs are displayed within each cluster. 
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Hypothesis Tests 

Hypothesis 1 

 Hypothesis 1a - 1e, which predicted that developmental job experiences in the form of (a) 

experiencing a job transition (unfamiliar responsibilities), (b) creating change, (c) managing at 

high levels of responsibility, (d) managing boundaries, and (e) dealing with diversity, would 

positively predict job performance was tested using HLM. As mentioned previously, 

performance ratings in the focal organization are calibrated within managerial level and function 

to produce a normal distribution. Furthermore, because supervisors only rate their respective 

subordinates, employees themselves are nested within the individual supervisors rating them. As 

a result, the performance rating system assumes a four-level nested structure in which employees 

(level 1) are nested within supervisors (level 2), managerial level (level 3), and job functions 

(level 4). HLM accounts for the dependence of observational units on the macro units under 

which they are nested, reducing the likelihood of correlated errors, underestimation of standard 

error, and increased type I error, and is therefore particularly suitable for testing effects of our 

predictors on performance ratings attributable to a nested performance rating process like that 

described in the focal organization (O’Dwyer & Parker, 2014). Furthermore, HLM partitions 

sources of variability in the dependent variable both within and between groups, explaining 

variance due to within-group factors (e.g. developmental job experiences), and between group 

factors (e.g. supervisor rater; Lee & Bryk, 1989), reducing the likelihood of erroneous 

conclusions. 

 I tested hypothesis 1 using business, relational, and overall performance ratings as three 

separate performance outcomes. For each respective outcome, I first ran a fully unconditional 

model, in which no term other than the intercept was included at any level (Curran, 2000;  
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Table 3 

Variance Component Estimates for Performance in Four-Level Hierarchical Linear Models 

 Performance in the following Dimensions: 

 Task 

Performance 

 Relational 

Performance 

 Overall 

Performance 

Performance      

Between job function 0.02** 

(0.01) 

 0.00* 

(0.00) 

 0.01* 

(0.00) 

      

Between managerial level 

within job functions  

0.00 

(0.00) 

 0.00 

(0.00) 

 0.00 

(0.00) 

      

Between supervisor raters 

within managerial level 

0.06*** 

(0.01) 

 0.03*** 

(0.00) 

 0.10*** 

(0.01) 

      

Between employees within 

supervisor raters 

0.35*** 

(0.01) 

 0.29*** 

(0.01) 

 0.71*** 

(0.01) 

      

Model Fit      

AIC 19438.6  16971.0  26265.9 

BIC 19442.4  16976.1  26270.9 

Note. Values based on SAS PROC Mixed. Entries show parameter estimates with standard 

errors in parentheses. Estimation Method = ML; Between-within degrees of freedom. all 

estimates are from fitting separate multilevel models for the three performance outcomes. 

*p<.05. **p<.01. ***p<.001. 

 

Nezlek, 2001), to test for significant variation in performance at the four levels on the three 

outcome variables respectively. The fully unconditional model for predicting all three 

performance outcomes revealed significant variation in performance at all levels except for 

managerial level (Table 3). Therefore, the fully unconditional model indicated that there was 

sufficient evidence to proceed with a three level model of performance in which employees were 

nested within managers who themselves were nested within job functions.  

 Next I ran three separate ANCOVA models with random effects, referred to here as the 

reduced models of performance, to test if there was a within-group (supervisor rater) relationship 

between the human capital variables and each performance indicator respectively, and to 

determine how much within-group variance each respective human capital variable accounted 
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for1. I grand mean centered on age and tenure because a value of zero (indicating no age or 

tenure) was not meaningful in the context of this study, which examined performance amongst 

adult employees with non-zero tenure values (adult employees employed with the organization 

for any length of time). Grand mean centering on age and tenure indicated what the expected 

performance of employees would be when their age and tenure was the average age and tenure 

across all employees respectively. In addition to its interpretive benefits, grand mean centering 

on age and tenure and avoiding an intercept of zero reduced the likelihood of the respective 

predictor-performance (e.g. age-performance) slopes and predictor-intercepts (e.g. age-intercept) 

being negatively correlated (Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002). In level 1 of each ANCOVA model, the 

intercept, β0ij, is defined as the expected level of performance for person i. Gender, education and 

potential rating values were each subtracted by one to yield meaningful intercept values. The 

individual predictor-performance (e.g. age-task performance) slopes, β1, β2, β3, β4, β5, are the 

expected changes in the performance indicators associated with a unit increase in the human 

capital variables, more specifically, age, tenure, gender, education, and potential rating 

respectively. The error term, rit, represents a unique effect associated with person i (e.g., how 

much that individual’s performance increases with a unit increase in age). The individual 

intercepts (β0i) and slopes (β1) become the outcome variables in the level 2 equations, where the 

average performance level for the sample at the predictor score of zero for non-centered 

variables and at the mean score for centered variables is represented by 00 and the average 

change in performance with an increase in age, tenure, gender, education, and potential rating for 

 

 

 

 

 
1 Random coefficient models revealed little to no variability around the predictor-performance slopes for any of the 

performance outcomes, therefore only the ANCOVA model is reported here. 
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the sample is represented by 10, 20, 30, 40, 50 respectively. The extent to which people vary 

from the sample average of performance is represented by u0i.  

 After testing for the within-group relationship between the human capital variables and 

each performance indicator in the reduced models, I added the developmental job experiences to 

the ANCOVA model in Step 2 of each respective model to test if there was a within-group 

relationship between each developmental job experience and each performance indicator 

respectively after controlling for the human capital variables and the other developmental job 

experiences, and to determine how much within-group variance each developmental job 

experience accounted for. These subsequent models are referred to as the full models of 

performance. The individual developmental job experience-performance (e.g. job transition-task 

performance) slopes in the full models, β6, β7, β8, β9, β10, are the expected changes in the 

performance indicators associated with a unit increase in the developmental job experience 

clusters experienced, more specifically, job transitions, creating change, managing at high levels 

of responsibility, managing boundaries, and dealing with diversity respectively and the average 

change in performance with an increase in job transitions, creating change, managing at high 

levels of responsibility, managing boundaries, and dealing with diversity experiences for the 

sample is represented by 60, 70, 80, 90, 100 respectively. The results of each model are 

discussed next. 

 Task Performance. The fully unconditional model for predicting task performance 

revealed 12.8% of the variability in task performance existed between supervisor raters (00 = 

0.05, z = 11.34, p < .001), 4.4% existed between job functions (000 = 0.02, z = 2.69, p = .004), 

and 82.8% (σ2 = 0.35, z = 58.11, p < .001) existed within supervisor raters (between employees 

reporting to the same manager; Table 4).  
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Table 4 

Estimates from Three-level Organizational Linear Models Predicting Performance (N =10436) 

 Performance in the following Dimensions: 

 Task Performance  Relational Performance  Overall Performance 

 Fully 

Unconditional 

Model 

Reduced Model Full 

Model 

 Fully 

Unconditional 

Model 

Reduced 

Model 

Full 

Model 

 Fully 

Unconditional 

Model 

Reduced Model Full 

Model 

Fixed Effects            

Intercept 3.32*** 

(0.03) 

3.10*** 

(0.05) 

3.09*** 

(0.06) 

 3.31*** 

(0.02) 

2.94*** 

(0.04) 

2.93*** 

(0.04) 

 6.63*** 

(0.03) 

6.04*** 

(0.05) 

6.02*** 

(0.06) 

Age  0.00 

(0.00) 

0.00 

(0.00) 

  -0.00*** 

(0.00) 

-

0.00*** 

(0.00) 

  -0.00 

(0.00) 

-0.00* 

(0.00) 

Tenure  -0.00* 

(0.00) 

-0.00* 

(0.00) 

  0.00*** 

(0.00) 

0.00*** 

(0.00) 

  0.00 

(0.00) 

0.00 

(0.00) 

Gendera  0.01 

(0.02) 

0.01 

(0.02) 

  -0.02 

(0.01) 

-0.02 

(0.01) 

  -0.02 

(0.01) 

-0.02 

(0.02) 

Education  -0.00 

(0.01) 

-0.00 

(0.01) 

  -0.01 

(0.01) 

-0.01 

(0.01) 

  -0.01 

(0.01) 

-0.01 

(0.01) 

Employee 

Potential 

 0.10*** 

(0.01) 

0.10*** 

(0.01) 

  0.19*** 

(0.01) 

0.19*** 

(0.01) 

  0.29*** 

(0.01) 

0.29*** 

(0.02) 

Job 

Transitions 

  0.00 

(0.01) 

   -0.01 

(0.01) 

   -0.01 

(0.01) 

Creating 

Change 

  -0.00 

(0.01) 

   0.00 

(0.01) 

   0.01 

(0.01) 

Managing at 

High Levels 

of 

Responsibility 

  0.01 

(0.01) 

   -0.00 

(0.01) 

   0.01 

(0.01) 

Managing 

Boundaries 

  -0.02* 

(0.01) 

   0.01 

(0.01) 

   -0.01 

(0.01) 

Dealing With 

Diversity 

  0.00 

(0.01) 

   0.01 

(0.01) 

   0.01 

(0.01) 

Random 

Effects 

 

 

        

 

  

Intercept 

(Manager) 

0.05*** 

(0.00) 

0.05*** 

(0.01) 

0.05*** 

(0.01) 

 0.02*** 

(0.00) 

0.01*** 

(0.00) 

0.01*** 

(0.00) 

 0.08*** 

(0.01) 

0.07*** 

(0.01) 

0.07*** 

(0.01) 

Intercept (Job 

Function) 

0.02** 

(0.01) 

0.03** 

(0.01) 

0.03** 

(0.01) 

 0.00* 

(0.00) 

0.00* 

(0.00) 

0.00* 

(0.00) 

 0.01* 

(0.00) 

0.01* 

(0.01) 

0.01* 

(0.01) 

            



33 

 

Table 4 (continued) 

Within-

Manager 

variance 

0.35*** 

(0.01) 

0.35*** 

(0.01) 

0.35*** 

(0.01) 

 0.30*** 

(0.00) 

0.29*** 

(0.01) 

0.29*** 

(0.01) 

 0.73*** 

(0.01) 

0.69*** 

(0.01) 

0.69*** 

(0.01) 

Model Fit            

AIC 19345.9 15025.6 15058.3  16933.4 12914.7 12951.1  26194.5 20026.3 20058.5 

BIC 19349.7 15029.0 15061.7  16937.1 12918.1 12954.5  26198.3 20029.7 20061.9 

Note. Values based on SAS PROC Mixed. Entries show parameter estimates with standard errors in parentheses. Estimation Method = ML; Between-within 

degrees of freedom. *p<.05. **p<.01. ***p<.001. a 1 = female, 2 = male. 
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Next, the reduced model of task performance, which tested if there was a within-group 

relationship between the human capital variables and task performance explained 1.6% of the 

within-supervisor variance in task performance. Individual t-tests revealed tenure (20 = -0.00, t = 

-2.50, p = .012) and potential rating (50 = 0.10, t = 7.21, p < .001) as the only significant 

predictors of task performance amongst the human capital variables. The full model of task 

performance, which tested if there was a within-group relationship between the developmental   

job experiences and task performance after controlling for human capital variables explained 

1.5% of the variance within supervisor raters. A look at the individual p-values reveals that 

amongst the developmental job experiences, managing boundaries was the only significant 

predictor of task performance (90 = -0.02, t = -2.00, p = .045), however, the relationship was in 

the opposite direction then expected, failing to support hypotheses 1a-1e. 

 Relational performance. Similar to the fully unconditional model for task performance, 

the fully unconditional model for relational performance revealed that most of the variance in 

relational performance existed within supervisor raters (91.7%; σ2 = 0.30, z = 60.96, p < .001), 

followed by between supervisor raters (6.8%; 00 = 0.02, z = 7.38, p < .001) and between job 

functions (1.4%; 000 = 0.00, z = 2.08, p = .019). 

 The reduced model of relational performance, which tested if there was a within-group 

relationship between the human capital variables and relational performance explained 1.7% of 

the within-supervisor variance in relational performance. Age (10 = -0.00, t = -4.31, p < .001), 

tenure (20 = 0.00, t = 4.22, p < .001) and potential rating (50 = 0.19, t = 15.58, p < .001) were 

the only significant predictors of relational performance amongst the human capital variables. 

 The full model of relational performance, which tested if there was a within-group 

relationship between the developmental job experiences and task performance after controlling 
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for human capital variables explained 1.7% of the variance within supervisor raters. Unlike the 

full model of task performance, the full model of relational performance revealed none of the 

developmental job experiences to be related to relational performance, failing to support 

Hypotheses 2a–2e. 

 Overall Performance. Overall performance was computed as a linear composite of task 

and relational performance. Therefore, the relationship between the developmental job 

experiences and overall performance was not expected to differentiate much from that of 

developmental job experiences and its subdimensions. However, for the sake of 

comprehensiveness, the relationship between developmental job experiences and overall 

performance was also tested. The fully unconditional model for predicting overall performance 

revealed 9.3% of the variability in overall performance existed between supervisor raters (00 = 

0.08, z = 9.06, p < .001), 1.0% existed between job functions (000 = 0.01, z = 2.04, p = .02), and 

89.6% (σ2 = 0.73, z = 59.75, p < .001) existed within supervisor raters. 

 The reduced model of overall performance, which tested if there was a within-group 

relationship between the human capital variables and overall performance revealed potential 

rating (50 = 0.29, t = 14.91, p < .001) was the only significant predictors of overall performance 

amongst the human capital variables. This model explained 5.6% of the within-supervisor 

variance in overall performance. 

 The full model of overall performance, which tested if there was a within-group 

relationship between the developmental job experiences and overall performance after 

controlling for human capital variables explained 5.6% of the variance within supervisor raters. 

As expected, based on the preceding results, individual p-values revealed none of the 



36 

 

developmental job experiences to be related to overall performance, failing to support 

Hypotheses 2a–2e.  

Hypothesis 2 

 Hypothesis 2a-2e, which predicted developmental job experiences in the form of (a) 

experiencing a job transition (unfamiliar responsibilities), (b) creating change, (c) managing at 

high levels of responsibility, (d) managing boundaries, and (e) dealing with diversity, would 

positively predict career advancement was tested using hierarchical linear regression. Although 

the total developmental experiences one gains over the course of their career can influence their 

current performance and turnover, only those experiences gained prior to entering their current 

level can influence their advancement into that level. Therefore, only those experiences that were 

gained prior to entering one’s current level was assessed in the analyses for Hypotheses 2a – 2e. 

 I first ran a model regressing organizational level on the control variables, referred to 

here as the reduced model of career advancement. This model significantly predicted career 

advancement F (5, 7919) = 254.53, p < .001, Adjusted R2 =.14 (Table 5). A closer look at the p-

values for the individual human capital variables revealed age (beta = 0.40, p < .001), education 

(beta = 0.12, p < .001 ) and potential rating (beta = 0.23, p < .001) as significant predictors of 

career advancement. Next, I regressed career advancement on the human capital variables and 

the developmental job experiences simultaneously. This subsequent model, referred to as the full 

model of career advancement, provided incremental validity beyond the reduced model F (10, 

7914) = 160.93, p < .001, Adjusted R2 =.17, and revealed job transitions (beta = 0.05, p = .002), 

managing at high levels of responsibility (beta = 0.11, p < .001), and managing boundaries (beta 

= 0.08, p < .001) positively predicted career advancement, and creating change (beta = -0.05, p = 

.006) negatively predicted career advancement after controlling for the human capital variables. 
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Table 5 

Hierarchical Linear Regression Analyses Predicting Career Advancement With Human 

Capital and Developmental Job Experiences 

Predictors  R2 R2 Adj. 

R2 
 Adj. 

R2 

F F 

Step 1: Human Capital 

Variablesa 

 .14  .14  254.53***  

Age .40***       

Tenure .02       

Genderb .00       

Education .12***       

Employee Potential .23***       

Step 2: Developmental 

Job Experiencesc 

 .17 .03 .17 .03 160.93*** 93.60*** 

Job Transitions .05**       

Creating Change -.05**       

Managing at High Levels 

of Responsibility 

.11***       

Managing Boundaries .08***       

Dealing With Diversity .01       

Note. n = 7,919. a Reduced model of career advancement with human capital variables. b 1 = 

female, 2 = male. c Full model of career advancement with human capital variables and 

developmental job experiences. *p<.05. **p<.01. ***p<.001. 

  

Dealing with diversity (beta = 0.01, p = .464) was not significantly related to career 

advancement. Altogether, the preceding results provide partial support for Hypothesis 2. 

 Since multiple developmental job experiences were associated with career advancement, 

relative weights analysis was used to determine the relative importance of these predictors in 

explaining the variance in career advancement. Relative weights analysis determines the 

importance of a predictor in multiple regression by transforming the predictor variables (x1+, x2+, 

... xp+) into their maximally related orthogonal counterparts (z1, z2, ... zp), and then summing the 

product of squared zero-ordered correlations between the predictor and each of the transformed 

predictor variables (2 11, 2 12,, ... 2 1p) and the standardized regression coefficient relating the 

transformed variable to the dependent variable (B1*, B2*, ... Bp*). The resulting quantity j denotes 

the relative contribution that the predictor makes to the squared multiple correlation coefficient 



38 

 

(Chao, Zhao, Kupper, & Nylander-French, 2008; Johnson, 2000). Relative weights analysis was 

used to compute relative importance over other importance metric indices (e.g. e.g. zero-order 

correlations, semi-partial correlation Type I and semi-partial correlation Type III) because it 

overcomes issues plaguing other indices due to correlation among predictor variables (e.g. zero-

order correlations, semi-partial correlation Type I and semi-partial correlation Type III), 

regression order dependency in regression models (e.g. semi-partial correlation Type I, semi-

partial correlation Type III), and uninterpretable negative relative importance values (the Product 

Measure; Chao et al., 2008). 

 Relative weights analyses revealed that age, tenure and potential rating were the top three 

biggest predictors of career advancement, explaining 49.7%, 13.6%, and 11.0.% of the explained 

variance in career advancement respectively (Table 6). Amongst the developmental job 

experiences, the most important predictor of career advancement was managing boundaries 

which explained 6.10% of the explained variance in career advancement. The next most 

important developmental job experience predictor was job transitions, followed by managing at 

high level of responsibility, dealing with diversity and lastly creating change which explained 

4.2%, 4.2%, 2.3% and 1.4% of the explained variance in career advancement respectively. 

Table 6 

Relative Weights of Predictor Variables Predicting Career Advancement 

Predictor Raw Relative Weight Rescaled Relative Weight 

Age .088 49.734 

Tenure .024 13.551 

Gendera .001 .476 

Education .013 7.144 

Employee Potential .020 10.985 



39 

 

Table 6 (continued) 

Job Transitions .007 4.172 

Creating Change .002 1.381 

Managing at High Levels of 

Responsibility 

.007 4.156 

Managing Boundaries .011 6.096 

Dealing With Diversity .004 2.305 

Note. Total R2 = .169. Rescaled relative weight is the percentage of total explained variance 

explained by a predictor. a 1 = female, 2 = male. 

 

Hypothesis 3 

 Hypothesis 3a-3e, which predicted that developmental job experiences in the form of (a) 

experiencing a job transition (unfamiliar responsibilities), (b) creating change, (c) managing at 

high levels of responsibility, (d) managing boundaries, and (e) dealing with diversity would 

negatively predict turnover was tested using hierarchical logistic regression. The probability of 

an event, such as turnover, occurring is best determined using hierarchical logistic regression as 

opposed to linear regression because the outcome (Y-value) is constrained to a value between 0 

and 1, whereas in linear regression the outcome value can be any value including those greater 

than 1, rendering such an outcome unsuitable for determining probability (Hoffman, 2015). 

Furthermore, the probability of an event can be converted to an odds ratio to obtain the odds of 

an event occurring versus not occurring, easing interpretation for predictions of real-world events 

such as turnover.  

 A notable limitation of logistic regression however, is that unlike ordinary least squares 

(OLS) regression, model estimates in logistic regression are not calculated to minimize variance, 

but are rather maximum likelihood estimates obtained through iterations, so traditional goodness 

of fit measures, such as R-squared, for determining model fit are not applicable (Long & Freese, 
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2006; Long, 1997). Researchers (e.g. Cox & Snell, 1989; McFadden, 1973; Nagelkerke, 1991) 

have developed alternative metrics, namely pseudo R-squareds to analyze the goodness of fit of 

logistic models based on comparisons of predicted values from the fitted model (model with 

predictors) to those from the base model (model without predictors). However, Hosmer, 

Lemeshow and Sturdivant (2013) argue that these metrics are not true goodness of fit metrics 

because they are not based on comparisons of observed values to predicted values in the fitted 

model. Despite these drawbacks, these metrics can be useful for evaluating competing models, as 

the relative pseudo R-squared of one model to another can be used to determine the best fitting 

model. Thus, to determine the validity of the developmental job experiences beyond the control 

variables, I tested for model significance (chi-squared statistic), and compared McFadden’s 

adjusted pseudo R-squared value (1973), a commonly used pseudo R-squared metric, of the full 

model (model with human capital variables and developmental job predictors) to a reduced 

model (model with only human capital variables). McFadden’s adjusted R-squared approaches 

goodness of fit similar to the R-squared in OLS regression, in that the log likelihood of the 

intercept model (model with no predictors) behaves as the total squared errors, and the log 

likelihood of the full model (model with predictors) behaves as the sum of squared errors. The 

ratio of likelihoods indicates the improvement in fit provided by the full model over the intercept 

model. As such, a smaller ratio indicates greater improvement. Similar to adjusted R-squared 

values in OLS regression, adjusted pseudo R-squared values in McFadden’s adjusted R-squared 

can be obtained by subtracting the ratio from 1. Furthermore, the formula similarly controls for 

inflated R-squared values resulting from many predictors by penalizing the adjusted r-squared 

value for each additional parameter estimate in the model (Long, 1997). Models with significant 

chi-squared values and greater McFadden’s adjusted pseudo R-squared values were determined 
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to be the better fitting models. The individual Wald values and corresponding p-values for each 

predictor in the full model were used to determine which predictors significantly predicted 

turnover after controlling for the human capital variables. 

 The predictors were first tested to see their relationship with turnover, regardless of 

turnover type (i.e. voluntary). In the first model of turnover (the reduced model of turnover), I 

coded turnover (0 = no turnover, 1 = turnover) and regressed it on the human capital variables 

using simultaneous entry. This model did not significantly predict turnover 2 (5, N = 7925) = 

4.71, p = .452, McFadden’s Adj R2 = .97 (Table 7). I regressed the human capital variables and 

the developmental job experiences on turnover in the subsequent model (the full model of 

turnover), using simultaneous entry. This model did not provide any incremental validity beyond 

the reduced model of turnover, 2 (10, N = 7925) = 7.08 , p = .718, McFadden’s Adj R2 = .97, 

and showed a -0.0006 change in McFadden’s Adjusted R2, suggesting it was not a better fitting 

model. 

 Next, to determine whether the predictors were associated with one type of turnover over 

another (i.e. positively predict voluntary turnover), I ran a pair of models with inactive 

employees as the only subjects (n = 2,392). Since this population was a subsection of the larger 

population, educational information about these employees was less available, and could not be 

modeled into the series of regression equations predicting voluntary turnover. Instead, in the 

reduced model of voluntary turnover, I regressed the remaining human capital variables (age, 

tenure, gender, and potential rating) on voluntary turnover, then regressed the remaining human 

capital variables and the developmental job experiences on voluntary turnover in the full model 

of voluntary turnover using simultaneous entry. Results from the reduced model of voluntary 
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Table 7 

Hierarchical Logistic Regression Analyses Predicting Turnover With Human Capital and Developmental Job Experiences 

Predictors B Wald Exp B McFadden’s Adj. R2  McFadden’s Adj. R2 2 2 

Step 1: Human Capital Variablesa    .97  4.71  

Age 0.04 1.89 1.04     

Tenure -0.00 0.01 1.00     

Genderb -0.45 1.31 0.64     

Education -0.11 0.19 0.90     

Employee Potential -0.09 0.06 0.92     

Step 2: Developmental Job 

Experiencesc 

   .97 .000 7.08 2.37 

Job Transitions 0.04 0.02 1.04     

Creating Change 0.08 0.14 1.08     

Managing at High Levels of 

Responsibility 

-0.20 0.60 0.82     

Managing Boundaries 0.22 0.67 1.25     

Dealing With Diversity 0.09 0.19 1.10     

Note. n = 7,925. a Reduced model of turnover with human capital variables. b 1 = female, 2 = male. c Full model of turnover with human capital variables and 

developmental job experiences. 

 
Table 8 

Hierarchical Logistic Regression Analyses Predicting Voluntary Turnover With Human Capital and Developmental Job Experiences 

Predictors B Wald Exp B McFadden’s Adj. R2  McFadden’s Adj. R2 2 2 

Step 1: Human Capital Variablesa    . 20  406.48***  

Age -0.06*** 48.72 0.95     

Tenure -0.04*** 27.46 0.96     

Genderb -0.13 1.41 0.88     

Employee Potential 0.66*** 95.91 1.94     

Step 2: Developmental Job 

Experiencesc 

   . 20 .00 419.46*** 12.98* 

Job Transitions -0.03 0.23 0.97     

Creating Change -0.06 1.18 0.94     

Managing at High Levels of 

Responsibility 

0.10 2.07 1.11     

Managing Boundaries 0.23** 7.51 1.25     

Dealing With Diversity -0.08 1.84 0.92     

Note. n = 2,266. a Reduced model of voluntary turnover with human capital variables. b 1 = female, 2 = male. c Full model of voluntary turnover with human 

capital variables and developmental job experiences. 
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turnover show that the model significantly predicted voluntary turnover 2 (4, N = 2266) = 

406.484, p < .001, McFadden’s Adj R2 = .20 (Table 8). Age (B = -0.06, Wald = 48.72, Exp B = 

0.95, p < .001 ), and tenure (B = -0.04, Wald = 27.46, Exp B = 0.96, p < .001), were shown to 

negatively predict voluntary turnover, and potential rating (B = 0.66, Wald = 95.91, Exp B = 

1.94, p < .001) to positively predict voluntary turnover. Gender was not significantly related to 

voluntary turnover (B = -0.13, Wald = 1.41, Exp B = 0.88, p = .236).  

 The full model of voluntary turnover significantly predicted voluntary turnover 2 (9, N = 

2266) = 419.462, p < .001, McFadden’s Adj R2 = .20, and showed a .001 change in McFadden’s 

Adjusted R2 beyond the reduced model, suggesting a better fitting model. Individual p-values 

revealed managing boundaries (B = 0.23, Wald = 7.51, Exp B = 1.25, p = .006) was the only 

developmental job experience that significantly predicted voluntary turnover after controlling for 

the human capital variables. The odds-ratios suggest that amongst employees that turned over, 

each additional managing boundaries experience gained, was associated with a 25% greater 

likelihood that employees would turnover voluntarily rather than involuntarily. This suggests that 

amongst employees who did leave the organization, those with more managing boundary 

experiences were more likely to leave the organization willingly rather than unwillingly. 

Discussion 

 Previous research found support for relations between developmental job experiences and 

learning, but few studies have examined relations to tangible career outcomes, more specifically 

job performance, career advancement, and voluntary turnover. The existing studies have been 

hampered by methodological limitations, such as self-enhanced data (performance and turnover), 

limited sample sizes, non-generalizable samples, and narrowed scope of developmental job 

experiences, precluding researchers from gaining a more thorough understanding of the 
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phenomenon (Chow et al., 2006; Hurley & Sonnenfeld, 1998; Konrad & Cannings, 1997; Lyness 

& Thompson, 2000; Preenen, et al., 2011). To address these limitations and explain how 

developmental job experiences relate to on-the-job performance, career advancement, and 

voluntary turnover, I used an archival dataset with objective career-outcomes data, retrieved 

from a non-internal labor market organization, and expanded the scope of developmental job 

experiences to reflect those commonly found in the literature. Contrary to expectations, 

hierarchical linear modeling revealed that with the exception of managing boundaries, which had 

a negative relationship with task performance, none of the developmental job experiences were 

related to job performance. Greater support was found, however, for the relationship between 

developmental job experiences and career advancement, as three of the five experiences (job 

transitions, managing at high levels of responsibility, and managing boundaries) were positively 

related to career advancement as indicated by employees’ organizational level. Unexpectedly, 

one of the developmental job experiences, namely creating change, was negatively related to 

career advancement. Also contrary to expectations, logistic regression analyses revealed 

managing boundaries was positively related to voluntary turnover. These results provide mixed 

support for developmental job experiences and their relationship to career outcomes and offer 

several implications for research and practice. 

Implications for Research and Theory 

 Considering the strong associations between developmental job experiences and learning, 

and the corresponding relationship between learning and on-the-job performance, I expected 

developmental job experiences to positively predict on-the-job performance. A previous study by 

Chow et al. (2006) examining the relationship between developmental job experiences and self-

reported performance dimensions found mixed results, revealing job experiences to be related to 
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self-reported overall performance, but unrelated to self-reported internalization of customer 

service orientation. The use of objective performance measures and hierarchical linear modeling 

in this study provided a more robust test of this relationship and found limited support for the 

effects of developmental job experiences on performance. Despite their relationship with 

learning, these results suggest more experiences do not necessarily translate to greater on-the-job 

performance as expected. A simple explanation for these results might be that developmental job 

experiences do not increase employees’ performance as previously thought. The bevy of research 

supporting their relationship to learning (Dragoni et al., 2009; McCauley et al., 2015; McCauley 

et al., 1994), however, suggests a more complicated explanation. If employees in this study 

indeed developed from these experiences as would be suggested by previous research, the lack of 

predictive validity for on-the-job performance might imply a failure to transfer the managerial 

learning gained from these experiences to the job. Unlike most on-the-job learning experiences, 

in which problems transferring learning to the job are minimized because they develop workers’ 

precise skills (Aragón-Sánchez, Barba-Aragon & Sanz-Valle, 2003), developmental job 

experiences develop more molar skills, which must then be applied independently by the learner 

(McCauley et al., 1994). The contextual variation across different managerial experiences and 

the freedom for learners to draw independent conclusions from these experiences may allow 

individual differences to play a role in predicting learning transfer to on-the-job performance, 

though this possibility could not be directly investigated in this study. 

 Another implication of this study for previous research is that findings of significant 

relationships between some of the developmental job experiences and career advancement 

provide partial support for Becker’s (1962) human capital theory. As evidenced by the focal 

organization’s record keeping system, developmental job experiences are perceived as notable 
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experiences by organizations. The advancement of employees with higher levels of experience 

with job transition, managing at high levels of responsibility, and managing boundaries supports 

Becker’s proposition that employees are rewarded based on their credentials and contributions to 

the organization. Furthermore, these findings support Lyness and Thompson’s (2000) conclusion 

that developmental job experiences are perceived by incumbents as facilitators of career 

advancement and build on their research by identifying an additional developmental job 

experience (managing boundaries), which was previously undetected in regression analyses due 

to limited sample size, as a significant positive predictor of career advancement. Moreover, the 

characteristics of the focal organization, more specifically its use of non-internal labor markets 

for selecting employees into senior roles, extends Hurley and Sonnenfeld’s (1998) findings that 

employees experiencing corporate and line experiences are more likely to be promoted to senior 

levels of the organization to companies with non-internal labor markets as well.  

 Equally noteworthy is the negative relationship between creating change experiences and 

career advancement as well as the nonsignificant relationship between dealing with diversity and 

career advancement. As mentioned previously, Becker’s (1962) human capital theory proposes 

that employees are rewarded for their contributions to the organization. The extent to which 

these experiences are perceived as valuable contributions appears to vary. The negative 

relationship between creating change and career advancement suggests these experiences may be 

regarded as negative credentials, rather than positive credentials to the organization, and 

therefore rewarded less positively than others. A possible explanation for this occurrence may 

stem from adverse circumstances associated with these experiences. For example, experiences 

involving creating change entail driving the organization in new directions (e.g. leading a 

turnaround), inheriting problems, and dealing with problem employees. Such situations may be 



47 

 

more daunting and difficult to overcome than others. As evidenced by their negative relationship 

with leadership level, these experiences appear to be counterproductive with regard to career 

advancement. Though less adverse, experiences dealing with diversity also appeared to be less 

valuable to senior leadership, as they were unrelated to career advancement. This is a surprising 

finding not only because there is a need for culturally competent leaders to manage work teams 

in an increasingly diverse and global workforce, but also because there is a rise in diversity and 

inclusion research in recent years — emphasized in corporate agendas (Noe, 2008; Roberson, 

2019). As it relates to career advancement, it appears that diversity might be an often touted, but 

inconsequential human capital factor.   

 The nonsignificant relationship between developmental job experiences and turnover 

(turned-over or did not turnover) suggests that developmental job experiences did not increase or 

decrease one’s likelihood to turnover. However, the significant relationship between managing 

boundaries and voluntary turnover suggests that employees who gained these experiences were 

more likely to leave the organization willingly rather than unwillingly. This contrasts with 

Preenen et al.’s (2011) finding that developmental experiences negatively relate to voluntary 

turnover. Such conflicting results may result from differential sources of voluntary turnover data, 

as Preenen et al. relied on self-reports of voluntary turnover and this study relied on personnel 

data. Agreement on reasons for leaving between personnel data and former employees has been 

found to be low (Campion, 1991), with reports indicating only 37% agreement between the two 

sources. Nevertheless, the positive relationship between managing boundaries and voluntary 

turnover in this study suggests that certain developmental experiences provide general as 

opposed to specific human capital. General human capital encompasses attributes that relate to 

performance in the majority of jobs and organizations, and specific human capital encompasses 
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attributes that relate to performance in specific jobs and organizations (Becker, 1962; Preenen et 

al., 2011). The finding that employees who gain experience managing boundaries are more likely 

to leave voluntarily, rather than involuntarily, may suggest that these managers become more 

marketable outside the organization than those with less of these experiences. Further research is 

needed to uncover the specific mechanism underlying this result.   

Implications For Practice 

 High performance, selection into senior leadership, and continuous employment are 

valued outcomes for employees and organizations alike. The findings in this study suggest 

implications for how developmental job experiences may or may not relate to these outcomes 

and provide some directions for how organizations might go about leveraging these experiences.  

 First, as it relates to job performance, these results suggest that developmental job 

experiences might not be directly related to performance as has been assumed on the basis of 

incumbents’ self-reports. Managers assigning these experiences with expectations of enhanced 

performance may be disappointed to find employees performing no better than they would have 

been otherwise without such experiences. Employees expecting similar positive results should be 

cautioned. Mediating and moderating factors may alter this relationship, however, the lack of 

research on these factors precludes a conclusion from being drawn.  

 Second, results for career advancement suggest that managers grooming employees for 

advancement into senior roles, and employees seeking to advance into such roles, should select 

for and accept, respectively, experiences involving job transitions, managing at high levels of 

responsibility, and managing boundaries, as these were positive predictors of advancement. 

Conversely, managers and employees should contemplate more carefully experiences involving 

creating change as this was negatively associated with advancement. The lack of association 
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between experience dealing with diversity and career advancement, despite its growing relevance 

in today’s economy, suggests organizations may currently undervalue its importance in 

candidates’ portfolios. Although a relation was not found in this present study, dealing with 

diversity may become increasingly important in the future, so I would caution organizations 

against prematurely neglecting these experiences in career advancement discussions. 

 Last, organizations using developmental experiences as an employee retention 

mechanism should be aware that such mechanisms are unrelated to overall turnover and are 

unlikely to influence employees’ decisions to leave or stay. However, organizations should be 

aware that amongst employees who do leave, developmental job experiences involving 

managing boundaries might make them more likely to leave the organization voluntarily rather 

than involuntarily. Such an outcome is not necessarily negative, however, as many organizations 

might prefer employees who do exit to leave the organization voluntarily rather than 

involuntarily, as involuntary terminations are more likely to entail litigation, and acrimony from 

either or both parties. Therefore, these experiences may be beneficial to the extent that they 

facilitate a more amicable departure from the organization. 

Limitations and Directions for Future Research  

 Although this study expands our knowledge on the relationship between developmental 

job experiences and career outcomes, it is not without its limitations. First, the use of 

organizational records provided more objective measures of the predictor and outcome variables 

than those used in previous research, but these metrics have been shown to contain deficiencies 

and inaccuracies as well (Campion, 1991; Harrison & Newman, 2013). Such limitations result 

from a variety of factors, including face-saving intentions on behalf of either employees or 

organizations to ease unpleasant terminations and differential classification of reasons for 
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leaving across employees, human resource personnel, and or companies. The focal organization 

implements a variety of methods that help reduce inaccuracies resulting from these factors, 

including confidential exit interviews to encourage honest responses, and training for human 

resources personnel to ensure standard classification processes are applied when turnover 

information is recorded. Nevertheless, these procedures do not prevent inaccuracies stemming 

from other factors such as single-response options for turnover, and the dichotomization of 

turnover as voluntary or involuntary. Single-response options may oversimplify motivational 

causes for turnover, and dichotomizing turnover reduces its variance by 65% (when 

dichotomized at the mean), potentially obscuring relationships between developmental job 

experiences and turnover (Campion, 1991). Future research can reduce these limitations and 

obtain a more accurate measure of turnover by retrieving turnover data from and triangulating 

across multiple sources (supervisors, employees, and personnel data), providing multiple-

response options for turnover, better defining reasons for turnover, separating vague reason-

response categories (e.g. “personal reasons”), and measuring turnover on a continuum, as this 

will likely increase variability in turnover and combat potential attenuation issues stemming from 

its dichotomization (Campion, 1991). 

 Second, several indicators of human capital were used as control variables in each of the 

models tested to account for its potential influence on career outcomes variables. Despite its 

correlation with these outcomes in previous research (Chan et al., 2016; Ng & Feldman, 2009; 

Ng & Feldman, 2010; Strober, 1990; Waldman & Avolio, 1986), some variables were not 

correlated with the career outcomes in this present study but were retained in the models for 

consistency. To determine if the inclusion of uncorrelated human capital variables affected 

results, I compared the results of the analyses with and without the uncorrelated human capital 
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variables as controls in each of the statistical models and found managing boundaries to be a 

weak but significant predictor of relational performance (90 = 0.02, t = 2.25, p = .024) when 

tenure and education were not controlled for. No other study conclusions differed when the 

uncorrelated human capital controls were omitted. The limited effect on the managing 

boundaries/relational performance relationship, and the lack of any effect on the remaining 

models, suggests the inclusion of all control variables in each model had negligible effects on the 

results. 

 A similar possible limitation of this study arises from the use of potential rating as a 

control variable. Supervisors in the focal organization were responsible for rating both the 

potential and the performance of their direct reports. As a result, it’s possible that supervisors’ 

potential ratings were based in part on perceptions of their performance, resulting in meaningful 

shared variance between the two measures. To determine if controlling for employee potential 

affected results, I compared the results of the analyses with and without potential rating as a 

control variable in each of the statistical models and found managing boundaries to no longer be 

a significant predictor of task performance (p = .092), and to be a significant predictor of 

relational performance (β = .02, p = .034), when potential was not controlled for. The effect for 

managing boundaries that occurred only when potential was included in the model, might 

initially appear to be a possible suppressor effect, but the nontrivial correlation between potential 

rating and task performance suggests potential rating was not a suppressor variable in this case 

(Horst et al., 1941; Sharpe & Ali, 2014). All other results remained unchanged. 

 Last, the results of this study were based on cross sectional data, preventing any causal 

conclusions from being made. An alternate and equally likely explanation for the relationship 

between developmental job experiences and career advancement could be that experiences are 
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dependent upon job level; therefore some experiences are more likely to be gained as a result of 

leadership level rather than the opposite. For example, it is quite possible that experiences 

involving high levels of responsibility, which are dependent on proximity to senior leadership, 

are more likely to be gained in roles that involve greater exposure to senior leaders, such as roles 

at the vice president and senior vice president levels. I attempted to account for job level as a 

potential confound of the developmental job experiences and career advancement relationship by 

considering only experiences gained prior to one’s current level in the career advancement 

models, however, this only eliminated the influence of employees’ current job levels on 

developmental job experiences and not their previous job levels.  

 The dependence of developmental job experiences on job level seems to be a reasonable 

explanation for the predictive validity of only those experiences with different base rates across 

job levels. For example, managing boundaries experiences involve dealing with external pressure 

from clients, customers, or markets, as well as influencing individuals over which one has no 

direct authority. Such responsibilities are commonly found in jobs from entry, through middle, to 

senior level roles, so the likelihood of such a relationship being dependent on job level seems 

low. However unlikely, this possibility cannot be eliminated without results from experimentally 

designed research studies. Of course, true experiments are difficult to conduct in nonspecial 

purpose research settings due to practical and logistical constraints, but steps can be taken to 

increase the internal validity of future studies while remaining within organizational restrictions. 

One such method would be to use quasi-experimental longitudinal designs, in which employees 

are matched on job level and experience (previous number of developmental job experiences 

gained) and measured on the change in developmental job experiences and promotion status over 

time. Such a design would eliminate job level and previous experience as potential confounds of 
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the developmental job experience and career advancement relationship, and would establish 

temporal precedence, as new experiences would precede promotions into the next leadership 

level. Blocking on job level would also be beneficial, as researchers would be able to capture 

experiences with potentially low base rates at certain levels (e.g. managing at high levels of 

responsibility). Although such a design is not truly experimental, as participants would not be 

randomly assigned and developmental job experiences would not be manipulated, it would 

increase the internal validity of the findings, and thereby produce evidence to support or refute a 

causal relationship between developmental job experiences and career advancement. 

 Similar to the relationship between developmental job experiences and career 

advancement, the relationship between developmental job experiences and voluntary turnover 

can also alternatively be explained as the latter influencing the former. More specifically, it is 

possible that employees who were more likely to quit voluntarily were more likely to gain 

experiences as a result of their expectations for exiting the organization. Preenen et al. (2011) 

measured change in turnover intentions, challenging assignments and voluntary turnover in a 

longitudinal study to provide more causal evidence for the relationship between developmental 

job experiences and voluntary turnover, but as previously mentioned, their data was based on 

self-reports. Future research could use a similar research design but measure voluntary turnover 

through more reliable metrics, such as triangulated data from personnel files, supervisors, and 

employees (Campion, 1991). Such an approach would combine the robustness of a reliable 

turnover metric with the experimental design of a longitudinal study to increase the statistical 



54 

 

and internal validity of findings and further clarify the relationship between developmental job 

experiences and voluntary turnover. 

Conclusion 

 Considering the use of developmental job experiences in employee development in the 

modern workplace, I investigated their relationship to valued career outcomes, more specifically 

on-the-job performance, career advancement, and voluntary turnover. Results provide limited 

support for their relation to on-the-job performance, and considering their documented relation to 

learning, a failure of managerial learning from developmental job experiences to transfer to the 

job may be implicated. Greater support was found for developmental job experiences, namely 

job transitions, managing at high levels of responsibility, and managing boundaries and their 

positive relationships with career advancement, substantiating previous research (Lyness & 

Thompson, 2000) and providing supporting evidence for their use in systemic leadership 

development efforts. Moreover, experiences involving creating change were negatively related to 

career advancement, directly contradicting expectations, and emerged as potentially detrimental 

experiences for career advancement, while experiences dealing with diversity, though less 

adverse, were found to be unrelated to career advancement. Finally, developmental job 

experiences were unrelated to turnover suggesting they may not be effective methods for 

retaining employees, and managing boundaries was positively related to voluntary turnover, 

indicating that these experiences may build more general than specific human capital.  

 This research was bolstered by the use of an archival dataset of personnel files and a 

comprehensive developmental job experience framework, which provided a more robust and 

comprehensive examination of the relationship between developmental job experiences and 

career outcomes, than has previously been undertaken. Future research can build on these 
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findings by implementing quasi-experimental designs utilizing multi-source turnover data and 

investigating mediating and moderating factors that might shed further light on the causal and 

complex nature of these relationships, and benefit employees and organizations alike. 
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Appendix A 

Mapping Task 

Instructions: For the following task you will see a series of job assignments or responsibilities, 

and alongside each will be a series of developmental experiences found in the academic literature 

on managerial learning (McCauley, Ohlott, & Ruderman, 2015) that may be gained from them. 

For each job assignment or responsibility, indicate the developmental experience or experiences 

that you would expect that assignment/responsibility to provide, based on your expertise and 

experience. If you feel a job assignment/responsibility does not provide any of the predefined 

developmental experiences listed, but provides an alternative developmental experience, select 

the “Other” category option, and write the name of the alternative experience you think it 

provides in the open text box. If you cannot think of a name for the alternative category, leave 

the textbox empty.  

 

Before starting the task, it may be helpful to take a few minutes to familiarize yourself with the 

definitions and examples provided alongside the developmental experiences listed below. You 

will also see these definitions provided alongside each experience during the mapping task and 

can view its associated examples there by hovering your mouse over the developmental 

experience of interest. This task should take 30 – 45 minutes to complete. When you are ready to 

begin, please click the “Start” button below, and you will be taken to a separate window to 

complete the task.  
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Table A1 

Focal Organization’s Critical Experiences, Definitions, and Examples 

Focal Organization’s Critical 

Experience 

Definition Examples 

Leading front line employees Lead and direct activities of 

hourly and commission 

associates. 

[Confidential] 

Leading professionals or other 

managers. 

Lead and direct activities of 

salaried personnel  

[Confidential] 

Leading multiple functions. Lead several distinct and 

sometimes unrelated 

organizational teams  

[Confidential] 

Managing via matrix (cross-

functional) relationships where 

one has no formal authority. 

Navigate and drive results 

across multiple functions 

without formal authority 

[Confidential] 

Managing a single-market unit. Builds experience in specific 

local functional area (while 

working in market location).  

[Confidential] 

Managing a multi-market unit. Builds experience in functional 

area across multiple markets 

(while working and traveling in 

market locations) 

[Confidential] 

Working across multiple 

business functions that include 

areas outside of one’s core 

competence. 

Work outside of core 

competence in a different 

function.  

• R&D 

• Finance 

• Sales 

• Operations/ 

• Supply Chain 

• Marketing 

• Procurement 

• BIS 

• Legal/Citizenship 

• HR 

• Communications 

• Strategy 

• eCommerce 

• Insights 

[Confidential] 

Being assigned to a new product 

or service category where one 

has no previous experience. 

Work in a new category of the 

business 

• Snacks/Foods 

• Beverages (CSD) 

• Beverages (non CSD) 

• Nutrition (Dairy, 

Grains, F&V)  

• Transformational 

Business Model 

• Company Owned 

[Confidential] 
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Table A1 (continued) 

 • Franchise  

Leading at the global or 

enterprise level. 

Role that is responsible for 

enterprise solutions (G groups, 

Centers of Excellence)  

[Confidential] 

Working in a field position (i.e. 

outside corporate headquarters). 

Work in a field role (non-

Headquarters, non-Corporate) 

[Confidential] 

Working in corporate 

headquarters. 

Work in Headquarters or 

Corporate Office 

[Confidential] 

Working in a non-native culture 

or geographical region. 

Work in a different culture or 

market 

• Developed market 

• Developed market 

• Developing/emerging 

market 

• Developing/emerging 

market 

• Developing/emerging 

market 

[Confidential] 

Being assigned to oversee a type 

of project or initiative with 

which one has no previous 

experience. 

Gain a diverse experience by 

working in a different 

environment 

• Turnaround 

• M&A [Integration, Due 

Diligence]  

• Start-Up 

• Joint Venture  

[Confidential] 

Note. The examples for each focal organization’s critical incident is confidential information that 

cannot be made publicly available. 
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Table A2 

Developmental Job Experiences, Definitions, and Examples 

Developmental Job Experience Definition Examples 

Unfamiliar Responsibilities You must handle responsibilities 

that are new or very different 

from previous ones they have 

handled 

You transition jobs from leading 

line employees to staff 

employees or from leading staff 

employees to line employees. 

 

You have to manage something 

such as a function, product 

technology, or market with 

which you are unfamiliar. 

New Directions You are responsible for starting 

something new in the 

organization or making strategic 

changes in the business. 

You have to carry out a major 

reorganization as a result of a 

merger acquisition, downsizing, 

or rapid growth. 

 

This job includes launching new 

organizational ventures, such as 

new product lines or 

acquisitions, new functions or 

groups, new plans or concepts, 

or new facilities. 

Inherited Problems You have to fix problems 

created by a predecessor or 

existing when you took the job 

You must solve major problems 

a predecessor created. 

 

You need to restore the 

credibility of your unit with the 

rest of the organization. 

Problems with Employees Employees lack adequate 

experience, are incompetent, or 

are resistant 

Your direct reports resist your 

initiatives. 

 

There is an interpersonal 

conflict between you and at least 

one of your key direct reports. 

 

Key members of your staff are 

incompetent, demotivated, 

technically obsolete, or 

otherwise performing poorly. 

High Stakes Clear deadlines, pressure from 

senior management, high 

visibility, and responsibility for 

key decisions make success or 
failure in this job clearly evident 

Your success or failure in this 

job will be evident to higher 

management. 

 
You are responsible for decisive 

action in a highly charged 

environment. 

 

You are being tested by higher 

management. 
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Table A2 (continued) 

Scope and Scale The sheer size of your job is 

large, and you have 

responsibility for multiple 

functions, groups, products or 

services. 

The job is a dramatic increase in 

scope for you (managing 

significantly more people, 

dollars, sites, functions, and so 

forth) 

 

You are responsible for multiple 

functions or groups. 

External Pressure You manage the interface with 

important groups outside the 

organization, such as customers, 

unions, or government agencies.  

To achieve your most important 

goals, you must influence 

people outside your organization 

(for example, clients, suppliers, 

unions, or government 

agencies). 

 

You have to carry out formal 

negotiation with an outside 

body, such as a union, client, or 

joint venture partner. 

Influence Without Authority  Doing your job requires 

influencing peers, higher 

management, external parties, or 

other key people over whom the 

you have no direct authority 

To achieve your most important 

goals, you must influence peers 

at similar levels in other units, 

functions, divisions, and so 

forth.  

 

To accomplish a major portion 

of your objectives, you must 

influence and work with 

executives higher than your 

immediate boss. 

 

Achieving your goals depends 

on how well you handle internal 

politics. 

Work Across Cultures You must work with people 

from different cultures or with 

institutions in other countries. 

You conduct business with 

people from different countries.  

 

You manage parts of the 

business that are scattered across 

the world. 

 

Your job requires understanding 

the traditions and values of 

people from different cultures. 

Work Group Diversity You are responsible for the 

work of people of both genders 

and different racial and ethnic 

backgrounds. 

In terms of demographic 

variables, you have a diverse 

group of direct reports.  
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Table A2 (continued)   
  You have to get people from 

different racial, religious, 

cultural, or ethnic backgrounds 

to work together.  

 

You are responsible for 

developing managers from both 

genders and different ethnic 

groups. 
Note. Developmental job experiences, definitions, and examples adopted from McCauley et al., (2015) 
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Appendix B 

Dissertation Proposal 

Critical Experiences and Career Outcomes: How Developmental Job Experiences Relate to 

Performance, Career Advancement, and Turnover 

The Importance of Leadership in Organizations 

 Many people can recall experiences from their personal life, or anecdotes from others in 

which leaders dramatically affected the careers and lives of employees. In addition to these 

anecdotes is a large body of research linking leaders to employee and other organizational 

outcomes. Some of the earliest systematic research on leadership by psychologists at the Ohio 

State University in 1945 showed that leadership behaviors that initiated structure (e.g. defining 

task roles) and demonstrated consideration for the welfare of followers were related to job 

performance and employee job satisfaction respectively (Judge, Piccolo, & Ilies, 2004; Stogdill, 

1974). Subsequent research on transformational leaders demonstrated how leaders can influence 

employee motivation through the use of values and emotions (Bass, 1985; Burns, 1978). 

Transformational leaders engender trust and commitment from followers by aligning follower 

values with those of the organization or project, and influence them to look beyond their self-

interests, and to commit to the interests of the organization (Bass, 1985; Burns, 1978). Unlike 

transactional leaders who exchange tangible rewards to elicit follower compliance, 

transformational leaders use emotional appeals and symbols to influence followers’ perceptions 

of their jobs and stimulate intrinsic motivation, influencing them to perform more discretionary 

behaviors and to perform their jobs at higher levels (Bass, 1985; Piccolo & Colquitt, 2006; Yukl, 

1999). 
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 Recent research on leadership in innovative organizations suggests that leaders play a key 

role in spurring creativity and new product innovation through their impact on team cohesiveness 

and external negotiations (Dunne, Aaron, McDowell, Urban, & Geho, 2016). By establishing 

clear directions, leaders are able to establish the expected norms for group functioning to help 

reduce internal conflict. Furthermore, through competitive negotiation styles, leaders are able to 

establish functional relationships with external suppliers and help bring creative ideas to the 

product line (Dunne et al., 2016).  

 In addition to the benefits of strong leadership, the cost of poor leadership also illustrates 

the impact of leadership on organizations. In the medical field, research has shown that 11% of 

the variation in physician burnout, and 47% of the variation in physician satisfaction with the 

organization ratings are due to the department/division chairperson (Shanafelt et al., 2015). 

These results are notable considering the well documented negative impact of physician burnout 

on patient care, and treatment adherence (Shanafelt et al., 2010). Generally speaking, the base 

rate of derailed leaders is estimated to be at about 50%. These leaders have deleterious effects on 

the organization through employee disengagement, costs for replacement, as well as missed 

business objectives and are estimated to cost organizations as much as $2.7 million (Hogan, 

Hogan, & Kaiser, 2010). The suffering experienced by employees from derailed managers is 

pervasive, as 75% of employees report the most stressful aspect of their job is their immediate 

supervisor. According to Hogan et al. (2010), the common causes for management derailment 

are poor business performance, a lack of leadership skills, self-control and poor relationship 

management. All of these causes are believed to worsen during major change and heightened 

periods of stress. Considering the rapid pace and changing nature of the modern workforce, the 

rate of derailment is likely to increase unless organizations invest in the skills necessary to meet 
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the demands of a global workforce. These skills likely include the ability to create global 

management and marketing practices and to build and manage international teams with diverse 

cultural backgrounds (Noe, 2008). Fortunately, organizations are levying a variety of leadership 

development initiatives that can help build the talent pool necessary to meet these demands. 

Leadership Development in Organizations 

 Organizations often use a combination of different leadership development initiatives to 

cultivate pools of leadership talent. Four commonly used methods are formal education, 

assessment, interpersonal relationships, and job experiences (Noe, 2008). Formal education 

consists of on or off-site programs intended to educate employees such as Master of Business 

Administration (MBA) programs, and consultant led short courses. Though popular, the 

effectiveness of these programs is unclear, as transfer to on-the-job performance is rarely 

measured. Assessment is the collection of information regarding employees’ attitudes, behaviors 

or skills, and is usually coupled with feedback on employees’ strengths and weaknesses (Brown 

& Sitzmann, 2011; Noe, 2008). One common type of assessment tool is the multi-source, or 

“360-degree” feedback assessment, which collects information from multiple sources connected 

to the employee, such as managers, peers, direct reports, and others. The collection of multiple 

sources is believed to provide a more comprehensive perspective on leaders’ performance, as 

each source is believed to observe behaviors that are uniquely related to their own success (Craig 

& Hannum, 2006). Although multi source feedback tools are popular in practice, research shows 

mixed results for their effectiveness on enhancing performance (Smither, London, & Reilly, 

2005). The intermediate processes between feedback and development (reactions to feedback, 

goal setting, development action) are thought to be critical factors for improving performance 

(Smither et al., 2005). Interpersonal relationships are a third method used to develop employees, 
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and involves employees learning from more experienced members of the organization. Two 

developmental interpersonal relationships are mentorships and coaching. Mentorships are formal 

or informal one-to-one relationships between a less senior and more senior employee. Research 

suggests that mentoring relationships have valuable impact on employee affective outcomes and 

provide employees with career and psychosocial support (Brown & Sitzmann, 2011). Coaching 

involves an individual (consultant, peer, manager) motivating, encouraging, or guiding an 

employee through feedback and reinforcement. Research on coaching relationships in the context 

of developmental programs suggest that employees who receive coaching after 360 feedback are 

more likely to seek advice on how to improve, set specific goals, and improve overall than those 

that did not receive coaching (Smither, London, Flautt, Vargas, & Kucine, 2003). The final 

method is the most commonly used method by organizations and is job experiences. Job 

experiences are relationships, problems, demands, tasks, and other aspects of the job that 

employees experience. Job experiences can occur in a variety of ways such as job enlargements, 

job rotations, promotions, temporary assignments, projects and volunteer work. The “stretch” 

required from employees to meet the demands of their new job situation is believed to develop 

their skills, particularly when there is a discrepancy between employees’ skillsets and the 

challenges of the job (McCauley, Ruderman, Ohlott, & Morrow, 1994). Individuals under these 

unfamiliar circumstances employ tactics outside of their usual repertoire and acquire practical 

skills, and strategies from these experiences that they can apply to similar managerial challenges 

in the future. Much of the research on developmental job experiences was conducted by 

researchers at the Center for Creative Leadership and shows that developmental job experiences 

provide a significant amount of learning and development for managers. Their work provides an 
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often-cited, and well-supported framework for identifying aspects of job experiences that lead to 

learning, or in other words, the developmental components of job experiences.  

Developmental Components of Job Experiences 

 Prior to the Center for Creative Leadership studies in the late 1980s, much of the early 

work on the developmental components of job experiences were either primarily qualitative or 

focused on a limited number of job experiences. For example, Davies and Easterby-Smith’s 

(1984) conclusion that developmental job experiences contained a significant element of novelty 

was based on a synthesis of 90-minute interviews with 60 managers.  Although the responses 

were rich, the sample size was not large enough to test for statistical differences in novelty 

experienced between managers reporting developmental experiences (n =13) and managers 

reporting no developmental experiences (n = 37). Nicholson (1984) used a more quantitative 

research method involving longitudinal study designs, and pre and posttests, and developed a 

framework for identifying factors that predict personal development in new work roles. He 

identified role novelty and desire of feedback as two factors predicting personal development. 

Though his framework was based on more methodologically rigorous research than others at the 

time, it applied solely to job transitions, which are experiences in which employees disengage 

from previous roles and enter new ones. The framework does not consider job situations in 

which roles remain unchanged, but the challenges associated with the roles have, such as jobs 

that expand in scope, or jobs that require new and important decisions to be made (e.g. decisions 

involving a reduction in employees). Although the preceding research studies provided some 

initial insights into factors associated with development (e.g. novelty predicting learning) they 

either suffer from methodological limitations or are restricted to specific job experiences. To 

establish a more comprehensive and robust framework of developmental components of job 
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experiences, at the Center for Creative Leadership synthesized the findings across the existing 

literature on developmental job experiences and used mixed research methods.  

 McCauley et al. (1994), identified 15 developmental components based on a synthesis of 

the literature and a factor analysis of their Developmental Challenge Profile, which was an 

inventory designed to measure the key elements of developmental jobs as described by McCall, 

Lombardo, and Morrison (1988). The inventory contained 155 items drawn from interviews with 

191 executives describing developmental aspects of managerial jobs. McCauley et al. (1994) 

categorized the developmental job components into three broad categories: job transitions, task-

related challenges, and obstacles.  Job transitions were defined as a change in work role, such as 

a change in job content, status, or location. Task-related challenges were less person dependent 

than job transitions and related to the problems and dilemmas stemming from the task itself. 

Obstacles were contextual factors related to the job itself and involved obstacles faced on the job 

such as having a difficult boss or working under difficult economic situations (i.e. economic 

recession). Subsequent confirmatory factor analyses on new samples found supporting evidence 

for the three higher order factors, but validity tests comparing the relationship of developmental 

job components to assessments of on the job learning, and psychological states associated with 

internal motivation (Hackman & Oldman, 1976) provided support for only two of the three 

factors (job transitions, and task-related characteristics). Further iterations of the framework 

eliminated the obstacles dimension as well as other developmental components deemed to be 

problematic, or less central to the framework, and involved restructuring of previous dimensions 

as well as the addition of two new job components. The resulting and most modern configuration 

of the framework contains five clusters that represent challenging aspects of managerial work: 

experiencing a job transition (unfamiliar responsibilities), creating change, managing at high 
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levels of responsibility, managing boundaries, and dealing with diversity (McCauley, Ohlott, & 

Ruderman, 2015; Van Velsor, McCauley, & Ruderman, 2010).   

 Experiencing a job transition is a lasting cluster from the early iterations of the 

framework, and as previously mentioned, describes a change in work role, such as a change in 

job content, status, or location, and often take place when transitioning from one function to 

another, such as from sales to marketing. Transitions often involve unfamiliar responsibilities 

and are developmental to the extent that they require new strategies and skills on behalf of the 

manager to resolve challenges. 

 The second cluster identified by McCauley et al. (2015) is creating change and describes 

experiences that call for decisions and actions to be made under conditions of uncertainty and 

ambiguity such as taking the organization in a new direction or reducing staff. Often in these 

experiences the goals and responsibilities of the jobs are clearly defined but leaders are given 

freedom to decide how to achieve their goals. The freedom to maneuver outside the constraints 

of existing systems and procedures and the demand for change are believed to foster new 

methods and ideas that eventually supplant previously existing ones (Davies & Easterby-Smith, 

1984).  

 The third cluster is managing at high levels of responsibility, and describes experiences 

with high levels of breadth, visibility, and complexity such as expansions in scope, larger 

budgets, etc. The complexity of challenges in these experiences forces managers to incorporate 

different perspectives and consider enterprise-wide consequences and trade-offs. Furthermore, 

the level of responsibility and visibility associated with these experiences increases the impact 

and scrutiny of managerial decisions, motivating managers to work harder and improve their 

skills in order to succeed.  
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 The fourth cluster, managing boundaries, involves working across lateral boundaries or 

groups over which one has no direct authority, such as working with vendors or labor agencies. 

These experiences force managers to deal with multiple parties with competing demands and 

thereby build their relationship building and conflict resolution skills.  

 The final cluster identified by McCauley et al. (2015) is dealing with diversity and 

subsumes two developmental components added since the original iteration of the framework in 

1994. Dealing with diversity involves dealing with and managing people from different 

backgrounds and experiences as well as working across long distances and different time zones. 

Managers in these situations are forced to work with individuals from different backgrounds, 

values, and experiences, and thereby learn to understand business and workplace issues from 

different perspectives. 

 A large body of research supports the validity of the five clusters in predicting 

development and on the job learning. Much of the early research on the developmental 

components found the first four clusters to be related to self-perceptions of managerial 

development and learning across key managerial responsibilities and competencies (setting and 

implementing agendas, handling relationships, basic values, executive temperament, and 

personal insight).  Furthermore, they were positively correlated with positive psychological 

states (challenge appraisals), indicating that these experiences are appraised as having potential 

for growth, mastery, or gain, as opposed to personal harm or loss (Folkman & Lazarus, 1985). 

More recent research by Dragoni, Tesluk, Russell, and Oh (2009) found significant correlations 

(r = .28) between managerial competencies, and access to developmental assignments and 

quality of developmental assignments beyond tenure. Furthermore, De Pater, Van Vianen, 

Bechtoldt, and Klehe (2009) found that employees who experienced challenging job experiences 
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tended to receive higher promotability ratings from their supervisors. To make sure these results 

were not a function of managers' impressions of employees’ promotability influencing 

supervisors’ assignment allocation decisions, they regressed the interaction of managerial 

decision latitude and challenging job experiences on employee promotability and found that the 

interaction term did not provide incremental validity above and beyond decision latitude and 

challenging job experiences as individual predictors. 

Developmental Job Experiences and Career Outcomes 

 Despite the strong correlations with development and learning, there is a dearth of 

research linking developmental job experiences to important career outcomes, more specifically 

employee performance, career advancement, and turnover. The limited research is particularly 

alarming considering that many organizations invest in the development of employees in hopes 

of increasing their in-role performance, as well as grooming them for future roles in the 

organization. Furthermore, many employees accept these experiences hoping that the 

development and human capital gained from them will lead to positive career outcomes (e.g. 

improved performance and promotions). The few studies investigating the relationship between 

career outcomes and developmental job experiences have been hampered by methodological 

limitations (Chow, Lo, Sha, & Hong, 2006; Hurley & Sonnenfeld, 1998; Konrad & Cannings, 

1997; Lyness & Thompson, 2000; Preenen, De Pater, Van Vianen, & Keijzer, 2011). For 

example, previous studies looking at the relationship between developmental job experiences and 

career outcomes such as performance (Chow et al., 2006) and turnover (Preenen et al., 2011) 

have relied on self-reports of employee performance and turnover respectively. Self-reports of 

performance and turnover are subject to self-enhancing biases which can manifest themselves 

into inflated performance ratings and lower reports of turnover in a career outcomes context.  
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 Furthermore, the few studies looking at the relationship between developmental job 

experiences and career advancement were hampered by limited sample sizes, subjective 

measures of career facilitators, and non-generalizable samples. For example, Lyness and 

Thompson (2000) found that developmental job experiences facilitated the careers of successful 

executives but used self-report ratings to measure perceptions of career facilitation. Regression 

analyses testing the relationship between self-reported developmental experiences and career 

advancement in the same study found only one of the six developmental experiences measured 

(managing a diverse business) to be significantly associated with career success after controlling 

for human capital variables such as age, education, organizational tenure, and gender, but used a 

limited sample size. In Green’s (1991) overview of the procedures used to determine regression 

sample sizes, he recommends researchers use a sample size greater than 50 +8m (where m is the 

number of predictors) to detect moderate effects. The regression analysis conducted by Lyness 

and Thompson was based on a sample size of 104 executives and fell below Green’s (1991) 

suggested sample size for detecting moderate effects in regression analyses with multiple 

predictors (50 + 8 [10] = 130 executives). The inadequate sample size likely limited the power of 

the analyses (and likely affected the statistical significance of the findings), a note acknowledge 

by the authors (Lyness & Thompson, 2000 p. 98).  

 Other studies looking at the relationship between developmental job experiences and 

career advancement used a larger sample size but operationalized developmental job experiences 

as only one or two types of experiences. For example, Konrad and Cannings (1997) 

operationalized developmental job experiences as job rotations and found conflicting results. 

They found that the number of job rotations were negatively correlated with employee level, but 

positively related to employee promotions. Furthermore, Hurley and Sonnenfeld (1998) found 
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the proportion of years spent in corporate headquarters to the total time spent before entry into 

middle management and the proportion of years spent in line (functional areas that directly 

advance the organization’s core work, e.g. sales; Gitman & McDaniel, 2007) positions to the 

total time spent before entry into middle management were both positively correlated with 

selection into top management, but within the context of an organization with an internal labor 

market. In these organizations, all employees are hired at lower levels and are promoted from 

within and maintaining employees is very important, which makes internal career advancement 

more likely than it would be in organizations with external labor markets. It is difficult to tell if 

this same trend would exist in companies that also recruit and select employees for non-entry 

level positions from external labor markets and require employees to compete with internal and 

external employees for scarce resources (e.g. senior level roles).  

 As mentioned previously, the limited research on the relationship between developmental 

job experiences and career outcomes leaves a gap in our knowledge on how challenging 

experiences lead to in-role productivity, selection into more senior levels of the organization, and 

increased employee retention. It is critical to fill this gap considering that both developmental job 

experiences and career outcomes such as performance, promotions, and employee retention are 

perceived as valued rewards by employees. This research will extend our knowledge of this 

phenomenon and address the limitations of previous studies in five ways.  

 First, by using supervisor ratings of performance as opposed to self-ratings of 

performance as was done in previous studies (Chow et al., 2006), I will enhance the reliability of 

the performance metric. Previous studies using self-ratings of performance were more 

susceptible to leniency biases and resulted in non-normal distributions of performance (Chow et 

al., 2006). Non-normal distributions of performance, particularly those that are negatively 
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skewed, attenuate the correlation between developmental job experiences and performance 

because they restrict the range in performance scores (Gatewood, Field, & Barrick, 2011). 

Although supervisor ratings are also susceptible to leniency biases, they are considerably less 

prone to inflated ratings than self or peer ratings and are more highly correlated with external 

criteria of performance, suggesting that they are still valid measures of performance (Atkins & 

Wood, 2002; Becker & Klimoski, 1989; Beehr, Ivanitskaya, Hansen, Erofeev, & Gudanowski, 

2001; Harris & Schaubroeck, 1988; Heidemeier, 2005). Furthermore, the supervisor ratings that 

will be used in this study are calibrated across the participating organization as part of their 

performance appraisal process in order to produce a normal distribution, further reducing 

restriction of range. Moreover, supervisor ratings are superior to self-ratings of performance 

because they are more commonly used to measure performance in modern organizations than 

self-ratings, making them more externally valid measures of performance than self-ratings. 

 The second way this study will extend our knowledge of the relationship between 

developmental job experiences and career outcomes is by using organizational records of career 

movement as opposed to self-reported data to more objectively track employee turnover. 

Previous studies (Preenen et al., 2011) use self-reports of voluntary turnover to study the 

relationship between developmental job experiences and turnover, making reports of voluntary 

turnover in these studies more susceptible to social desirability biases and inaccuracies than 

would be if objective measures were used. For example, Preenen et al. (2011) asked respondents 

who reported changing jobs since Time 1 (in the past 2 years) of their longitudinal study whether 

or not the job change was voluntary. Because involuntary turnover is often viewed negatively, 

particularly in cases where employees are expelled due to inappropriate or illegal workplace 

activity, respondents are less likely to report its occurrence, and may even miscategorize such 
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turnover as voluntary to appear more favorable (King & Bruner, 2000; Zerbe & Paulhus, 1987). 

As a result, overall turnover may be under reported, and in cases where turnover is reported, 

respondents may over-report that it was voluntary. The efforts of study participants to distort 

their responses to appear more favorable are likely to obscure the correlations between 

developmental job experiences and voluntary turnover (Zerbe & Paulhus, 1987). Organizational 

metrics of movement into and out of the company are less likely to suffer from these biases 

because participants do not report their own turnover. Instead, these data are recorded by a third-

party, most often another employee, who is presumably less motivated by self-enhancement, and 

are later verified by multiple parties to ensure its accuracy.  

 The third way this study will extend our knowledge of the relationship between 

developmental job experiences and career outcomes is by using an adequate sample size to 

reduce type II error when hypothesis testing. Lyness and Thompson’s (2000) study testing the 

relationship between developmental job experiences and career advancement was underpowered 

and found only one (managing a diverse business) of the six developmental experience 

categories of interest (start-up, turning a business around, managing a downsizing, large scope, 

managing a diverse business, and nonauthority relationships) to be related to career success 

(organizational level and compensation). It is unclear whether the non-significant findings 

amongst the remaining predictors were indeed true nulls or false rejections as a result of the 

studies limited sample size. This study plans to address this gap by using a larger sample size 

that meets Green’s (1991) suggested recommendation for hypothesis testing with multiple 

predictors. 

 This study will also use data from an organization that recruits and selects employees for 

non-entry level positions from both an external and internal labor market as opposed to one that 
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only recruits and selects them from an internal labor market to incorporate the effects that 

external candidates might have on internal career advancement.  Although previous studies 

conducted in internal labor markets provided valuable insights (those with more corporate and 

line experience that have advanced quickly in their careers or more likely to be promoted to 

senior levels in organizations with an internal labor market; Hurley & Sonnenfeld, 1998), it 

remains unclear whether these findings are unique to organizations with a similar labor market, 

or if they generalize to non-internal labor market organizations as well. 

 The final way in which this study will extend our knowledge of the relationship between 

developmental job experiences and career outcomes and address the shortcomings of previous 

studies is by adopting McCauley et al.’s (2015) framework of developmental experiences to 

examine a more comprehensive scope of developmental experiences than has been examined in 

previous studies. Although frameworks on the developmental components of jobs existed prior 

to McCauley et al.’s (2015) work (Nicholson, 1984), the literature was disjointed, and individual 

studies were limited in the variety of experiences examined. McCauley et al.’s (2015) framework 

provided the first comprehensive perspective of developmental job experiences by synthesizing 

the existing literature, and unlike much of the previous research (e.g. Davies & Easterby-Smith, 

1984) applied both quantitative and qualitative research techniques, to reach a more 

methodologically rigorous and comprehensive framework for understanding a variety of 

developmental job experiences. The framework is among the most referenced framework for 

studying developmental job experiences and is based on decades of research on leaders in 

Fortune 500 companies across the globe (Van Velsor et al., 2010).  

 Without sufficient research examining the relationship between developmental job 

experiences and career outcomes, organizations are left only to assume that challenging 
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experiences lead to in-role productivity, and success in more senior levels of the organization. 

Moreover, without such research it is unclear whether the human capital gained (e.g. skills, 

knowledge) from these experiences help retain talented employees or motivate them to capitalize 

on their enhanced value in the labor market and leave for another company (Preenen et al., 

2011). By addressing the limitations of previous research, I hope to identify experiences that 

manifest into measurable effects on on-the-job performance, are fundamental for advancement 

into higher roles, and contribute to employee retention.   

 Developmental job experiences and performance. According to McCauley et al. 

(1994) a job experience is developmental to the extent that it provides the opportunity and 

motivation for learning. The five developmental job experiences provide the opportunity for 

learning because they place employees in novel situations and are highly motivating because 

they are perceived as opportunities for personal growth or gain (opportunity to learn new skills, 

gain recognition, earn potential promotions), and in so doing are perceived as challenges as 

opposed to hindrances (LePine, Podsakoff, & Lepine, 2005). When employees see stressors as 

challenges, they are likely to respond with positive coping skills (increased effort, active problem 

solving). The conclusions drawn from these experiences are likely to aid employees in resolving 

similar problems in the future and thereby increase their skills and ultimately their performance. 

Therefore, I hypothesize that developmental job experiences will positively predict job 

performance. 

 

Hypothesis 1: Developmental job experiences in the form of (a) experiencing a job transition 

(unfamiliar responsibilities), (b) creating change, (c) managing at high levels of responsibility, 

(d) managing boundaries, and (e) dealing with diversity will positively predict job performance. 
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 Developmental job experiences and career advancement. According to Becker’s 

(1962) human capital theory, individuals compete with each other for fair rewards and are judged 

solely on the bases of their credentials and contributions. The accumulated skills and experience 

gained from developmental job experiences contribute to employees’ credentials as competent 

and qualified employees. Furthermore, successful completion of these challenges helps highlight 

the contributions employees have made to the organization. Thus, employees experiencing 

developmental job experiences are likely to be seen as valuable assets to the company and are 

likely to be rewarded accordingly with offers for higher roles within the organization. Therefore, 

I hypothesize that developmental job experiences will positively predict career advancement.  

 

Hypothesis 2: Developmental job experiences in the form of (a) experiencing a job transition 

(unfamiliar responsibilities), (b) creating change, (c) managing at high levels of responsibility, 

(d) managing boundaries, and (e) dealing with diversity will positively predict career 

advancement. 

 

 Developmental job experiences and voluntary turnover. As mentioned previously, 

employees experiencing developmental job experiences are likely to be rewarded with 

considerations for promotions. The potential for internal career growth are likely to motivate 

employees experiencing these developmental challenges to remain with the organization and 

thereby reduce their desire to quit. Furthermore, challenging experiences are often viewed as 

rewards themselves. These rewards can be seen by employees as tokens of appreciation, or signs 

the organization is invested in them, and therefore consider them a valued asset. Employees that 

do not receive these rewards are likely to perceive themselves as undervalued compared to their 
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peers and see their potential for internal advancement within the organization as bleak. This will 

likely influence employees to consider alterative opportunities for employment where they might 

gain more favorable opportunities for career advancement. Therefore, I hypothesize that 

developmental job experiences will negatively predict voluntary turnover.  

 

Hypothesis 3: Developmental job experiences in the form of (a) experiencing a job transition 

(unfamiliar responsibilities), (b) creating change, (c) managing at high levels of responsibility, 

(d) managing boundaries, and (e) dealing with diversity will negatively predict turnover. 

 In summary, because developmental job experiences provide the opportunity to learn and 

are highly motivating, employees are likely to develop under these experiences and as a result 

receive more favorable performance ratings. With the increased skill-set and experience of these 

employees, they are likely to be seen as valuable assets to the company and be rewarded with 

higher roles within the organization. The potential for internal career growth are likely to 

motivate employees experiencing these developmental challenges to remain with the 

organization and reduce their desire to quit, while also motivating others who do not receive such 

rewards to seek other opportunities for advancement in other organizations, and to quit. 

Method 

Sample and Procedure 

Participants will be managers from a global consumer goods company. All participants 

will be full time employees, and all of their information will be obtained through the 

participating organization’s employee databases. Managers in the sample work in a variety of 

different functions including sales, finance, marketing, research and development, supply chain, 

and human resources across several global regions.  
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The managers in this study differ in organizational level ranging from associate managers 

at the lowest managerial level to senior vice presidents at the highest managerial level. In total 

there are seven distinct organizational levels represented in the sample: associate managers, 

managers, senior managers, directors, senior directors, vice presidents, senior vice presidents. 

The levels can be categorized into three leadership groups, front line managers, middle 

managers, and senior executives, and although the level of responsibility within each group 

increases with ascension up the hierarchy, each level within a respective leadership group shares 

similar roles and duties with each other. At the lowest leadership group level are front line 

managers, which include associate managers, managers, and senior managers, each with 

increasing levels of status and responsibility respectively. All managers within this group are 

responsible for supervision of employees that are directly responsible for the production or 

delivery of the organization’s output (products, services, etc.; Reh, 2019). Common duties 

embodying front line managers include organizing the objectives and priorities of the team and 

communicating it to staff, administering resources as necessary to ensure delivery of objectives, 

complying with policy and legislation, and scheduling meetings regularly to ensure adequate 

progress towards team goals (Reh, 2019). The next highest leadership group of managers are 

middle managers, and include directors, and senior directors, each also with increasing levels of 

status and responsibility respectively. Directors and senior directors are responsible for at least 

two levels of junior staff (Aucoin, 1989), and their main duties include fostering an effective 

work environment, establishing the team’s work flow, ensuring that subordinates abide by 

organizational rules, leading people and reporting to senior management (Zhang, Tsui, Song, Li, 

& Jia, 2008). Compared to line managers, middle managers receive greater salary, benefits, and 

have closer proximity to boardroom discussions (Dance, 2011). The highest leadership group in 
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this sample are senior executives, and include vice presidents and senior vice presidents, each 

with increasing levels of status and responsibility respectively as well. Senior executives lead the 

organization’s products or geographic units, and their duties typically include implementing the 

organization’s strategy, managing the demands of stakeholders, and in certain instances 

allocating the funding of specific projects (Hancewitz, 2008; Menz, 2012).  Unlike, middle 

managers, and front-line managers, senior executives focus less on day to day activities, and 

more on establishing and pursuing the corporation’s objectives (Menz, 2012).  

Measures 

Job performance. Performance will be measured through the organization’s annual 

supervisory performance appraisal. Performance appraisals are based on employees’ execution 

on a series of predetermined objectives established at the beginning of the year and are rated on a 

five-point scale, ranging from 1 (did not meet most objectives) to 5 (significantly exceeded most 

objectives). Supervisors rate employees on two dimensions: business outcomes (task 

performance), and people outcomes (relational performance). These ratings are then calibrated 

across the organization to produce a normal distribution. I will test hypotheses 1a - 1e using the 

individual performance dimensions as separate outcomes, as well as the summed performance 

score across both dimensions as an additional outcome (overall performance).  

Career advancement. Researchers commonly determine career advancement based on 

the number of promotions or the highest organizational level one attains in their career (Hurley 

& Sonnenfeld, 1998; Konrad & Cannings, 1997; Lyness & Thompson, 2000). The focal 

organization in this study recruits and selects employees for non-entry level positions through 

both the internal and external labor market and allows for employees to enter the organization at 

different organizational levels.  Under these circumstances, employees entering the organization 
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at their current organizational level would inherently reflect less promotions than their peers who 

entered the organization from lower levels. Moreover, because the level at which employees 

enter the organization influences their number of promotions, it can potentially confound the 

relationship between developmental job experiences and promotions. Organizational level, on 

the other hand, captures employees’ career advancement irrespective of their level of entry into 

the organization, and makes for a less contaminated measure of career advancement. Therefore, 

career advancement will be measured using organizational level (1 = Associate Manager, 2 = 

Manager, 3 = Senior Manager, 4 = Director, 5 = Senior Director, 6 = Vice President, 7 = Senior 

Vice President). 

Developmental Job Experiences. The focal organization established an internal list of 

developmental job experiences identified as key to internal career growth and employee 

development. Employees are familiarized with the company’s list of developmental job 

experiences as part of the organization’s onboarding process and encouraged to discuss these 

experiences with their managers during semi-annual career conversations. Employees are then 

encouraged to record the developmental job experiences gained throughout their career, 

including those gained prior to joining the organization, in an internal employee tracking system 

and are provided guiding resources (brochures, etc.) to ensure these experiences are recorded 

accurately. Employees’ supervisors and human resource professionals are able to review this 

information for accuracy and can contact the employee to correct any errors. 

The organization’s developmental job experiences are highly similar to those in 

McCauley et al.’s (2015) framework. The experiences are categorized into two broad clusters: 

people/leadership, and broadening. People/leadership experiences emphasize people, strategic or 

financial leadership development opportunities, and broadening experiences emphasize the 
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development of new and wide-ranging perspectives. Each broad cluster contains multiple 

individual experiences, similar to the hierarchical structure outlined in McCauley et al.’s (2015) 

framework.  

Developmental job experiences recorded in the focal organization’s database will be 

mapped onto the developmental job experience clusters in McCauley et al.’s (2015) framework 

through a mapping task. Developmental job experiences from the focal organization that are 

successfully mapped to developmental job clusters in McCauley et al.’s (2015) framework will 

be summed within each cluster to capture the total number of developmental job experiences for 

employees in each respective cluster. 

Subject matter expert mapping task. During the mapping task, I will first present subject 

matter experts (SMEs) with the developmental job experiences within each cluster of the focal 

organizations framework and McCauley et al.’s (2015) framework respectively (see Tables 1A 

and 1B respectively). I will then instruct SMEs to map the focal organization’s developmental 

job experiences to one of those in McCauley et al.’s (2015) framework. I will allow SMEs to 

assign multiple developmental job experiences from the focal organization to the same 

developmental job experience listed in McCauley et al.’s (2015) framework. I will also provide 

SMEs with the definition and an example of each developmental job experience to better 

illustrate its meaning. Previous research using similar mapping tasks retained only those items 

that were assigned to specific theoretical dimensions at least 50% of the time (Bernardin, 1977; 

Bernardin, LaShells, Smith, & Alvares, 1976; Goodman & Santos, 2006; Kinicki, Heyl, & 

Callarman, 1986).  Consistent with this approach, only developmental job experiences from the 

focal organization that are mapped to a developmental job experience in McCauley et al.’s 

(2015) framework by at least half of the SMEs will be considered to be successfully matched. 
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Once the SMEs complete the mapping task at the dimension level, I will roll up the dimensional 

mappings to the cluster level, such that any employee experiencing a developmental job 

experience successfully mapped to a developmental job experience in McCauley et al.’s (2015) 

framework will be identified as experiencing a developmental job experience in its 

corresponding cluster.  

 Voluntary Turnover. Voluntary turnover will be operationalized as the departure from 

an organization despite having the opportunity to remain (Preenen et al., 2011; Price, 1977; 

Wright & Cropanzano, 1998).The termination status of each employee will be obtained through 

the organization’s database and coded (1 = voluntarily turned over, 2 = not voluntarily turned 

over) to capture voluntary turnover . 

 Human Capital. As mentioned previously, human capital has been shown to predict a 

variety of career outcomes (e.g. performance, promotions, turnover, etc.; Becker, 1962; Ng, Eby, 

Sorensen, & Feldman, 2005; Ng & Feldman, 2010). To account for the impact of human capital 

on the criterion, I will control for a variety of human capital variables that have shown to be 

predictive of the career outcomes of interest, including age, tenure, gender, education, and 

employee potential (Chan, Mai, Kuok, & Kong, 2016; Ng & Feldman, 2009; Ng & Feldman, 

2010; Strober, 1990; Waldman & Avolio, 1986). 

 Tenure will be operationalized as the number of years of continued employment in the 

organization. Education will be operationalized as the highest level of education attained as 

indicated by the organization’s records (1 = High School Diploma/GED, 2 = Associate, 3 = 

Bachelor,  4 = Graduate). Employee potential will be operationalized as the employees’ potential 

rating as assigned by their supervisors. Supervisors assign potential ratings to team members on 

a five-point scale (1 = Too soon to Call, 2 = Performance Concern, 3 = Critical Professional, 4 = 
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Key Contributor, 5 = High Potential). This scale will be converted to a four-point scale (1 = 

Performance Concern, 2 = Critical Professional, 3 = Key Contributor, 4 = High Potential) to 

account for employees whose potential was too soon to call (i.e. just started a new position, just 

received a new manager, etc.). A score of “1” is the lowest potential score and indicates a 

performance concern and represents someone performing lower than expectations. A score of 

“2” indicates a critical professional and represents an employee with deep subject matter 

expertise or critical business relationships that is difficult to replace. These professionals may 

advance to other roles but mainly in their specialized area or function. A score of “3” indicates 

key contributors and represents employees that perform consistently and have potential for 

advancing to one level above their current role, or to other roles at the same level. A score of “4” 

indicates a high potential employee and represents someone with the ability and motivation to 

advance into roles two levels higher. High potential employees typically advance at an 

accelerated pace in this organization. 

Analyses 

 Hypotheses 1a - 1e. Hypothesis 1a - 1e, which predicted that developmental job 

experiences in the form of (a) experiencing a job transition (unfamiliar responsibilities), (b) 

creating change, (c) managing at high levels of responsibility, (d) managing boundaries, and (e) 

dealing with diversity, will positively predict job performance will be tested using hierarchical 

linear modeling. As mentioned previously, performance ratings in the focal organization are 

calibrated to produce a normal distribution. To account for differences in performance ratings 

due to calibration within managerial level and function, I will use a three-level model to test the 

relationship between developmental job experiences and performance. The three-level model 

will have employees at level one, managerial level at level two, and function at level three. I will 
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test hypothesis one using business, relational, and overall performance ratings as three separate 

performance outcomes. I will first run a fully unconditional model to test for significant variation 

in combined performance at the three levels. If there is significant variation at all levels, I will 

proceed to test the random coefficients model with the control variables, and each of the 

developmental job experiences as level one predictors. If each respective developmental job 

experience is a predictor of any of the performance outcomes beyond the control variables 

(human capital variables) then hypothesis 1a - e will be supported.  

 Hypotheses 2a - 2e. Hypothesis 2a - 2e, which predicted developmental job experiences 

in the form of (a) experiencing a job transition (unfamiliar responsibilities), (b) creating change, 

(c) managing at high levels of responsibility, (d) managing boundaries, and (e) dealing with 

diversity, will positively predict career advancement will be tested using hierarchical linear 

regression. Although the total developmental experiences one gains over the course of their 

career can influence their current performance and turnover, only those experiences gained prior 

to entering their current level can influence their advancement into that level. Therefore, only 

those experiences that were gained prior to entering one’s current level will be assessed in the 

analyses for Hypotheses 2a – 2e.  I will first run a model regressing organizational level on the 

control variables. Next, I will add all developmental job experiences to the model simultaneously 

If each respective developmental job experience is a predictor of career advancement beyond the 

control variables (human capital variables) then hypothesis 2a - e will be supported. 

 Hypotheses 3a - 3e. Hypothesis 3a - 3e, which predicted that developmental job 

experiences in the form of (a) experiencing a job transition (unfamiliar responsibilities), (b) 

creating change, (c) managing at high levels of responsibility, (d) managing boundaries, and (e) 

dealing with diversity will negatively predict turnover will be tested using logistic regression. I 
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will first run a model regressing voluntary turnover on the control variables. Next, I will add all 

developmental job experiences to the model simultaneously. If each respective developmental 

job experience is a predictor of turnover beyond the control variables (human capital variables) 

then hypothesis 3a - e will be supported. 
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