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Although external hiring is a signature feature of contemporary labor markets, internal 

hiring continues to benefit firms and workers. Organizations benefit from high-

performing internal hires who are less expensive than external hires, and workers are 

likely to develop skills and gain increases in responsibility while not having to move to 

another firm. Fully capturing these benefits, however, requires workers to be matched to 

open internal jobs that complement their knowledge, skills, and abilities. Recent research 

has shown that internal talent markets–created when firms post open jobs and invite 

current employees to apply–are particularly effective for generating these complementary 

person-job matches. While this research asserts the benefits of market-based internal 

hiring, the literature on internal markets is otherwise limited; there remain open questions 

related to how internal matches are formed, the challenges associated with forming 

internal matches, and how organizations might begin to overcome such challenges. This 

dissertation seeks to understand how internal hiring might continue to be improved 

through market-based processes but also highlights some potential unintended 

consequences of utilizing markets to facilitate internal mobility. In doing so, this 

dissertation contributes to recent efforts to better understand the dynamics of within-firm 

hiring processes and provides a more holistic picture of internal talent markets for theory 

and practice. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
Job mobility–broadly defined as the movement of individuals between jobs (Rosenbaum, 

1979; Rosenfeld, 1972)–occurs both between and within organizations. The past three 

decades have seen an increase in research related to mobility between organizations (i.e., 

external mobility), as firms increasingly rely on workers in the external market to fill 

open jobs (Royal & Althauser, 2003) and employees seek to advance their careers in 

more than one firm (BLS, 2019). Yet the business case for external hiring and mobility is 

often dependent on the needs of the firm and therefore somewhat uncertain. Indeed, 

research shows that external hires may bring a number of benefits to firms, including new 

knowledge (Rosenkopf & Almeida, 2003; Singh & Agrawal, 2011; Song, Almeida, & 

Wu, 2003) and new business (Somaya, Williamson, & Lorinkova, 2008). At the same 

time, however, research shows that organizations pay a premium for external hires 

(Bidwell, 2011; Bidwell & Mollick, 2015), who often are initially lower performers and 

more likely to subsequently exit the firm compared to internal hires (Bidwell, 2011; 

DeOrtentiis, Van Iddekinge, Ployhart, & Heetderks, 2018).  

 Research highlighting the costs of external hiring has emboldened organizations 

to invest resources in internal mobility programs and has renewed scholars’ interest in the 

dynamics of internal mobility within modern firms. A Google search for internal talent 

mobility programs yields management press articles discussing “Unlocking your 

organization’s potential” (Skilbeck, 2019), “Making mobility matter” (Nalbantian & 

Guzzo, 2009) and “…Overlooking your greatest source of talent?” (Erickson, Moulton, & 

Cleary, 2018). Recent academic publications similarly highlight the ways in which 

organizations are likely to benefit most from different types of internal hiring practices, 
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such that hiring managers select workers who are high performers and likely to remain 

with the firm (e.g., Keller, 2018). In addition to benefiting organizations, internal 

mobility is associated with a number of positive outcomes for workers; employees enjoy 

the stability of not having to relocate to other organizations (Buchanan, 2004) and are 

able to develop new skills and gain additional responsibilities, such that they advance 

their careers within their current firm (Landau & Hammer, 1986). 

 Despite this renewed interest in internal hiring and its benefits, recent data 

indicate that internal hiring introduces its own challenges. In their 2019 Human Capital 

Trends Report, Deloitte found that over 50% of respondents reported that their 

organizations were either “fair” or “inadequate” at facilitating internal talent mobility, 

and only 6% reported their organizations as “excellent” (Deloitte Insights, 2019). Other 

data indicate that nearly half of all internal moves end in failure from either the 

perspective of the hiring manager or the employee (Martin & Schmidt, 2010). These data 

highlight the reality that, although internal hiring holds the potential to benefit firms and 

workers, actually capturing those benefits is difficult and far from guaranteed. This leaves 

a number of open and interesting questions for scholars interested in understanding the 

dynamics of internal mobility in contemporary firms–what works and what does not, 

what are the specific challenges hiring managers and workers face when filling internal 

jobs, and how might organizations begin to overcome these challenges? 

 In this dissertation, I build on recent attempts to understand internal job matching 

as a process wherein both hiring managers and employees seek out information in efforts 

to create quality current and future person-job matches within the firm (e.g., Keller, 2018; 

Weller et al., 2018). I argue, however, that conceptualizing job matching as an 
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information-gathering process also draws attention to a number of unintended 

consequences associated with market-based internal hiring. I highlight this perspective 

across five chapters. Chapter 1 reviews the existing literature on internal mobility and 

proposes an agenda for future research on internal talent markets. Chapter 2 introduces 

the data used to test the hypotheses proposed in Chapter 3 and Chapter 4. Chapter 3 

presents an empirical study in which I argue and find that hiring managers make better 

internal hiring decisions when they evaluate internal candidates alongside external 

candidates and are able to benchmark the skills valued in the external market against 

those of their current employees. While this is found to have a positive effect, I suggest 

that it is not without risk, as internal hires who competed against external candidates are 

also more likely to subsequently exit the firm than internal hires who competed against 

only other internal candidates. In Chapter 4, I shift my focus to variations in turnover 

among those internal candidates who competed for open jobs but were ultimately 

rejected–that is, the majority of employees the organization turned down in an effort to 

create a complementary person-job match. I argue and find that rejected internal 

candidates are less likely to exit the firm following a rejection when they are rejected 

after interviewing with a hiring manager (as opposed to being rejected without a hiring 

manager interview) and when they are rejected in favor of another internal candidate (as 

opposed to an external candidate). Although Chapter 3 and Chapter 4 highlight the 

potential downsides of internal talent markets, I discuss in each how firms might attempt 

to mitigate such negative outcomes. I conclude in Chapter 5 with the overall 

contributions and implications of this dissertation, as well as more specific next steps for 

additional research on internal talent markets. 
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CHAPTER 1 

CONCEPTUAL REVIEW OF INTERNAL MOBILITY RESEARCH 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 
Although external mobility is a signature feature of contemporary labor markets, 

researchers and organizations alike have given renewed attention in recent years to 

internal mobility, which occurs when a worker moves to a new job within their current 

organization (Keller, 2018). Relative to external mobility in particular, internal mobility 

is associated with a number of benefits for both firms and workers. Organizations often 

benefit from better-performing internal hires who are less likely to subsequently exit the 

firm (Bidwell, 2011), and recent data indicate that many workers prefer job mobility 

within a single company (Buchanan, 2004), especially if they are provided the 

opportunity to develop their skills and advance in the future (Landau & Hammer, 1986). 

A primary underlying assumption from much of this work is that firms and employees 

have greater information about each other (than do firms and external candidates), which 

enables employees to enter jobs that complement their knowledge, skills, and abilities 

(Weller, Hymer, Nyberg, & Ebert, 2018) and results in mutually beneficial person-job 

matches. 

 Despite the renewed interest in internal mobility in the last decade, research 

emphasizing the associated benefits is not novel. Indeed, internal mobility research more 

broadly dates back to as early as the 1970s, when a rich literature developed on internal 

labor markets (ILMs) (e.g., Althauser, 1989; Doeringer & Piore, 1971; Kalleberg & 

Sorensen, 1979). The latter half of the twentieth century can be considered the “heyday” 

of these ILMs–a time when organizations were seeking to build their internal talent 
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pipelines and limit the number of workers entering from the external market. Research 

spanning sociology, economics, and organization theory described the construction and 

operation of ILMs as based on a clear set of strict, administrative rules that governed the 

internal movement of workers; employees advanced upward along narrowly defined job 

ladders, shielded from both internal and external competition for open jobs. A central 

tenant of this research is that, following clear rules for advancement, organizations would 

know that employees would have developed the firm-specific skills necessary to do well 

in the next subsequent job. 

 Early work on ILMs focused primarily on describing the structural properties and 

organizational processes that facilitated upward advancement (e.g., Diprete, 1987; 

Doeringer & Piore, 1971; Althuaser, 1989; Althauser & Kalleberg, 1981). Subsequent 

research explored variations in the “ideal-type” ILM across different types of firms 

(Osterman, 1987) or industries and geographic regions (Burton, 2013), as well as 

variations in which employees had access to these ILMs within firms (Baron, Davis-

Blake, & Bielby, 1986). Yet despite the fact that much work has noted the gradual 

disappearance of structures and processes supporting these prototypical ILMs (Cappelli, 

1999; Cappelli & Keller, 2014; Osterman & Burton, 2005), less attention has been paid to 

the structures and processes that have replaced them. For example, while scholars have 

explored how the timing of different internal moves and the acquisition of different 

combinations of skills shape how prepared employees are likely to be for future internal 

jobs (e.g., DeRue & Wellman, 2009; Dragoni, Oh, Vankatwyk, & Tesluk, 2011), less 

attention has been paid to the processes that facilitate the actual or attempted mobility 

into these jobs. Notable exceptions include a handful of studies on internships (e.g., 
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Sterling, 2014), job rotation programs (e.g., Campion et al., 1994), and executive 

successions (e.g., Karaevli, 2007). Similar to early ILM research, a common theme across 

these research topics is that workers invest in job- and organization-specific skills such 

that they are likely to be successful in new internal roles. 

 What is noteworthy across both historical studies of ILMs and this more recent 

work on specific internal mobility processes is that they tend to conceptualize internal 

mobility as an administrative process that is largely one-sided; the employer chooses 

under what conditions employees can move and into which jobs. Two elements of 

contemporary firms, however, suggest that this approach limits our understanding of 

internal mobility more broadly. First, most forms of administrative-based internal 

mobility are often only available to a small subset of workers within the organization, 

such as those employees who have been identified as high potential (Martin & Schmidt, 

2010; Silzer & Church, 2009), those who have influential sponsors at higher levels within 

the firm (Seibert et al., 2001; Sheridan et al., 1990), or those hired via specific entry 

portals (Sterling, 2014). Second, internal mobility is now best conceptualized as a two-

sided matching process; employees in modern organizations, rather than firms 

themselves, are responsible for seeking out new short-term opportunities they can 

assemble into careers (Cappelli, 2008). In an age when the creation of an internal match 

is no longer solely dictated by the firm, how do the majority of workers move into new 

internal jobs? 

 Recent data indicate that nearly 70% of jobs in large, contemporary organizations 

are filled through what has been described as an internal talent market (Bryan, Joyce, and 

Weiss, 2016). Internal talent markets are created when firms encourage managers to post 
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open jobs to online internal job boards and invite interested employees to apply (Cappelli 

& Keller, 2014), enabling two-sided matching. The recent research on these markets 

implies that it is through the use of internal talent markets that complementary person-job 

matches are most likely to be created (Keller, 2018; Weller, Hymer, Nyberg, & Ebert, 

2018). Because employees across the organization are able to apply for jobs and provide 

information about their potential fit with those jobs, hiring managers are able to make 

better hiring decisions than if they hand-picked an employee from their personal network 

(Keller, 2018). Despite growing evidence that internal talent markets are of great 

importance to firms and workers, research on how matches are formed in these markets is 

still minimal. A more complete picture of internal mobility in modern firms requires a 

more complete understanding of how these internal talent markets shape the creation of 

complementary person-job matches. 

 Below, I review the existing literature on administrative-based and market-based 

internal mobility in greater detail, with special attention to the information used by 

employers and employees in the formation of an internal match. A review of what we 

currently know about internal mobility in its different forms allows me to construct a 

roadmap for future research on market-based mobility in particular, as this is the form 

through which most employees move but about which we know much less. Because my 

focus is on the process of forming an internal person-job match, I center the questions for 

future research on market-based hiring processes within large organizations which have 

most widely adopted such processes and whose size makes it most efficient for 

encouraging employees to apply for open jobs. The agenda I propose for future research 
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therefore centers around the overarching question: “What is the role of information in 

attracting, selecting, and rejecting employees in internal talent markets?” 

A FOCUS ON ADMINISTRATIVE-BASED MOBILITY 
 
Although researchers have examined internal mobility events in distinct sets of studies, 

such as those on internships, job rotations, and executive successions, these studies 

together share two fundamentally similar characteristics. First, they are situated in a 

broader discussion of employees’ careers as a sequence of internal matches as opposed to 

the formation of individual person-job matches. In other words, an employee’s movement 

between internal jobs is often discussed as part of their larger career progression within 

the firm. Second, these studies highlight the primary role of the organization, rather than 

the employee, in facilitating this internal career progression, which is consistent with 

early research on internal mobility in bureaucratic ILMs. Below I review early accounts 

of ILMs (under the category of rule-based internal hiring), alongside more recent work on 

internships, job rotations, and executive successions, to paint a more complete picture of 

what we know about administrative-based internal mobility (i.e., Pinfield, 1995). 

Modes of Administrative-Based Mobility 

Rule-based internal hiring.  In the 1920s, organizations developed personnel 

departments with the goal of filling open jobs with current workers such that they would 

have the manpower to continue to produce during World War I (Jacoby, 1985). Despite 

these early attempts at developing talent pipelines, following the Great Depression (when 

managers were in less demand) and World War II (when managers were serving in the 

military), about a third of managers died with no one to replace them (Cappelli, 2010, 

2015). Recognizing the need to develop and promote current employees to address the 
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talent shortage, organizations implemented internal mobility programs first developed by 

the Navy. With the purpose of developing a steady supply of internal candidates to fill 

managerial jobs, these internal mobility programs in large organizations were centered 

around careful consideration of candidates coming into the organization (including 

selection tests aimed at identifying those with the potential to become executives) and 

early training and development of those candidates with potential (Cappelli, 2011). 

This systematized process of recruiting, selection, and subsequent advancement 

served as the basis for what were considered “new” ILMs (Cappelli & Keller, 2014). As 

organizations came to rely on internal development to fill jobs, scholars became 

increasingly interested in understanding the construction and operation of ILMs (i.e., 

Doeringer & Piore, 1971). Core to traditional ILMs were the bureaucratic rules that 

dictated internal advancement (Doeringer & Piore, 1971; Jacoby, 2004; Kalleberg & 

Sorensen, 1979). There was often a limited pool of internal candidates for any given job, 

as workers were expected to move through a series of jobs located along clearly defined 

job ladders (Sorensen, 1983). Selection criteria, which were typically enshrined in formal 

organizational policies and/or collective bargaining agreements, often favored objective 

criteria such as seniority and organizational tenure over more subjective criteria such as 

job performance, further limiting competition for jobs (Slichter, Healy, & Livernash, 

1960). 

While these rules limited the number of opportunities available to employees, the 

tradeoff is that they provided stability, which was mutually beneficial for both firms and 

workers; clear guidelines informed employees about where they would move next within 

the firm and assured employers that those workers were ready to move into those new 
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jobs. Indeed, several early studies of internal mobility from the employee perspective 

emphasized the importance of organizational rules and policies in shaping their 

perceptions of their likelihood of moving internally (Anderson et al., 1981; Beehr et al., 

1980; Landau & Hammer, 1986; Vardi, 1980). This clarity for employees subsequently 

benefited the firm. Facing limited competition for jobs and the prospect of advancement 

and lifetime employment, more junior workers were likely to remain with the firm and 

continue to be invested in refining firm-specific skills. Once promoted, more senior 

workers would serve as mentors and train their junior coworkers rather than withhold 

valuable knowledge and information (Sorensen, 1983). 

 Of course, the process of filling jobs reviewed above was characteristic of how 

rule-based hiring occurred in what might be considered an “ideal-type” ILM. However, it 

is worth noting that research following the earliest accounts of the operation of these 

ILMs revealed that there was substantial variation in how widely ILMs were adopted and 

in specific aspects of how they operated. That is, while the ILMs described by Doeringer 

and Piore (1971) are generally what one thinks of when considering how jobs were filled 

in ILMs, access to jobs was not uniform across workers in a given firm nor were rule-

based hiring practices across organizations without variation. Importantly, the ideal-type 

ILMs described above typically existed in large manufacturing firms, where jobs were 

filled by blue-collar workers. Because workers advanced along strict job ladders, rule-

based hiring primarily benefited white men, who entered jobs that were considered core 

to the firm and from which there were opportunities to develop additional skills and 

advance; women were often segregated upon entry into marginalized or secondary-

market jobs that provided fewer if any opportunities for advancement within the firm 
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(Barnett, Baron, & Stuart, 2000; Bridges & Nelson, 1989; Petersen, Saporta, & Seidel, 

2005; Rosenfeld, 1992). Alongside these institutional structures that favored men, 

variations in employment practices within firms were also shown to contribute to 

differential mobility outcomes for men and women. Examinations of mobility within 

firms showed that not all jobs were located along narrowly-defined job ladders (Baron, 

Davis-Blake, & Bielby, 1986), such that managers took advantage of opportunities to 

influence allocative decisions even in the presence of bureaucratic rules governing 

advancement (Jacoby, 2004; Miner, 1987). For example, research by Baron and Newman 

(1980) showed that the work of women and non-white employees was often devalued, 

limiting pay and career advancement of these workers. 

Research in this vein also highlighted the variation in how ILMs and, more 

specifically, internal hiring practices, operated across firms (e.g., Osterman, 1987; 

Osterman & Burton, 2005). Earlier comparisons emphasized distinct differences between 

systems in general that created variations in internal hiring. For example, some studies 

note that firms that hold different values in regard to cutting costs and rewarding 

shareholders are likely to rely on different types of hiring rules, such as the extent to 

which they value seniority and retention or choose to fill open jobs with current 

employees (e.g., Cascio, 2006; Greenhouse, 2005; Bamber, Gittell, Kochan, & 

Nordenflycht, 2009). More recent reviews have sought to develop a more comprehensive 

theoretical perspective for these variations by emphasizing the influential role of specific 

internal and/or external factors at play in contributing to such variation. For example, 

Osterman (2011) emphasizes group and political interests as driving the extent to which 

firms implemented structures similar to those in prototypical ILMs. He argued that the 
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degree of tension between unions and personnel professionals, for instance, contributed 

to variations in the establishment of formalized job ladders and the shape that those 

ladders take, which ultimately impacts internal hiring and mobility outcomes. Recent 

research focusing on external factors has, in turn, emphasized the role of geographic 

region and external competition in shaping variations in organizational practices such as 

internal hiring (i.e., Burton, 2013). This perspective argues that while leading firms that 

are geographically isolated are likely to independently configure their ILMs, the 

structures and practices of organizations located in the same geographic regions are likely 

to influence each other. For example, peer organizations within a regional cluster may be 

more inclined to have “open” ILM systems (i.e., ILMs that encourage mobility between 

firms at all levels; Sorensen, 1996), whereas organizations in more competitive clusters 

may be likely to have “closed” systems in which internal mobility is governed by stricter 

guidelines and workers are incentivized not to explore mobility opportunities in the 

external market (Burton, 2013). 

While the extant literature has clearly called attention to the variations that may 

have existed within and between firms in regard to specific rule-based hiring practices, it 

remains the case that this line of research has emphasized the ways in which 

organizations, rather than workers, controlled the internal movement of workers. 

Although the most bureaucratic forms of organizations described in the foundational 

models seem to no longer exist (Cappelli & Keller, 2014; Piore, 2002), vestiges of them 

do exist in specific programs and policies that govern mobility within modern firms. 

Specifically, organizations’ desire for their workers’ development of firm-specific skills, 

stable performance, and low turnover rates is reflected in research on mobility following 
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internships, mobility during and following job rotations, and internal executive 

successions. Similar to rule-based hiring, these forms of internal mobility are largely 

dictated by the organization.  

Internships and “tryouts”.  Internships are a version of trial employment, in the 

form of short-term work assignments, that are intended to match workers to eventual 

employers (Baron & Kreps, 1999; Kalleberg, 2000; Sterling, 2014). Originating from the 

labor movement concept of apprenticeship, the short-term assignment is intended to train 

and screen employees in work settings prior to organizations making longer-term 

employment decisions (Houseman, Kalleberg, & Erickcek, 2003). Because internships 

are typically completed during secondary education or post-secondary education 

(Rockwood, 2020), workers enter internship programs from the external market. 

However, the conversion of an internship to full-time employment can be considered an 

internal mobility event, as workers complete these short-term assignments before being 

promoted to a non-internship role within that same firm. That mobility into new roles 

following an internship be considered internal is consistent with recent research by 

Sterling and Fernandez (2018), who suggest that internships are a form of “temporary 

internalization”–a process of bringing the labor market into the firm to assess an 

individual worker’s skills and potential value to the organization as a more permanent 

employee (p. 5445). In this way, although workers do typically apply for internships with 

specific companies, the organization they choose to enter ultimately decides, following 

program completion, whether the worker will be hired and which jobs they will assume. 

 Much of the existing research on internships explores how “tryout” periods of 

employment affect subsequent internal career outcomes. A portion of studies compare 
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career outcomes for those who completed internships versus outcomes for those who did 

not. For example, research shows that workers who entered organizations following 

internships (compared to those entering through other methods of hiring, such as on-

campus interviews, job fairs, and online applications), are less likely to subsequently exit 

the firm and more likely to be promoted quickly (Sterling, 2015). Additionally, some 

work suggests that internships may be a way to narrow the gender pay gap within 

organizations, as women who complete internships receive higher salaries than women 

who do not (Sterling & Fernandez, 2018). Other research, however, compares variations 

in career outcomes among only those who completed internships. This work primarily 

shows that those workers with preexisting relationships within the organization are more 

likely to accept longer-term offers of employment following an internship (Sterling, 

2014) and develop larger intraorganizational networks post-entry (Sterling, 2015). A 

common theme across these studies is that internships serve as a mode of reducing 

uncertainty and providing information to the firm; once workers have the opportunity to 

demonstrate their skills and develop networks within a single organization, there is an 

increased likelihood that they will become valued employees and be better-positioned for 

longer-term career development. 

Job rotations.  Job rotations are most simply defined as the systematic movement 

of workers from job to job within one company (Feister, Collis, & Cossack, 2008) and 

typically within the same hierarchical level (Campion et al., 1994). Although the intended 

purpose of job rotations may vary across organizations, rotations are often used to orient 

or train new employees in different areas of the firm, maintain levels of motivation, and 

prevent or reduce boredom or fatigue (Feister et al., 2008). Rotations may therefore take 
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place at any point throughout an employee’s tenure with an organization, though 

rotations more often occur in the first two to three years. Indeed, organizations that 

implement more formalized job rotations generally do so as career development 

programs geared toward new employees that are considered high-potential talent and 

likely to be subsequently placed on succession plans for leadership roles (i.e., Grossman, 

2003). Even in those instances in which firms encourage their workers to express their 

preferences for the rotations to which they would like to be assigned, the organization 

still has final say regarding the specific rotation assignments employees will complete, in 

which order they will complete them, and how frequently they will move between 

rotations. 

Though the academic research on job rotations is limited, it more explicitly 

describes job rotations as a form of internal mobility that centers around information-

gathering. Consistent with the practical perspective that rotations serve to reduce fatigue 

and prevent career plateaus, early work on job rotations does suggest that they provide a 

way to keep employees motivated and engaged with both their work and their 

organizations (Miller, Dhaliwal, & Magas, 1973; Walker & Guest, 1952). However, more 

recent research describes job rotations as a process of employee- and employer-learning 

(e.g., London, 1985; Ortega, 2001; Eriksson & Ortega, 2006). That is, employees learn 

skills in different jobs across the organization and accumulate human capital, while the 

firm receives information about the quality of various person-job matches (Jovanovic, 

1979) more frequently than they otherwise would as workers rotate through different 

assignments. As with the literature on internships, the majority of studies emphasize 

outcomes associated with job rotations at the individual level; rotations have been shown 
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to be positively related to promotion rate, salary growth, and perceptions that rotations 

improve knowledge and skills (e.g., Campion et al., 1994) and negatively associated with 

intentions to exit (Tyler, 2004). 

In addition to more formalized job rotations which typically occur earlier in 

employees’ careers, organizations may choose to move more senior employees to 

different types of jobs such that employees gain additional information that will aid them 

in creating future internal matches. These programs are typically aimed at developing 

senior leaders, including future members of the C-suite. For example, employees may be 

placed in different project teams, given expatriate assignments (e.g., Takeuchi, Tesluk, 

Yun, & Lepak, 2005), or placed in more developmentally challenging roles (e.g., DeRue 

& Wellman, 2009). Like job rotations, such experiences are likely to help with morale 

and motivation of more senior workers who may be experiencing career plateaus (i.e., 

Ference, Stoner, & Warren, 1977). However, often times employees may need to 

complete specific stretch assignments in order to advance into certain strategic jobs 

within the firm (e.g., Huselid & Becker, 2011; Huselid, Beatty, & Becker, 2005). These 

examples of horizontal internal mobility may be particularly relevant for female and non-

white employees looking to advance into leadership and top-management positions. 

Indeed, research notes that, because unconscious bias leads organization decision makers 

to develop role-incongruent perceptions of women and people of color in leadership roles 

(e.g., Eagly & Karau, 2002; Heilman, 1983), completion of such assignments may 

convince decision makers of their leadership potential (Lyness & Schrader, 2006). 

Internal executive successions.  Internal successions occur when an open 

executive-level position is filled with an internal candidate and are often the result of 
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internal succession planning. Succession plans are typically created by a group of 

existing executives who identify employees with the potential to work in senior roles, 

such as Directors, Vice Presidents, and Senior Vice Presidents. The theoretical purpose of 

these plans is to provide firms with information on the available candidates who are able 

to assume top-management roles and, consequently, in which employees to invest critical 

resources that will prepare them for those roles (Cragun, Nyberg, & Wright, 2016; 

Schepker, Nyberg, Ulrich, & Wright, 2018). In practice, however, succession planning 

can often complicate the process of filling executive roles and perhaps be less helpful for 

organizations than I might think. For example, it is often the case that the same employee 

might show up on several succession plans (LaMarche & Ruyle, 2015); because 

candidates can only fill one job, this provides the illusion that the firm has more available 

candidates to fill an executive role than it actually does. Additionally, there are scarce 

data on how often executive roles are filled from succession plans, suggesting that firms 

may be investing resources in succession planning that is not utilized. 

These complications in practice have made it difficult to conduct empirical 

research on the topic of succession planning (Schepker et al., 2018). Research on 

executive succession as a form of administrative-based hiring process has therefore 

focused primarily on the success or failure of individual successions rather than 

succession planning itself. This research has focused particular attention on the outcomes 

associated with insider versus outsider CEO successions (for a more detailed review, see 

Karaevli, 2007). Although tight trajectories characteristic of traditional succession 

planning initially made internally promoted CEOs much more desirable, boards are 

increasingly filling executive-level positions with external candidates (Khurana, 2002). 
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Although Karaevli’s (2007) review of executive successions highlights the lack of 

consistency in findings across fifty years of research, a theme across these studies is the 

firm’s greater access of information to and about internal successors. Consistent with a 

human capital perspective (e.g., Becker, 1964), firms are likely to hire internal successors 

when they desire continuity between CEOs; internal successors are likely to have greater 

knowledge of the firm and established networks to increase their likelihood of continued 

success (e.g., Lauterbach, Vu, & Weisberg, 1999), whereas externally-hired executives 

are likely to lack firm- and (sometimes) industry-specific skills critical for new leaders of 

an organization. 

A Decline in Administrative-Based Mobility 

That research has primarily focused on these one-sided, firm-directed forms of internal 

mobility is not surprising. Since the heyday of bureaucratic ILMs, internal mobility has 

been conceptualized as a systematic process wherein workers enter the firm at very low 

levels and progress upward, usually remaining with the same organization for the entirety 

of their careers. Highlighting this process as largely dictated by the firm, an implicit 

perspective underlying much of the existing research is that the creation of internal 

matches and their associated outcomes are predictable and orderly, particularly relative to 

external mobility. 

However, two realities of contemporary organizations call into question this 

narrow perspective and require a shift in research on mobility within the firm. First, 

scholars have noted that mobility is no longer a firm-directed process focused on the 

development of firm-specific skills. Due to changes in the external competitive 

environment, twenty-first century organizations look dramatically different than the ones 
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described by Doeringer and Piore (1971) in their seminal work on ILMs. For example, 

the flattening of organizational hierarchies due to cuts in middle management (Rajan & 

Wulf, 2006) combined with broader job definitions (Grant & Parker, 2009) has led to the 

gradual dismantling of well-defined job ladders (Grimshaw, Ward, Rubery, & Beynon, 

2001). Organizational restructurings and changing job requirements make it difficult for 

firms to predict the necessary skills and competencies for certain jobs at any point in 

time, let alone build large pipelines of workers to fill those jobs in the future (Cappelli & 

Keller, 2014). Prioritizing flexibility over stability (Osterman & Burton, 2005) and no 

longer willing or able to provide assurance of continued employment, employers have 

encouraged workers to take control of their own careers (Cappelli, 2008). Employees 

must now seek out and apply for jobs that match their needs and abilities, rather than rely 

on organizations to facilitate their career development, which enables individual hiring 

managers to meet immediate hiring needs. The creation of complementary internal 

person-job matches within the firm has thus transformed into a two-sided matching 

process muddled with uncertainty. 

Moreover, as noted above, forms of administrative-based internal mobility are 

often only available to a subset of workers within the firm. Particularly in modern 

organizations, mobility based on internships, job rotations, and succession plans are often 

only available to a small portion of employees who have been identified as high potential 

(i.e., Martin & Schmidt, 2010). Efforts to understand internal mobility among this subset 

of employees has overlooked the more general process by which internal mobility takes 

place in large firms. 

TURNING TO MARKET-BASED MOBILITY 
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The two points outlined above suggest that there should be an abundance of recent 

research focusing exclusively on mobility within organizations. Yet research has instead 

focused on comparing the outcomes associated with internal versus external mobility 

rather than applying these insights specifically inside the firm. That said, this comparison 

is useful in that it emphasizes the relative benefits of both types of mobility for firms and 

workers and, in doing so, highlights the need for a greater understanding of how internal 

matches are created, especially given the widespread adoption of internal talent markets. 

Indeed, a primary reason for the adoption of internal talent markets is that firms have 

come to question the benefits of external hiring. 

Comparing Internal and External Mobility  

The same external pressures that led to flatter organizational hierarchies have 

simultaneously led to an increase in external hiring at nearly all organizational levels 

(Jacoby, 2005; Royal & Althauser, 2003). As workers spend increasingly less time at 

individual companies and uncertainty increases about which skills will be most valued for 

open jobs, hiring managers are left wondering whether current employees alone can meet 

all of their hiring needs. The resulting empirical research suggests that, although external 

hiring can be beneficial for firms, internal hiring is, on average, a “safer bet.” For 

example, while external hiring may bring firms new business (Somaya, Williamson, & 

Lorinkova, 2008) and increased social influence (Dokko & Rosenkopf, 2010), it is also 

more expensive to hire external workers (Bidwell, 2011; Groysberg, Lee, & Nands, 

2008). Internal hires, by contrast, are less expensive, better initial performers, and less 

likely to subsequently exit the firm (Bidwell, 2011; DeOrtentiis et al., 2018). Moreover, 

despite lower average employee tenure across firms, recent data indicate that workers 
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prefer the greater stability associated with internal mobility (Buchanan, 2004; 

Molloy, Smith, and Wozniak, 2017) and will stay with a company if they believe they 

can develop skills to advance in the future (Landau and Hammer, 1986; Steel 

and Lounsbury, 2009). To fully capture the benefits associated with internal mobility, 

many firms are therefore increasingly investing substantial resources to create internal 

talent markets, facilitating a two-sided process of matching employees to open jobs 

within the firm (i.e., Keller, 2018). 

 It is worth noting that the two-sided job matching process has been given 

considerable attention in labor economics research (e.g., Lippman & Wald, 1947; 

Mortensen, 1986; Mortensen & Pissarides, 1994). However, on the whole, this research 

primarily focuses on job matching in the external market, with matches formed when a 

worker in the external market meets a job vacancy created by the employer and is given 

an employment offer (Mortensen & Pissarides, 1999). Job-worker matches are typically 

conceptualized as forming as a result of a worker actively seeking out opportunities with 

the intention of maximizing their wages. Because traditional economic models of search 

behavior describe the search process as sequential, job seekers must reject an offer before 

they move on to the next. Throughout the search process, with each offer, job seekers 

learn about the offers that are available through various employers. They eventually 

accept employment offers when the value of accepting the offer outweighs the potential 

benefits of continued job search (Mortensen & Pissarides, 1999). After some time, once 

workers engage in additional job search for matches with other employers and learn 

about alternative employment prospects, the current match is dissolved (Jovanovic, 

1979). This economic model of job destruction is consistent with studies of external job 
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search and turnover in the human resource management literature. Employees looking to 

change employers often engage first in passive job search and then more focused external 

job search. As in the standard economic model, job seekers receive information about 

their external employability from the feedback received by potential employers (i.e., “was 

I given an offer or not?”). Based on this information, they may choose to exit their 

current match and form a new one (Steel, 2002). 

Describing Internal Talent Markets 

Despite the general focus in existing research on person-job matches made in the external 

markets, firms are increasingly investing resources in creating internal markets for talent, 

which share many attributes of external talent markets (Bryan, Joyce, & Weiss, 2016). 

Organizations create internal talent markets when individual hiring managers post open 

jobs to online job boards–visible to current employees across different functional and 

geographic areas of the organization–and invite interested candidates to apply. To ensure 

substantial pools of well-qualified candidates, especially those within the firm, 

organizations are increasingly investing heavily in human resource and application-

tracking systems that make it easy for workers to search and apply for jobs (Autor, 2001), 

while simultaneously promoting the message that employees are responsible for 

identifying opportunities to advance their career (Cappelli, 2008). These efforts have 

proven effective; although widespread data on job applications is difficult to obtain, 

recent data suggest that employers receive an average of seven to ten internal applications 

for each job posted internally (Jobvite, 2019; Lever, 2019). 

 Once applications for an open position have been submitted, the typical hiring 

process involves multiple steps before an offer is made (Billsberry, 2007; Breaugh, 
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2013). Applicants are first screened by a recruiter or HR representative who determines if 

they meet the minimum qualifications for the job. If applicants pass the pre-screen, they 

are invited for a phone interview with an HR representative, who then decides whether or 

not to place them on a short list to be interviewed by the hiring manager. The hiring 

manager usually conducts at least one interview before extending an offer to one or more 

selected candidates. Other candidates not hired for the job may be rejected at any point 

throughout the hiring process, from very early (if they are screened out at the initial 

stage) to very late (after one or more hiring manager interviews). 

The Market as a Source of Information 

While this process describes how internal talent markets function in practice, the 

empirical research on these markets is incredibly limited. What does exist suggests that 

what makes internal markets work is that they resemble actual markets in a way that 

traditional ILMs did not. Most importantly, because employees apply for open jobs that 

interest them–and because there are few restrictions limiting applications–the market 

generates competition among employees. This competition for open jobs is likely to serve 

an important purpose in generating internal matches, as more general research on markets 

suggests that introducing market-like competition into firms promises more efficient 

information exchange between parties that can dramatically improve decision-making 

(Ellig, 2001; Felin & Zenger, 2011; Zenger, Felin, & Bigelow, 2011). For example, 

internal transfer pricing has long been used to facilitate the efficient exchange of products 

and services among largely autonomous subunits within firms and to reduce costs relative 

to external suppliers (Ellig, 2001; Halal, 1994; Halal, Geranmayeh, & Pourdehnad, 

1993). Many firms have experimented with using internal capital markets 
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to foster competition among units or projects in order to more efficiently allocate limited 

financial resources (Busenbark et al., 2017). Prediction markets, in which employees bet 

or trade shares in ideas, promise to improve resource allocation by allowing firms to 

efficiently aggregate knowledge widely dispersed throughout the organization (Felin and 

Zenger, 2011). 

 Information to hiring managers. Internal talent markets serve a similar function 

for matching current employees to new jobs within the firm that complement their 

knowledge, skills, and abilities. When hiring managers post open jobs to online job 

boards, they create an open competition among employees across the organization. 

Because each job posting contains a specific job description, employees are encouraged 

to provide information to hiring managers about why they may be a good fit for a given 

role. Hiring managers, in turn, use job descriptions to evaluate candidates who have 

applied, which focuses their attention on the job-relevant characteristics of the candidates 

in the pool. Research shows that it is this process of information exchange that results in 

high-quality matches within the firm; internal hires selected through the market-oriented 

job posting process are better-performing hires who are more likely to be promoted and 

less likely to exit than those internal hires who are hand-picked from a hiring manager’s 

personal network (Keller, 2018). 

 Information to employees. Whereas this research highlights the information 

markets provide to hiring managers, it is likely that these markets provide equally 

valuable information to employees about their opportunities for future internal 

advancement. Perceptions of future internal advancement are strongly associated with 

employees’ decisions about whether they should stay with or exit an organization. 
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Understanding how employees come to develop perceptions of the availability of internal 

opportunities has therefore been a focus of intraorganizational mobility scholarship, 

which has highlighted that these perceptions are largely based on (1) the extent to 

which employees believe that they will meet the criteria for internal jobs and (2) the 

extent which those jobs are likely to be filled by through internal rather than external 

hiring (Anderson et al., 1981; Landau & Hammer, 1986; Vardi, 1980; Vardi & Hammer, 

1977). To date, scholars have generally assumed that employees make these evaluations 

relatively easily, as our foundational models of intraorganizational mobility were 

developed in the context of bureaucratic ILMs. Mobility in these more bureaucratic firms 

was governed by well-publicized administrative rules that clearly identified which 

workers were eligible for open jobs and the criteria used to select among those 

workers (Doeringer & Piore, 1971; Jacoby, 2004; Kalleberg & Sorensen, 1979) 

 This assumption is now tenuous, at best. Firms attempt to be transparent 

about hiring criteria by outlining the required skills and experience in posted job 

descriptions. However, developing accurate and comprehensive job descriptions 

is quite challenging, and few organizations engage in systematic job analysis (Backhaus, 

2004; Sanchez & Levine, 2012). Job descriptions are therefore often both inaccurate and 

outdated (Tyler, 2013). Moreover, hiring managers exert substantial influence over the 

stated requirements, such that the criteria for the same job vary substantially depending 

on hiring managers’ preferences (Miner, 1987; Sanchez & Levine, 2012). Employees are 

often left perplexed at they try to determine whether they meet the requirements for 

certain jobs. The lack of clarity regarding job requirements, coupled with few restrictions 

on who can apply, has also made it difficult to accurately assess the competition for open 
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jobs. In particular, organizations now regularly hire both internal and external candidates 

into jobs at all levels (Royal & Althauser, 2003). Few firms have clear rules delineating if 

or when jobs should be open exclusively to internal candidates and/or whether internal 

candidates should be given preference if jobs are also posted externally (Keller, 2018). 

This makes it quite difficult for employees to assess the likelihood of external 

competition for open jobs and therefore the likelihood that a job will be filled internally. 

 Amid this confusion, participating in the internal market by applying for open 

jobs is a primary way by which employees now assess their opportunities for internal 

advancement. Perhaps most notable is that the market provides an unambiguous indicator 

of one’s prospects for immediate advancement. Candidates who are hired advance; 

those who are rejected do not and are, instead, informed that a specific opportunity is no 

longer available. While this is the nature of the application process in practice, little 

research exists on the information employees use when they are submitting applications, 

which information is most useful as the move into a new role, and, notably, what 

information shapes responses following internal rejection. These are not only 

theoretically important areas for future research on the potential costs and benefits of 

internal talent markets, but they are also of incredible practical importance for firms; an 

open internal job may receive over hundreds of applications (Autor, 2001), but because 

only one candidate is typically hired, rejection is the modal outcome for employees who 

choose to participate in the market (Gallo, 2011). Understanding the outcomes for the 

vast majority of employees participating in the market to learn about their prospects for 

future advancement is critical for organizations seeking to effectively manage their 

human capital resources. 
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FUTURE RESEARCH ON INTERNAL MARKETS 
 
In this section, I outline a roadmap for future research on hiring and mobility in internal 

talent markets, with an emphasis on the information to hiring managers and employees 

that shapes complementary, internal person-job matches. Because matching workers to 

jobs via markets requires employees to apply for open jobs and then requires hiring 

managers to select from among those applicants, I center the first two sections of this 

roadmap around the information that shapes who applies for open internal jobs and the 

information shaping the quality of hiring decisions. However, because not all applicants 

are hired in internal markets, I center the third section around the information shaping 

responses to rejection. Given the relative lack of internal (compared to external) mobility 

research in contemporary firms, I suggest that one potential approach to thinking about 

these three buckets is to turn to the literature that exists on each in the external market. 

Drawing on studies of external recruitment, selection, and job matching, I propose an 

integrated research agenda that seeks to more fully understand contemporary internal 

hiring. 

Information Shaping Who Applies 

The two-sided nature of job matching in internal talent markets requires hiring managers 

to select from a pool of workers who have expressed interest in an open job by submitting 

applications. To date, much of the research examining internal match quality focuses on 

differential post-hire outcomes contingent upon who fills an open job. Mentioned above, 

the bulk of this research explores the benefits and costs of filling jobs with internal versus 

external hires (e.g., Bidwell, 2011; Bidwell & Mollick, 2015; DeOrtentiis et al., 2018). 

Existing research gives less consideration to factors that influence which candidates 
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submit applications to which jobs, which may impact the results we find. For example, do 

we see greater benefits, on average, of filling jobs with internal hires because they have 

greater firm-specific skills or because they submit more focused or appropriate 

applications given their interests and previous experiences? While it is certainly more 

difficult for researchers to attempt to understand the application reasons of external 

candidates, it is possible to begin to unpack what influences internal application patterns. 

The first step in better understanding how quality internal matches are formed is to better 

understand what factors inform for which jobs employees choose to compete. 

 This question has received little attention due to the general focus of internal 

mobility research, to this point, on administrative-based forms. If the firm is dictating 

where employees move and when, the factors shaping internal application patterns are 

clear; employees will submit applications to jobs at the next hierarchical level, likely 

within their same department or function, after a set period of time working in their 

current job. However, as highlighted earlier in this review, few restrictions exist in 

modern firms as to which employees can apply for what jobs and when. While this 

increases the need for research focusing explicitly on the employee side of the internal 

matching process, it leaves researchers with little direction or theoretical perspectives 

with which to approach research questions related to internal applications. 

 Fortunately, although factors influencing application patterns within the firm have 

gone largely unacknowledged, factors influencing external applications have received 

more attention from sociologists and recruitment researchers. Sociologists have grouped 

this research as that exploring the “supply-side” factors that drive application decisions. 

In particular, this work examines how demographic (i.e., male versus female; white 
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versus minority) attributes shape which workers are likely to apply for which jobs (e.g., 

Barbulescu & Bidwell, 2013; Fernandez-Mateo & Fernandez, 2016; Fernandez & 

Friedrich, 2011) or, more generally, pursue different occupations (Reskin & Bielby, 

2005). Recruitment research at the more micro level explores how factors beyond 

demographic characteristics influence to which jobs or organizations workers are likely 

to apply, highlighting the importance of the information workers possess about difference 

organizations. In particular, this research emphasizes the content of the information as 

well as the source of the information (e.g., Saks & Ashforth, 1997) in predicting job 

attraction, the likelihood that a worker will actively apply for an available position, and 

workers intentions to accept an offer if they are hired. 

 This existing research in the context of the external market is likely to provide a 

theoretical foundation for the application patterns we see within the firm. However, 

because current employees have more information about their organization and, 

potentially, specific jobs and supervisors, there are many additional questions to explore 

and opportunities to build from research on external application patterns. For instance, it 

is potentially interesting to consider how individuals’ demographic characteristics such as 

gender, race, or age might shape for which internal jobs they are likely to apply. It is 

certainly a useful practical consideration for individual organizations concerned with the 

level of diversity in specific units or functions. However, it is less likely that we would 

find effects so distinct from what has been found in the sociology studies noted above: 

female employees may similarly be less likely than men to apply for more masculine-

typed internal jobs but, should a more gender-balanced pool be available to fill such jobs, 

female employees may be more likely to move through the hiring process and be 
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selected. What is likely more interesting is whether individuals’ demographic 

characteristics interact with additional factors (e.g., characteristics of current or potential 

supervisors, coworkers, or work units) to predict the likelihood of applying for specific 

jobs. It is possible, for example, that female employees may be more likely to apply for 

more masculine-type jobs if they know the supervisor or work unit to be uniquely 

collaborative or supportive. 

Researchers might similarly build off of micro-level external recruitment studies 

to develop a more nuanced understanding of internal application patterns. External 

workers are often attracted to organizations that appear to match their values and those 

organizations to which they otherwise feel as though they “fit”. For example, workers are 

attracted to organizations with strong corporate reputations (e.g., Cable & Turban, 2003) 

or those that offer high pay and potential for career advancement (Lermusiaux & Snell, 

2005). It is reasonable to expect that current employees might use these same types of 

information about values-based fit when applying for new opportunities with the firm. 

However, their access to greater information about specific jobs or areas of the 

organization may be likely to outweigh what might be considered the typical individual-

level, non-demographic reasons for submitting an application in the external market. For 

example, ongoing research suggests that, through communication with colleagues, 

employees are likely to know in which internal units’ supervisors value employee voice, 

which ultimately shapes their likelihood of applying for jobs within those units 

(McCarthy & Keller, 2020). A fuller picture of the different kinds of information to 

which current employees pay attention and value–above and beyond what has been 

shown as valuable and important in the external market–will be helpful for understanding 
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which employees are willing and able to compete for jobs and potentially end up in 

better- or worse-quality matches. 

Information Shaping Interview and Hiring Decisions 

Once workers have submitted applications for an open internal job, the hiring process in 

most organizations consists of multiple steps. Mentioned earlier, these steps typically 

include an initial screening process in which applicants are filtered out if they do not 

meet the minimum requirements; a phone interview with an HR representative; and one 

or more in-person interviews with a hiring manager if they are placed on a short-list 

following the phone interview. A person-job match within internal talent markets is 

therefore formed as a result of who applies and is considered for the job. 

 Despite the clear link between “Who applies and is considered?” and “Who is 

hired?”, the majority of research that explores the various kinds of information that might 

improve hiring decisions has largely overlooked this link. That is, with a few notable 

exceptions in sociology described above and in the following paragraphs (e.g., Fernandez 

& Mors, 2008; Leung, 2017; Petersen & Saporta, 2004), research has yet to take into 

account how the pool of candidates might shape hiring decisions through the information 

the pool provides to hiring managers. Indeed, decades of selection research boast the 

perspective that providing more information to hiring managers on individual candidates 

for an open job will lead to better hiring decisions. The use of various selection methods 

such as assessment centers (Lance et al., 2007), work sample tests (Roth et al., 2005), and 

structured interviews (Chapman & Zweig, 2005) in particular should increase hiring 

managers’ ability to predict a candidate’s future performance and chances of exiting the 

firm. Although these studies have had a substantial impact on the management field, 
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recent research highlights the challenge with relying on such methods because of the 

speed of change in contemporary firms (Cascio & Aguinis, 2008). As noted, because 

hiring managers are no longer able to well predict the skills and abilities necessary for 

certain jobs, evaluating candidates against vague or unclear criteria is unlikely to yield 

strong positive outcomes. 

The challenges associated with selection in contemporary firms are exacerbated 

when hiring managers are evaluating internal candidates. Just as employees have greater 

information than external workers about open internal opportunities, hiring managers 

have greater information about internal candidates than they do about external 

candidates–but this information is often muddled. Specifically, while hiring managers 

have information about internal candidates’ previous performance ratings, research shows 

that ratings are often inconsistent across areas of the organization and hiring managers 

may experience difficulty distinguishing between candidates using only crude 

performance measures (Cappelli & Conyon, 1999; Prendergast, 1999). Moreover, in 

addition to job-relevant information about internal candidates (i.e., attributes to contribute 

directly to a candidate’s ability to complete job tasks and requirements), hiring managers 

have access to less-relevant information (e.g., knowledge of overlapping personal 

networks or shared interests) that has been shown in research on decision-making to 

cloud judgments (Rivera, 2011, 2012). The above challenges are reflected in recent data 

which indicate that nearly 40% of internal moves made by employees considered high-

potential end in failure from either the perspective of the hiring managers or the 

employees themselves (Martin & Schmidt, 2010). 
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Such difficulties surrounding internal hiring suggest that research might benefit 

from considering alternative methods for matching employees to open internal jobs to 

create high-quality person-job matches. Research in the external market suggests that, 

among these alternative methods, future research on internal matches might indeed 

consider the pool of candidates as particularly informative for hiring decisions. Again, 

sociological accounts of the external recruiting process (similar to those describing 

supply-side factors influencing application patterns) highlight the role that pool 

characteristics play in influencing hiring manager decisions (e.g., Fernandez & Mors, 

2008; Fernandez & Sosa, 2005; Petersen, Saporta, & Seidel, 2005). Future research on 

matching within the firm might apply and extend similar insights to not only predict who 

is hired but also the quality of those internal matches. For example, different 

compositions of pools (e.g., the ratio of internal to external candidates, male to female 

candidates, or within-function to cross-function candidates) may provide information to 

hiring managers that influences post-hire outcomes. Such work would complement 

Keller’s (2018) finding that a larger pool of potential applicants provides information to 

hiring managers, which enables them to select better-quality internal hires. In Chapter 3, I 

contribute to this body of work by empirically examining how a specific type of pool 

composition–internal-external candidate pool heterogeneity–influences post-hire 

performance and voluntary exit. 

Information Shaping Responses to Rejection 

The limited research on internal talent markets suggests that they have the potential to 

benefit firms, enhancing the value of an organization’s human capital resources by 

matching current employees to jobs that match their knowledge, skills, and abilities 
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(Keller, 2018; Weller et al., 2019). The previous two sections suggest research directions 

from both the employee and hiring manager perspectives that should provide greater 

clarity as to how internal matches are formed and what specific factors influence internal 

match quality. 

While these questions are indeed important for more fully understanding internal 

talent markets, we must also recognize that internal talent markets do more than create 

complementary person-job matches; they also generate a substantial amount of internal 

rejection (Gallo, 2011), which the existing literature on internal markets has largely 

overlooked. This omission is noteworthy, as a small but impactful stream of prior 

research on rejection also suggests that rejection among current employees is likely to 

lead to turnover (Johnston, Griffeth, Burton, & Carson, 1993; Robinson, 1996). If it is the 

case that rejection leads to turnover, it raises the possibility that the turnover of rejected 

internal candidates may offset at least some portion of the value associated with 

creating complementary person-job matches, as the lost productivity, disruption to 

organizational routines, and costs of finding a replacement can approach two times an 

employee’s salary (Hinkin & Tracey, 2000). The extent to which any given match created 

through the market enhances a firm’s human capital resources is therefore likely 

contingent on the likelihood of turnover among the internal candidates rejected for the 

job. 

Fortunately, more recent research on rejection in the external markets suggests 

that not all rejections are equal (e.g., Fernandez-Mateo & Coh, 2015; Vough & Caza, 

2017). That is, while most would agree that being hired is favorable to being rejected, 

individuals are likely to experience rejection differently. For example, individual workers 
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may have different levels of access to information that helps them cope with rejection 

(Vough & Caza, 2017), and some workers may be given more or less explanation or 

rationale following a particular rejection (Fernandez-Mateo & Coh, 2015). Candidates 

also experience variations in rejection experiences within the firm; internal candidates 

can be rejected at various stages of an organization’s hiring process (Breaugh, 2013), 

rejected for very different types of workers (Schaubroeck & Lam, 2004), rejected having 

different levels of expectations of being hired (Porter & Steers, 1973), and rejected for 

many jobs versus very few jobs. A more thorough investigation of how variations in 

internal rejections shape employee responses would provide a basis for understanding 

how such an experience impacts the vast majority of workers who apply for a new job 

within their current firm but are not selected. In Chapter 4 of this dissertation, I 

specifically explore how variations in individual internal candidates’ rejection 

experiences shape post-rejection turnover and find that internal candidates are less likely 

to exit the firm following a rejection when they are rejected (1) after interviewing with a 

hiring manager and (2) in favor of an internal candidate. 

While this represents a first attempt at understanding this interesting and 

heretofore unexplored consequence of adopting internal talent markets, it leaves 

researchers with many more unanswered questions to consider. For example, although 

turnover is an obvious and important dependent variable to consider, individual feelings 

and rationales following rejection are likely to be very complex and may shape additional 

responses, such as employees’ subsequent performance in their current job, willingness to 

engage in organizational citizenship behaviors, and interest in pursuing other internal jobs 

in the future. An exploration of such outcomes would provide a more complete picture of 



 

 36 

internal talent markets, in which internal rejection is seemingly inevitable but potentially 

manageable. 

CONCLUSION 
 
Past and present research consistently demonstrates the numerous benefits of internal 

mobility to both organizations and workers. Yet research on traditional ILMs and 

research on modern internal talent markets highlight two very different approaches to 

facilitating internal mobility. Whereas mobility in traditional ILMs was largely one-sided 

and dictated by the firm, mobility in internal talent markets is a two-sided process, 

requiring employees to seek out new opportunities and hiring managers to make 

decisions from among those who have applied. Despite the widespread adoption of 

internal talent markets in large, contemporary firms, very little research explores this two-

sided market process–specifically, how employees come to find out about and apply for 

certain opportunities and how hiring managers make quality hiring decisions amidst great 

uncertainty. The proposed agenda for future research offers a starting point for a more 

thorough and integrated exploration of internal talent markets in general and the 

information used by hiring managers and workers in the creation of complementary 

internal matches in particular. 
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CHAPTER 2 

DATA COLLECTION EFFORT 
 

This chapter describes in detail the data collection effort for this dissertation. All of the 

data collected for this dissertation come from a single organization, which I refer to as 

“HealthCo.” The following sections provide descriptions of (1) the dissertation site and 

why it is a suitable context with ideal data to test my proposed hypotheses, (2) the time 

period of the data that were used for analysis, and (3) the four data sources that make up 

the complete data set. 

SETTING 
 
Industry 

HealthCo is a Fortune 100 health services provider headquartered in the United States. 

The healthcare services include those offered to its health plan members, as well as to 

third parties, including pharmacy solutions, provider services, home-based services and 

clinical programs, as well as services and capabilities to manage population health. 

Company Structure 

Over the course of this study, HealthCo annually employed more than 20,000 workers1 in 

establishments across the U.S. working across 30 different functions. HealthCo has a 

number of functions specific to the industry in which it operates, such as Pharamcy, Care 

Delivery, and Clinical Guidance. However, it also has many functions typical of 

organizations across all industries, such as Human Resources, Marketing, Sales, and 

Innovation.  

 
1 This figure is approximate to protect the organization’s anonymity. 
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HealthCo has a relatively flat organizational hierarchy that only spans eight job 

levels. These eight job levels map onto different role codes that make up the role 

structure of the organization. Role codes are grouped into three buckets: (1) non-exempt 

contributors, (2) individual contributors, and (3) management. Non-exempt roles include 

administrative support, specialists, and technicians paid hourly wages; individual 

contributor roles include salaried staff, practitioners, and technical leaders; and 

management roles include lower-level supervisors, managers, directors, and vice 

presidents. Each role code is assigned a unique combination of eight competencies, 

against which employees are evaluated, from a 126-item competency library and are 

intended to reflect the job skills and responsibilities. Examples of competencies for skills 

across the organization include “Claims Assessment,” “Budgeting,” and “Patient-

Centered Care.” Competencies intended to reflect the level of responsibility relate to 

developing others’ skills (for jobs with direct reports) and understanding the structure of 

the organization (primarily assigned to jobs that involve collaboration across internal 

boundaries). HealthCo’s goal is to continually maintain or decrease the number of unique 

role codes utilized, such that competencies are designed to build on each other from one 

job to the next, facilitating a simple and flexible talent flow. 

Context Suitability 

While a challenge with any single-firm study is the risk that the results may not 

generalize to other settings, HealthCo is a particularly ideal site for collecting data and 

exploring questions related to internal hiring and mobility. Three specific characteristics 

of this organization make it an appropriate context for this dissertation, especially given 



 

 39 

the theoretical and empirical assumptions emphasized in the following empirical 

chapters. 

 First, the purpose of this dissertation is to explore hiring and mobility within 

modern ILMs. Nearly half of jobs across all organizations are filled with external 

candidates (Cappelli, 2015). HealthCo, however, is an organization that openly values 

internal mobility, regularly encouraging employees to apply for new internal jobs and 

routinely interviewing many current employees for open positions. As mentioned above, 

HealthCo’s role structure is designed to facilitate ease of movement between jobs, such 

that employees are able to easily pursue new opportunities to develop skills and advance 

their careers internally. Indeed, nearly 70% of hires made annually at HealthCo are 

internal candidates. Additionally, HealthCo engages in several employee-retention efforts 

(specifically as they relate to internal mobility) to ensure that their employees are not 

leaving and taking jobs at competitor firms due to dissatisfaction with their career 

advancement. The organization’s focus on developing and moving their current 

employees to new internal jobs therefore makes it an appropriate organization to examine 

internal hiring and mobility. 

 Second, despite a strong orientation toward developing internal talent, HealthCo’s 

application and hiring processes function similarly to those in the external market. That 

is, hiring managers are encouraged to post open jobs to online job boards and invite 

interested internal–and often external–candidates to apply. Created to ensure a substantial 

pool of well-qualified applicants, HealthCo’s job board makes it easy for employees, as 

well as those workers not employed by the organization, to seek out these opportunities. 

In other words, while a primary goal is to promote their own employees, employees are 
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responsible for identifying opportunities to advance their careers, as they would in the 

external market (i.e., Cappelli, 2008). This is in sharp contrast to internal hiring and 

mobility in bureaucratic ILMs, where employees advanced along well-defined job 

ladders and were shielded from external competition. Moreover, there is substantial 

uncertainty associated with internal mobility at HealthCo. Though posted jobs include a 

job description, HealthCo HR representatives have communicated that these descriptions 

are often times unclear or vague, making it difficult for employees to gauge for which 

internal jobs they are a good match. Employees therefore routinely apply for a number of 

jobs at once, with no guarantee that they will actually be hired for any one of them. The 

size of the organization further exacerbates this uncertainty. HealthCo’s goal of internal 

mobility juxtaposed with their contemporary market-driven mobility system makes it a 

particularly useful case for testing my proposed hypotheses. 

 Third, the purpose of this dissertation is to study actual mobility events, whether it 

be from the hiring manager/firm perspective or the worker perspective. The primary 

outcomes of interest are subsequent employee performance and turnover events at the 

individual level. Studying such phenomena requires detailed data on individual 

employees, their current jobs and attempted or actualized job moves, hiring manager 

characteristics, and application records. I have established a relationship with the Human 

Capital Analytics (HCA) team at HealthCo that has facilitated a smooth and secure 

exchange of this detailed data, which would likely be challenging to receive from other 

organizations (and very challenging to receive from multiple sites). HealthCo’s 

willingness to provide such detailed records of their organization across a multi-year 

period further substantiates the suitability of this context for exploring my questions.  
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TIME FRAME 
 
Timing of Data Collection 

The data collection effort took place between October 2016 and July 2018. Throughout 

this time period, the HCA team at HealthCo provided several data files, described below, 

via secure emails. I collected supplemental survey data, also described below, from 

HealthCo employees directly through Qualtrics (provided by Cornell University) between 

April 2017 and December 2017. 

Time Period of Data Set 

While the entirety of this data collection effort spanned a 19-month period between 2016 

and 2018, the complete data set itself includes information on HealthCo employees over a 

five-year period, between January 2013 and April 2018. The complete data set for this 

dissertation includes personnel data, application data, survey data from HealthCo 

employees, and evaluations from hiring managers and recruiters who interviewed 

employees for open internal jobs.  

DATA SOURCES 
 
Personnel Data 

The personnel data were retrieved from HealthCo’s Human Resource Information System 

(HRIS). These data were provided periodically throughout the data collection effort, as 

each file contained personnel information on every HealthCo employee for each quarter 

of a given year. Specifically, HealthCo provided quarterly snapshots of their personnel 

records every January, April, July, and October between 2013 and 2017 and January and 

April of 2018. 
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 These personnel records include employees’ demographic information, 

information about their current job, and other general information. The demographic 

information includes gender, age, and race. The information about their current job 

includes the job title, department, function, job level, salary, most recent performance 

rating, geographic location, and supervisor identification number, as well as the date they 

began working in their current role. Other data fields include the date they were hired by 

HealthCo, whether they exited HealthCo within the study time period, and the date and 

reason for turnover if they did exit. All information is linked to a unique employee 

identifier. 

 The data fields in the original personnel files provided by HealthCo allow me to 

create several additional variables. For example, I am able to use an employee’s hire date 

to calculate firm tenure and use their role start date to calculate job tenure.  

Application Data 

The application data were retrieved from HealthCo’s Application Tracking System. Like 

the personnel data, these application records were provided periodically throughout the 

data collection effort, though each file contained information on all applications 

submitted per month for any given year. That is, HealthCo provided monthly requisition 

files from January to December between 2013 and 2017 and January to May of 2018. 

 These application data included information on whether the application was 

submitted by an internal candidate or an external candidate, how far the candidate 

progressed through the hiring process (i.e., whether or not they passed the pre-screen, HR 

phone interview, hiring manager interview, and were hired), and information about the 

job for which they were applying, including the job title, department, and function. Using 
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these fields, I am able to create several additional requisition-level variables, including 

how many total applications were submitted for a given job as well as how many 

applicants progressed through each stage of the hiring process. I am also able to create 

additional variables describing the nature of the candidate pool at each stage of the hiring 

process, such as the ratios of internal to external applications, male to female 

applications, and white to non-white applications, at each stage of the process. 

All application records include the personnel identifier of the employee who 

submitted the application (if the application was submitted by an internal candidate; 

external candidate applications have a unique “candidate identifier”). This personnel 

identifier is used to match each application in the data set to the personnel records, 

described above. Matching the application data to the employee’s personnel records 

enables me to (1) control for demographic and current job variables at the time of 

application and (2) create a number of variables associated with actual or attempted job 

transitions. For example, I am able to create variables indicating whether a job for which 

an employee applied was a promotion versus a lateral move from their current job, 

whether a job was in the same function, same department, and same geographic region as 

their current job, and whether the job for which they applied would be an increase or 

decrease in salary from their current job at the time of application. Additionally, linking 

the application data to the personnel records allows me to track subsequent outcome 

variables for hired candidates, such as their performance in the new job, their new salary, 

and subsequent mobility within or out of the firm. Doing so also enables me to track 

subsequent mobility within or out of the firm for those candidates who were rejected. 

Survey Data 
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While matching these application data to HealthCo’s personnel records provides a rich 

data set to examine actual and attempted internal mobility, it does not include affective 

information relating to such mobility; archival data alone cannot fully capture, for 

example, employees’ expectations of being hired for certain jobs, their feelings following 

being rejected for certain jobs, or job and organizational attitudes while they are 

attempting to move to a new job. Survey data was therefore collected between April and 

December of 2017 to supplement the archival data. Surveys were designed in 

consultation with HealthCo’s HCA team, and all survey items were adapted from 

validated scales where possible2. The surveys were electronically distributed to 

employees through Qualtrics, and the data was retrieved directly from Qualtrics once in 

September of 2017 (to provide HealthCo with project updates) and again in January of 

2018 once the survey portion of this data collection effort was complete. 

 In addition to supplementing the archival data, a primary goal of the survey data 

collection effort was to test an intervention created in collaboration with HealthCo’s 

HCA team. The intended purpose of this intervention was to provide employees who 

were rejected for jobs information about alternative internal opportunities that they might 

apply for instead. This information was delivered via an intervention email to a portion of 

employees following a rejection, and the survey data provides additional variables to test 

the effectiveness of this intervention. 

 Survey 1. The purpose of Survey 1 was to collect information from employees at 

the time that they applied for a new internal job–prior to being hired or rejected. Every 

week from April through December, HCA team members provided a file that included 

 
2 All survey scales and the sources from which they were adapted are included in the Appendix. 
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the email addresses of all employees who had submitted a new internal application in the 

previous week. These employees were then sent an email with a link inviting them to 

complete a survey about their recent experience applying for a new job at HealthCo. 

Survey 1 data include specific responses about the job for which employees 

applied as well as more general attitudes about HealthCo and their current job. Survey 1 

variables relating to their application include their expectations of being hired (on a scale 

from 0-100%), their perceptions of fit with the job, whether or not they knew the hiring 

manager for the job, for how long they had been searching for a new job (both at 

HealthCo and other companies), and factors that impacted their decision to apply for a 

new job (e.g., an increase in pay/benefits, opportunity to develop skills, greater work-life 

balance). More general variables include current job satisfaction, perceptions of 

supervisor and organizational support, organizational identification, and intentions to 

remain at HealthCo. 

 Survey 2. The purpose of Survey 2 was to collect affective information from 

employees following a rejection for a new internal job. Following a rejection, candidates 

whose current jobs were in work units assigned to the treatment condition3 received the 

intervention email described above while those candidates in the control condition 

received no such email following a rejection. It is worth noting that only those candidates 

who advanced to the interview stage of the hiring process were eligible to receive the 

intervention email; Survey 2 data responses are only from those candidates who 

interviewed with a hiring manager (i.e., made it to the furthest stage of the hiring process 

before a selection decision) but were not hired. As with Survey 1, HCA team members 

 
3 HCA team members split work units by function into treatment and control units. For example, half of the 
Pharmacy departments were assigned to the treatment group and half were assigned to the control group. 
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provided a file that included the email addresses of employees who had advanced to this 

stage but were rejected. These employees were then sent an email with a link inviting 

them to complete a survey about their recent experience interviewing for a new job at 

HealthCo. 

 Survey 2 data include specific responses about the rejection as well as more 

general attitudes about HealthCo and their current job. Survey 2 variables relating to the 

particular rejection include how they found out about the rejection (i.e., the hiring 

manager spoke with them directly, they received an automated email from HR), whether 

or not they knew the candidate who was hired for the job, and perceptions of how fair the 

hiring process was. More general variables were identical to those presented in Survey 1 

(i.e., current job satisfaction, perceptions of supervisor and organizational support, 

organizational identification, and intentions to remain at HealthCo). Employees were also 

asked in Survey 2 their intentions to apply for another job at HealthCo in the future. 

Candidate Interview Evaluations 

The final data source used to supplement the matched personnel and application data are 

all of the candidate evaluation scores from every hiring manager interview conducted 

between April and December of 2017. HCA team members provided 355 “Candidate 

Evaluation Consensus Forms”, which all have since been manually entered into one data 

file. 

 The evaluation forms include numeric scores on a variety of role- and values-

based criteria. Scores ranged from 1 to 4 (1 = Less than Desired; 2 = Moderate; 3 = 

Good; 4 = Excellent). For role-based criteria, candidates were evaluated on experience, 

technical skills, motivational fit, and communication. For values-based criteria, 
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candidates were evaluated based on their fit with a number of HealthCo’s projected 

values, such as employees’ ability to foster innovation and be a “team player.” Scores 

were calculated for each candidate, and candidates were given a relative interview score 

ranking. Though not included on all evaluation forms provided, most forms indicated 

which candidate was ultimately hired for the job and the hiring manager’s reasoning for 

selecting the candidate. Many forms also contained qualitative comments from the hiring 

manager about each individual candidate. These comments often described why some 

candidates were hired and others were not. Each candidate evaluation score is linked to 

the employee’s personnel identifier (assuming the candidate was internal) for matching 

with the personnel records and application data.  
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CHAPTER 3 

VARIETY IS THE SPICE OF (INTERNAL) HIRING: 

HOW INTERNAL-EXTERNAL CANDIDATE POOL HETEROGENEITY AFFECTS  

POST-HIRE PERFORMANCE AND EXIT 

 

ABSTRACT 

Although internal hiring is associated with a number of benefits for firms, organizations 

may only be able to fully capture these benefits when they create complementary person-

job matches. This can be difficult, as hiring managers have incomplete information about 

how internal candidates will perform in a new job even within the boundaries of the firm. 

I introduce internal-external candidate pool heterogeneity as a source of information to 

aid internal hiring decisions. I argue that, by enabling hiring managers to benchmark 

characteristics of their internal candidates against those available in the external market, 

heterogeneous pools (i.e., interview pools that include both internal and external 

candidates) lead managers to select higher-performing internal hires than they would if 

they interviewed only internal candidates. I argue that interviewing external candidates is 

not without risk, however, as doing so also provides information to internal hires about 

their future internal and external mobility prospects. Using data on over 2,000 internal 

hires at a large, U.S.-based health services firm, I show that internal hires from 

heterogeneous pools are 1.43 times more likely to be rated a top-performer in their first 

year in the new job but also 2.01 times more likely to voluntary exit, compared to internal 

hires from pools containing only internal candidates. I conclude with a discussion of the 

theoretical and practical implications of this tradeoff for both firms and workers. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
Management scholars have come to recognize the human capital embodied in individual 

workers as one of the most important resources available to firms (Coff, 2002; Riley, 

Michael, & Mahoney, 2017). Although organizations use a combination of internal and 

external hiring to meet their human capital needs, recent work suggests that firms benefit 

more from focusing their hiring efforts internally. Internal hires often outperform external 

hires, at least initially, and are less likely to subsequently exit the firm (Bidwell, 2011). 

Firms also benefit from the transfer of knowledge across internal boundaries (Argote & 

Ingram, 2000) and the motivational spillovers of employees hoping to advance internally 

in the future (Bidwell & Keller, 2014). As a result, scholars have begun to give renewed 

attention to internal hiring by exploring how the processes by which current employees 

are hired into new internal jobs play a critical role in the creation of complementary 

person-job matches (i.e., Keller, 2018). Following a rich body of early research on 

internal labor markets and the dynamics of intraorganizational job moves (e.g., Doeringer 

& Piore, 1971; Rosenbaum, 1979; Vardi, 1980), an implication of this work is that firms 

can benefit from focusing on internal hiring–but that doing so is challenging and far from 

guaranteed. Indeed, despite the substantial investment many firms have made to improve 

internal hiring, recent studies indicate that nearly 40% of internal moves end in failure 

from either the perspective of an employee’s manager or the employee himself (e.g., 

Martin & Schmidt, 2010). 

  The primary challenge associated with internal hiring mirrors the primary 

challenge associated with external hiring: incomplete information. Recent research has 

shown that hiring managers are better able to select internal candidates who are likely to 
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emerge as high performers because they have more complete information about those 

internal candidates than they do about external candidates (Bidwell & Mollick, 2015). 

Yet even within the boundaries of the firm, the information available to hiring managers 

on candidates is often incomplete. For example, though hiring managers may have access 

to information about an internal candidate’s performance in their current or previous roles 

within the firm, this information is typically insufficient for evaluating a candidate’s fit 

for a new job within the firm, as organizational restructurings and changing job 

requirements mean that the characteristics that predict performance in one role often fail 

to predict performance in a new internal role, (i.e., Cascio & Aguinis, 2008). Moreover, 

while managers may be able to talk to internal candidates’ co-workers and supervisors 

about their potential fit with a new internal role, some of the information provided may 

be irrelevant or tangential to their likely success in the job (Cappelli, 2019). 

  Previous research on hiring has emphasized two different approaches to 

addressing the problem of incomplete information. The first approach–prominent in the 

selection literature–has emphasized the value in providing managers with more complete 

information on individual job candidates. For example, evaluating candidates against 

formal job descriptions (Keller, 2018) and the use of structured interviews (Chapman & 

Zweig, 2005) provides job-relevant information (i.e., information on candidates’ 

attributes or qualifications that relate to their ability to perform in a job) to hiring 

managers that they may not acquire if they were to evaluate candidates using more 

informal methods. This job-relevant information is more likely to result in better hiring 

decisions, often measured by subsequent job performance (Cascio & Aguinis, 2008). The 

second approach–prominent in the recruiting literature–has emphasized the value of a 
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more complete picture of the pool of potential candidates. Because hiring managers can 

only hire those candidates of whom they are aware (Cappelli, 2015), more complete 

pools may prevent hiring managers from overlooking ideal candidates. This work has 

focused primarily on how efforts to shape the demographic composition of the candidate 

pool (e.g., the initial proportion of women and people of color, compared to White men) 

shape who is eventually hired, but has paid less attention to post-hire outcomes (e.g., 

Fernandez & Mors, 2008; Petersen & Saporta, 2004). 

 In this paper, I integrate these two approaches by suggesting that a specific 

characteristic of candidate pools–internal-external heterogeneity–influences the quality of 

internal person-job matches. Specifically, I develop theory to argue that including 

external candidates in interview pools allows managers to benchmark internal candidates’ 

knowledge, skills, and abilities (KSAs) against those available in the external market 

(i.e., Billsberry, 2007; Pinfield, 1995) in a way that is absent when they are evaluating 

pools with only internal candidates. I posit that this process is likely to improve internal 

hiring decisions by clarifying the individual characteristics needed to succeed in the job, 

enabling hiring managers to better assess candidates against these criteria and thus select 

better-performing internal hires. I also argue, however, that heterogeneous pools present 

an important tradeoff for firms. In particular, I highlight that the composition of the 

candidate pool is likely to provide information not just to hiring managers but to hired 

candidates themselves. I argue that competing against both internal and external 

candidates may provide successful internal candidates with more information about their 

future chances for success should they pursue new opportunities both within and outside 

the firm. Armed with the knowledge that they will likely have to compete with external 
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candidates for future internal jobs and aware that they are externally competitive, internal 

hires from heterogeneous pools will be more likely to subsequently exit the firm than 

those who only competed against other internal candidates. 

I find support for these arguments using detailed data on over 2,000 internal hires 

from a large, U.S.-based health services organization between 2013 and 2017. In addition 

to annual personnel records, this dataset details every internal and external application 

submitted during the five-year period, including information on how far each applicant 

progressed through the hiring process and which applicant was selected. I find that 

internal hires from heterogeneous pools are 1.43 times more likely to be rated a top 

performer in the following year than internal hires from pools with only internal 

candidates. However, internal hires from heterogeneous pools are also 2.01 times more 

likely to exit the firm in the following year than internal hires from pools with only 

internal candidates. 

My theory and findings together offer several intended contributions. First, by 

integrating the selection and recruiting approaches to addressing incomplete information, 

I extend both research streams in key ways. In arguing that candidate pools provide 

information that contributes to better hiring decisions, I make an initial step to answer 

calls in the selection literature for new methods to better evaluate potential candidates in 

contemporary firms (i.e., Cascio & Aguinis, 2008). While the recruiting literature has 

largely attended to the demographic composition of pools and their effect on who is 

hired, I focus attention on a heretofore overlooked aspect of pool composition–internal-

external heterogeneity–and the effect of this characteristic on post-hire outcomes. This 

paper also has implications for recent work which suggests that firms benefit from 
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focusing their efforts specifically on moving their existing employees to new internal 

jobs. Despite evidence that internal hires tend to be an initially safer bet (Bidwell, 2011) 

and that specific internal hiring processes might enhance these benefits (Keller, 2018), 

the theory and findings presented here suggest that firms may actually further improve 

internal hiring by considering the external labor market. Finally, I show that the decision 

to consider external candidates may have implications not only for firms but for workers’ 

perceptions of future career opportunities. While prior research emphasizes the important 

role active external search plays in providing workers information about their external 

employability (e.g., Steel, 2002), this study suggests that workers may also acquire such 

information by competing for internal jobs. 

THEORY AND HYPOTHESES 
 
Candidate Pools as a Source of Information 

A growing body of research has explored the tradeoffs associated with internal and 

external hiring. Although external hires may bring new knowledge (Rosenkopf & 

Almeida, 2003; Singh & Agrawal, 2011; Song, Almeida, & Wu, 2003), new business 

(Somaya, Williamson, & Lorinkova, 2008), and increased social influence (Dokko & 

Rosenkopf, 2010) to firms, recent work highlights the numerous challenges organizations 

face in fully capturing those benefits (see Cappelli & Keller, 2014: 321–322). 

Importantly, because external hires are often paid more than internal hires but are initially 

lower performers (Bidwell, 2011; Groysberg, Lee, & Nanda, 2008), scholars have begun 

to give renewed attention to the benefits of internal hiring by examining within-firm 

hiring processes (e.g., Keller, 2018). By focusing on internal processes, this work aims to 
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more precisely understand how firms are able to get the right employees in the right jobs 

in order to reap the benefits associated with internal hiring. 

 One way to ensure that hiring managers most effectively place employees into 

new internal jobs is to increase the information available to hiring managers that helps 

them to create a complementary person-job match. Two primary literatures have 

contributed to our understanding of how greater information provided to hiring managers 

influences decisions. A substantial body of selection research has examined what 

information–gained through what selection methods–most often enables hiring managers 

to choose the best candidate for the job. For example, there is evidence that the 

information gained from selection methods such as structured interviews (Chapman & 

Zweig, 2005), assessment centers (Lance et al., 2007), and work sample tests (Roth et al., 

2005) predicts future job performance and retention (i.e., Cascio & Aguinis, 2008). 

Perhaps most noteworthy for internal hiring is the available and accessible information 

hiring managers have about internal candidates’ previous job performance, traditionally 

viewed as a salient indicator of future job performance (Bidwell, 2011; Bidwell & 

Mollick, 2015; Doeringer & Piore, 1971). Despite this evidence, recent work highlights 

the potential challenges associated with relying on traditional selection methods as well 

as previous performance to predict future performance and turnover (Cascio & Aguinis, 

2008). In particular, this work raises concerns regarding the “behavioral-consistency 

assumption” in contemporary firms, or the notion that because an employee performed 

well in a previous role, they will perform well in a new role. As firms rapidly change job 

requirements in response to organizational restructurings (Cappelli & Keller, 2014), they 

less often update and clarify what is required for open jobs in formal job descriptions 
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(Coverdill & Finlay, 2017), leaving ambiguous criteria on which to evaluate internal 

candidates’ previous performance. Moreover, the widespread adoption of internal job 

boards enhances visibility of open internal opportunities (Cappelli, 2008), increasing the 

likelihood that workers will apply for internal jobs outside their current function or 

geographic area, rendering their previous performance in such functions or areas less 

meaningful as predictors of future performance. 

Studies of recruitment, by contrast, have approached the problem of incomplete 

information by focusing less on the individual candidates to be evaluated and more on the 

pool of candidates that is constructed for consideration. An assumption in much of this 

research is that hiring managers with more information about the pool of potential 

candidates will make better hiring decisions (i.e., Barber, 1998; Breaugh, 2013). 

However, early research focused less on the decision-making process of hiring managers 

and more on the “bottom-line” effectiveness of different recruitment sources in predicting 

whether a hire was made or if that hire ultimately stayed with the organization (e.g., 

Taylor & Schmidt, 1983; Williams, Labig, & Stone, 1993). For example, Fernandez & 

Weinberg (1997) documents referrals’ potential advantage in receiving interviews and 

offers compared to applicants who were not referred by a current employee. More recent 

research has shifted to consider how the characteristics of the candidate pool provide 

information that influences who a hiring manager ultimately selects. This research 

primarily explores how the initial gender and race composition of the applicant pool 

impacts which applicants move through the hiring process, which applicants are 

eventually selected, and whether or not these outcomes contributes to sex segregation and 

discrimination within the organization (e.g., Fernandez & Mors, 2008; Fernandez & 
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Campero, 2017; Fernandez & Sosa, 2005; Petersen & Saporta, 2000, 2004; Petersen et 

al., 2005). Even more recent work similarly shows that, if the demographic pool 

composition does not match the demographic nature of the open job, hiring managers 

may choose to not hire any of the applicants in the pool (Leung, 2017; Leung & 

Koppmann, 2018). While these sociological accounts of the recruitment process have 

underscored many of the important ways in which the composition of candidate pools 

affects who is hired, it has not yet examined whether and how the composition might 

affect the quality of hire, as reflected in post-hire outcomes such as performance and 

turnover. 

In this paper, I integrate insights from both the selection and recruitment 

literatures to address the problem of incomplete information in the internal hiring 

process. I argue that a specific and novel characteristic of candidate pools influences 

post-hire match quality: whether pools contain both internal and external candidates or 

only internal candidates. Organizations regularly wrestle with this choice, as evidenced in 

both the academic and practitioner literatures. Indeed, research documents the substantial 

within-firm variation in the likelihood that hiring managers will solicit applications from 

only internal candidates or both internal and external candidates (e.g., Bidwell & Keller, 

2014; Billsberry, 2007; Pinfield, 1995). This variation has prompted an open debate in 

the practitioner literature about whether and when jobs should be open to the external 

market (e.g., SHRM, 2018). 

Information to Hiring Managers 

At first glance, hiring managers may have reason to believe there are limited benefits to 

considering external candidates for open jobs, as scholars have long-observed the 
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information more readily available about internal candidates compared to external 

candidates (e.g., Doeringer & Piore, 1971). Perhaps most relevant for hiring decisions is 

the relative availability of information about candidates’ previous job performance; while 

hiring managers know which jobs external candidates have held, they do not have access 

to their performance in those jobs in the same way that they have access to internal 

candidates’ previous performance (that is, in previous performance evaluations and 

conversations with colleagues and/or employees’ previous supervisors; Arvey & Murphy, 

1998). In addition to greater information on previous performance, hiring managers 

recognize that internal candidates possess tacit knowledge that is likely to aid them if 

they move into a new internal job. For example, internal candidates are more likely than 

external candidates to understand the structures and policies of the organization and how 

those structures and policies influence norms for getting work done (e.g., Kogut & 

Zander, 1992). Provided greater overall information about internal candidates, hiring 

managers should be better-positioned to assess the likelihood that those internal 

candidates will make for successful internal hires. 

 Despite the benefits of greater information about current employees, considering 

only internal candidates introduces its own challenges. First, because previous 

performance may not predict future performance, hiring managers cannot rely solely on 

performance differences when comparing two internal candidates, especially if 

employees are applying for jobs outside of their current function or geographic area. 

Second, even if hiring managers were able to rely on this job-relevant information when 

comparing only internal candidates, they are often unable to evaluate that job-relevant 

information against clear and unambiguous criteria for the open job. Because firms 
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expect job requirements to change so frequently, formal job descriptions are rarely 

updated (Tyler, 2013) and are often too vague or too specific (i.e., Johns, 2012) to very 

accurately assess internal candidates’ ability to assume a new internal role. Third, hiring 

managers’ access to job-relevant but incomplete information (that is already difficult to 

evaluate) is accompanied by greater access to less-relevant information about internal 

candidates. For example, hiring managers may have preexisting friendships or 

relationships with internal candidates, which may increase the degree to which hiring 

managers like internal candidates and want them to be selected (Rivera, 2011). Managers 

may also be more aware of overlapping interests and shared affiliations with internal 

candidates that enhance any positive biases already associated with them (Rivera, 2011, 

2012). Because hiring managers are likely to rely on less-relevant information (e.g., 

Highhouse, 2008), they are more prone to mistakes when choosing among available 

alternatives (Bazerman & Chugh, 2005). Moreover, because job descriptions are unclear, 

the availability of this less-relevant information may allow hiring managers to craft job 

duties and requirements around the candidate that they prefer (i.e., Keller, 2018), perhaps 

resulting in a poor hiring decision. In sum, provided insufficient job descriptions on 

which to evaluate incomplete job-relevant and potentially less-relevant information on 

internal candidates, predicting which internal candidate will have the highest 

performance is likely quite challenging.  

 Heterogeneous pools and post-hire performance. Firms may begin to overcome 

some of these challenges by including both internal and external candidates in interview 

pools. I argue that doing so allows hiring managers to evaluate internal candidates against 

external candidates–a process referred to as benchmarking (i.e., Billsberry, 2007; 
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Pinfield, 1995). At the center of my arguments around hiring managers’ ability to 

benchmark candidates against each other is recent research examining moves made by 

internal versus external candidates. Importantly, this research highlights that current 

employees are likely better-positioned to take on additional responsibilities based on their 

experience with the organization, whereas outsiders need to have previously 

demonstrated their ability to do the job (Bidwell, 2011; Bidwell & Mollick, 2015). For 

this reason, internal candidates are more likely to be hired into higher-level roles within 

the firm, while external candidates are likely to be hired for a job similar (or at the same 

level) to one they occupied elsewhere (i.e., Bidwell & Mollick, 2015; Cappelli, 2019; 

DeVaro, Kauhanen, & Valmari, 2019). 

 Thus, unlike pools that only contain internal candidates, heterogeneous pools are 

more likely to include at least one candidate who likely has already completed a similar 

role, at a similar level, in a different organization. Interviewing a well-qualified external 

candidate who has previously held a similar job serves two functions that aid a managers’ 

decision to hire an internal candidate. First, although hiring managers may initially 

possess job descriptions that are too broad, on one hand, or resemble too much of a wish-

list, on the other, conversations with these external candidates are likely to help calibrate 

hiring managers’ expectations of what the job entails. For example, if external candidates 

have occupied a similar role at a different firm and a hiring manager asks about their 

responsibilities in that role and the challenges they faced during an interview, hiring 

managers gain a more complete understanding of what abilities, characteristics, and work 

styles will be required of a potential hire. While this interview conversation provides 

information about the job itself, it may also provide information about how potential 
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competitor companies are designing roles effectively or how the focal job relates to and 

interacts with other jobs in the organization’s structure. This may provide additional 

information as to the skills and abilities that a potential hire should possess in order to be 

successful, effectively helping to define the job requirements. 

Second, this information-gathering process then allows hiring managers to 

benchmark their own internal candidates’ KSAs against what is available, valued, and 

ideal for success in the external market (i.e., Pinfield, 1995). In other words, this process 

should focus hiring managers’ attention on the characteristics of the other candidates in 

the pool and whether they possess those that match the hiring manager’s updated 

description of the job. By focusing managers’ attention on the realistic and more-accurate 

requirements of the job, this process may also focus hiring managers’ attention away 

from the less-relevant information they possess about internal candidates on which they 

might otherwise rely (Bazerman & Chugh, 2005). Furthermore, because they are 

evaluating one or many well-qualified external candidates (who have likely already done 

the job) alongside internal candidates, hiring managers interviewing heterogeneous pools 

are more likely to select internal candidates with the KSAs necessary to succeed in the 

job. I therefore propose the following: 

Hypothesis 1: An internal hire from a heterogeneous pool is more likely to be 
rated a top performer, compared to an internal hire from a pool containing only 
internal candidates. 
 

Information to Internal Hires 

I have argued that heterogeneous pools provide information to hiring managers which 

allows them to benchmark internal candidates against external candidates and select 

better-performing internal hires than they would from pools containing only internal 
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candidates. While heterogeneous pools may therefore increase the likelihood that firms 

more fully benefit from their internal hiring efforts–as indicated by high-performing 

internal hires–this type of pool variety may also present an important tradeoff for firms. 

More specifically, in addition to providing greater information to hiring managers that 

impacts their hiring decisions, heterogeneous pools likely provide information to those 

internal candidates who are hired that impacts their decision to subsequently stay with the 

firm or voluntarily exit. 

 I argue that whether or not interview pools include both internal and external 

candidates or only internal candidates may provide information to internal hires about 

future mobility opportunities. Unlike in bureaucratic internal labor markets, where 

employees advanced along narrowly-defined job ladders and could easily assess 

opportunities for future advancement (i.e., Anderson et al., 1980; Landau & Hammer, 

1986; Vardi, 1980), it is increasingly difficult for workers to gauge their mobility 

prospects within contemporary firms (Cappelli & Keller, 2014). Just like hiring 

managers, workers looking to advance internally cannot assume that their own previous 

performance will lead to their being hired for a new internal role. Gauging external 

prospects is also challenging, as workers know even less about companies that are not 

their own and what those employers may be looking for in a potential hire. Absent this 

information, employees often do not know their likelihood of being hired until they 

actually apply and move into a new external job (Cappelli, 2008). Moreover, while 

applying for a job in another organization takes less time in the current labor market than 

in previous years, it still requires additional time and attention that employees may not 

otherwise expend and is therefore not costless. This additional effort is likely to leave at 
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least some employees reluctant to apply externally simply to gauge their external 

mobility prospects. 

All internal candidates who are invited to interview for an open job and 

subsequently hired are provided positive information about their short-term internal 

mobility prospects, as being hired informs them that their KSAs are well-suited to fulfill 

the requirements of the new role. However, internal candidates are also likely to be aware 

of whom they competed against and use this information to update their future mobility 

prospects. While an internal hire may not know the names of each person against whom 

they competed, they are likely to know whether they competed against only other internal 

candidates or both internal and external candidates. Research shows that candidates are 

intensely interested in their competition (e.g., Bronson & Merryman, 2013), in part 

because they use such knowledge to update expectations of being selected for a new role 

(i.e., Garcia, Tor, & Schiff, 2013), and are therefore likely to seek out such information. 

Candidates can easily determine whether jobs are open to both internal and external 

candidates by seeing if the job is listed on an external job board. Even if they do not take 

this step, candidates are likely to learn about who they are competing against through 

conversations with friends and colleagues in the organization, by asking the hiring 

manager directly, or by seeing which candidates comes into the office for interviews 

(Billberry, 2007). Indeed, several ethnographic accounts of hiring suggest that people 

seek out and acquire information about the nature of competition for the jobs for which 

they apply or are thinking about applying (e.g., Billsberry, 2007; Kanter, 1977; Pinfield, 

1995). This rapid diffusion of information is one of the reasons that firms often attempt to 

keep searches for high-profile roles confidential (i.e., Khurana, 2002). 
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Internal hires are likely to be provided with different information about their 

future mobility prospects based on the nature of the competition. Internal hires who 

competed against other internal candidates are provided information only about their 

future internal mobility prospects. Although there is no guarantee in contemporary 

organizations that such successful mobility attempts will be followed by later success, 

research shows that previous mobility events do influence employees’ perceptions of 

future mobility events (i.e., Anderson et al., 1980). Moreover, because these internal hires 

are likely to perceive their advancement as evidence that the firm values their specific 

KSAs as well their overall contribution to the organization (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 

2005), they are likely to believe that the firm will continue to develop those KSAs in the 

future (Blau, 1964), perhaps over those of other current employees. This skill 

development should further increase their commitment to the firm, provide additional 

internal opportunities, and decrease their likelihood of subsequent exit (March & Simon, 

1958; Landau & Hammer, 1986). 

 Heterogeneous pools and post-hire turnover. Internal hires from heterogeneous 

pools, by contrast, are likely provided information about their likelihood of future internal 

and external mobility prospects. First, internal candidates who competed against external 

candidates at the interview stage are likely to perceive lower chances of future internal 

mobility. Alongside uncertainty about the likelihood of future internal advancement just 

for current employees is a substantial increase in external hiring at nearly all 

organizational levels (Royal & Althauser, 2003). In other words, in addition to a lack of 

clarity around if and where within the firm they may advance relative to other internal 

candidates, workers now question whether the organization will look to fill jobs with 
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external candidates, exacerbating uncertainty. Indeed, research shows that there is 

substantial variability in how firms choose to fill open jobs based on specific job 

characteristics, location in the organizational structure, and the preferences of individual 

hiring managers (Bidwell & Keller, 2014). Despite the positive information they receive 

about their short-term internal mobility success, internal candidates hired from 

heterogeneous pools are likely to believe they will compete against external candidates 

for internal jobs in the future (i.e., Anderson et al., 1980). Moreover, an internal hire is 

likely to recognize that, because external candidates progressed through the interview 

stage, they are well-qualified to fill jobs similar to those that the internal hire is pursuing 

(i.e., Cappelli, 2015). If internal hires interpret competing against well-qualified external 

candidates as information that they will continue to do so in the future, they are likely to 

perceive a decrease in the likelihood that they and other internal candidates will be hired 

for open internal jobs (i.e., Bidwell & Keller, 2014; Chan, 1996, 2006). 

In addition to perceiving a lower likelihood of future internal mobility (compared 

to those who were hired only over other internal candidates), I argue that they are also 

likely provided positive information about their prospects for future external mobility. By 

including external candidates in the interview pool, the organization creates the 

equivalent of an open-market competition within the firm, signaling to workers that they 

are open and willing to hire outsiders if they are evaluated to be a better fit for the job. 

Because they advanced to the interview stage, internal hires from heterogeneous pools 

are therefore likely to recognize that they have competed against–and were selected over–

well-qualified external candidates with potentially greater experience working in a 

similar role (i.e., Bidwell & Mollick, 2015; DeVaro et al., 2019). This is likely to provide 
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these internal hires with the information that they would be successful in the external 

market, as they have been hired over all qualified individuals who engaged in 

competition for the job. Provided positive information about their likelihood of 

employability outside the firm, as well as the information that they will likely they have 

to compete with external candidates moving forward for jobs within the firm, internal 

hires from heterogeneous pools should be more likely to seek out and explore external 

opportunities in the future (Trevor, 2001; Swider, Boswell, & Zimmerman, 2011). I 

therefore propose the following: 

Hypothesis 2: An internal hire from a heterogeneous pool is more likely to 
voluntarily exit the firm than an internal hire from an interview pool containing 
only internal candidates. 
 

DATA 
 
Research Setting 

The data for this study were obtained from a large, U.S. health-services organization, 

which I refer to as HealthCo. HealthCo employs workers in over 30 different functions, 

in establishments across the U.S. These functions include those specific to its industry 

(e.g., Pharmacy, Care Delivery, and Clinical Guidance), as well as functions that would 

typically be found in most other large organizations (e.g., Human Resources, Marketing, 

Sales, and Innovation). Workers are not restricted to applying for jobs within their current 

function, although it is less typical, for example, for employees working in healthcare 

functions to apply for jobs in Human Resources or Marketing. HealthCo has a relatively 

flat organizational hierarchy that spans only eight formal job levels, and employees are 

similarly not restricted to applying for jobs within a certain level of the organization. 
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 Hiring decisions at HealthCo are very decentralized, such that hiring managers 

have substantial discretion over who can apply and be considered for each open job. 

Often times, hiring managers will consult with recruiters about what they believe they are 

looking for in a potential hire. Following this conversation, open jobs are either posted 

only internally (such that only internal candidates are considered) or are open to 

applications from both internal and external candidates. With the exception of entry-level 

positions, very few jobs across the organization are open only to external candidates. 

Hiring managers making final selection decisions are therefore typically evaluating 

candidate pools that contain either (1) only internal candidates or (2) both internal and 

external candidates.  

I test my hypotheses using 2,249 internal candidates hired into managerial-level4 

positions at a large U.S. health-services organization (“HealthCo”) between 2013 and 

2017. The overall dataset includes two company data sources: (1) application data and (2) 

personnel records. The application data details all internal and external applicants 

submitted to HealthCo between January 2013 and December 2017 and includes 

information about whether applicants progressed to the interview stage of the hiring 

process and who was ultimately hired for the job. This application data was matched to 

the personnel records, which include information on internal applicants’ jobs, salaries, 

and year-end performance ratings at the time of application, as well as internal applicant 

demographic characteristics.  

Dependent Variables 

 
4 I exclude workers hired into entry-level and executive-level jobs. Entry-level jobs at HealthCo are 
typically only filled by external candidates. Executive-level jobs are filled through not filled through the 
same job-posting process whereby multiple candidates apply and hiring managers select from among those 
applicants. 
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I use internal hires’ subsequent performance ratings and voluntary turnover events, as 

indicated in the personnel records, to create the following two outcome measures. 

 Top performer. HealthCo’s annual performance evaluation assesses an 

employee’s level of performance in the previous year. These scores are evaluated on a 

scale from 1 to 3: 1 = Inconsistent (5 percent); 2 = Full (74 percent); and 3 = Exceptional 

(21 percent). I created a dichotomous measure for whether an employee was a top 

performer in the year after they moved into a new internal job. Internal hires given an 

“(3) Exceptional” rating are considered top performers (coded 1) while those given a “(2) 

Full” rating or “(1) Inconsistent” rating are not (coded 0). Given that top performers 

contribute disproportionately to an organization’s overall performance (i.e., O’Boyle Jr. 

& Aguinis, 2012), reallocating current employees to new jobs such that they are able to 

contribute in this way is likely critical for capturing the benefits of internal hiring. Indeed, 

HealthCo hiring managers and HR representatives have emphasized to me in various 

conversations the desire to identify top performers. Additionally, using a dichotomous 

measure allows me to detect differences in employee performance despite limited 

variance in the actual performance ratings of HealthCo employees. Despite using this 

dichotomous measure for my main analyses, I also conduct a robustness check using a 

continuous measure for performance ratings, described below.  

Voluntary turnover. I created a dichotomous measure of voluntary turnover 

indicating whether an internal hire exited HealthCo within one year of being hired for the 

job. I chose this 12-month cutoff for two reasons. First, previous turnover studies 

frequently examine voluntary exit within one year, as employees require time to search 

for alternative employment and actually exit (e.g., Johnston, Griffeth, Burton, & Carson, 
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1993; Liu, Mitchell, Lee, Holtom, & Hinkin, 2012). Second, recent research on internal 

hiring uses a one-year turnover window to assess match quality following an internal 

hiring decision (i.e., Keller, 2018). 

Independent Variable 

Like many large organizations, the hiring process at HealthCo has multiple stages. Once 

jobs are posted, all interested candidates are invited to apply. After applying, candidates 

are first pre-screened by an HR representative. If candidates meet the minimum 

qualifications for the job, they are invited for a phone interview with an HR 

representative who then decides whether or not to place them on a short list for the job. 

This short list is provided to the hiring managers who then conduct in-person interviews. 

Hiring managers often only have information about candidates with whom they 

interview–rather than the entire pool of applicants–and are responsible for making hiring 

decisions from the interview pool (Cappelli, 2015). It follows that it is at this stage of the 

hiring process that pool heterogeneity is most likely to impact hiring manager decisions. 

I therefore define heterogeneous pools as interview pools that contain a mix of 

internal and external candidates and use the application data to create a dichotomous 

independent variable for interview pool heterogeneity. HealthCo’s application data 

indicates whether each application submitted was from a current employee or an external 

applicant, as well as how far each internal and external applicant progressed through the 

hiring process. I was thus able to create a dichotomous measure for heterogeneous pool 

which indicates whether pools contained both internal and external candidates (coded 1) 

or only internal candidates (coded 0). I explore alternative operationalizations of pool 

heterogeneity in robustness checks below.  
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Control Variables 

I control for a number of variables likely to be associated with internal hires’ subsequent 

performance ratings and their likelihood of voluntary exit after their first year in the job. 

These variables relate to internal hires’ demographic attributes, as well as candidates’ 

jobs at the time of application and the jobs for which they were hired. 

Internal hire variables. Because individual characteristics have been shown to 

affect subsequent performance and the likelihood of voluntary exit (Griffeth, Hom, & 

Gaertner, 2000; Landau & Hammer, 1986), I control for internal hire gender, age, 

minority status, and most recent performance rating.5 Because differences in 

organizational experiences may impact future performance or expectations for future 

advancement, I also include a control for firm tenure. 

 Requisition job variables. A potential concern is that certain types of jobs may 

attract heterogeneous pools and influence outcomes. If heterogeneous pools versus 

homogeneous pools are used to fill different types of jobs, the effects on hires’ 

performance and voluntary exit may be a product of the jobs rather than the information 

that heterogeneous pools provide to both hiring managers and workers. The data, 

however, reveal no systematic differences in the types of jobs that were filled from 

heterogeneous or homogeneous pools. Jobs at every hierarchical level at HealthCo for 

which an internal candidate was hired were filled from both types of pools, as were jobs 

in almost every function (91%).6 Nonetheless, I include dummy controls for requisition 

function and requisition job level to account for any potential differences in the types of 

 
5 HealthCo does not record years of education or highest degree completed in their personnel records. 
6 The two functions, Innovation and Research, that did not attract both heterogeneous and homogeneous 
pools only filled one job each with an internal hire during the observation period. 
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jobs that were filled from heterogeneous versus homogeneous pools, as well as a control 

for requisition salary. To account for the possibility that hiring managers’ hiring 

decisions and internal hires’ perceptions of future mobility are influenced by previous 

hiring decisions, I include a control variable for the percent of internal hires made into 

the requisition job’s department in the previous year. Because voluntary turnover rates 

vary across jobs, I also include the average annual rate of turnover for the requisition 

job.  

 Job transition variables. It is also possible that the outcomes of interest are 

influenced by the different types of job transitions made by internal hires rather than the 

information provided by heterogeneous versus homogeneous pools. For example, an 

internal hire who was promoted to a job in a higher organizational level in a different 

function or department may have lower initial performance in a new role than an internal 

hire who moves to a similar job with a similar level of responsibility. To account for 

effects related to different types of job transitions, I include dummy controls for whether 

the move was a promotion (as opposed to a lateral move), as well as whether the 

requisition job was in the same function (as opposed to a different function) and the same 

department (as opposed to a different department) as the candidate’s job at the time of 

application. 

Additional control variables. Though the data indicate no real difference in the 

jobs that are filled from heterogeneous or homogeneous pools, it is possible that 

organizations will choose to consider external candidates when they believe there are no 

quality internal candidates to fill the role. As noted, however, recruiters and hiring 

managers often struggle with making accurate evaluations of their internal candidates 
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(e.g., Keller, 2018). To control for potential differences in heterogeneous and 

homogenous pool quality, I include a variable for the average performance rating among 

all internal interviewees. I also include dummy controls in all models for application 

submission year, as well as variables for the number of total candidates–internal and 

external–in both the interview pool (interviewee count) and application pool (application 

count) of each open requisition for which an internal hire was made. By controlling for 

the information available from the quantity of candidate pools, I am better able to isolate 

the effect of the information available from the composition of the pool. This is 

particularly important if the number of interviewees in an interview pool alters managers’ 

decision-making. Indeed, previous research shows that considering more alternatives may 

lead to better decisions because it provides managers with a larger quantity of 

information (e.g., Nutt, 1998). 

Sample Restriction 

I argued that hiring managers and internal hires are likely to gain information from 

heterogeneous pools, which ultimately impacts the quality of the match. Hiring managers 

gain information that helps them to select the best internal candidates and internal hires 

gain information about their potential for future mobility. To better empirically test these 

hypotheses, I limit my sample to internal hires from interview pools that met two criteria. 

First, the interview pool must have contained at least two candidates for comparison, as 

pools with only one candidate do not have any heterogeneity. Interview pools containing 

only one candidate made up 23 percent of the pools in the dataset. Second, interview 

pools must not have contained more than 20 candidates. Five percent of interview pools 
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in my dataset contained between 21 and 1212 candidates.7 Although multiple candidates 

could have been hired for open positions during the observation period, most open 

requisitions in my sample (70 percent) were filled with only one candidate.8 

METHOD AND RESULTS 
 
I used logistic regression to examine the relationship between the independent variable 

and the two outcomes of interest, and I report the results in odds ratios for ease of 

interpretation. Table 3.1 provides the means, standard deviations, and correlations among 

the variables. 

Table 3.2 presents the results of my analyses related to my first set of arguments, 

in which I explore variations in the performance of internal hires from heterogeneous 

versus interview pools containing only internal candidates. Model 1 and Model 2 present 

the odds ratios for internal hires’ likelihood of being rated a top performer in their first 

year on the job. Model 1 introduces the control variables. Not surprisingly, internal hires 

who have higher previous performance ratings, internal hires from pools with other high-

performing internal candidates, and internal hires who moved into jobs in the same 

department as their previous job are more likely to be rated a top performer in their first 

year on the job. Model 2 introduces the main independent variable, heterogeneous pool, 

and provides support for Hypothesis 1; the odds ratio for heterogeneous pool indicates 

that an internal hire from a heterogeneous interview pool is 1.43 times more likely 

 
7 For robustness, I ran additional models increasing the interview pool size (i.e., 25 interviewees, 30 
interviewees, and 50 interviewees). Results across models were qualitatively similar to those in my original 
analyses. 
8 For robustness, I ran all models controlling for the number of hires per requisition. Results across models 
were qualitatively similar to those found in my original analyses. 
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Table 3.1. Means, standard deviations, and correlations for main variables (n=2,249). 
VARIABLES Mean S.D. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 
1. Top performer 0.23 0.42 1            
2. Voluntary exit 0.05 0.22 -0.03 1           
3. Heterogeneous pool 0.29 0.46 0.04 0.07 1          
4. Female 0.69 0.46 0.02 0.02 -0.07 1         
5. Age 37.88 9.13 -0.03 0.03 0.01 0.11 1        
6. Minority status 0.30 0.46 -0.08 0.04 0.08 0.02 -0.09 1       
7. Recent performance rating 2.18 0.47 0.17 -0.03 -0.06 0.04 -0.01 -0.06 1      
8. Firm tenure 6.46 5.09 -0.06 -0.03 -0.10 0.10 0.32 -0.05 -0.01 1     
9. Req. salary (ln) 10.89 0.41 0.09 0.01 0.08 -0.05 0.39 -0.19 0.08 0.19 1    
10. % internal hires last year 0.769 0.22 0.01 -0.04 -0.30 0.09 0.00 0.01 0.07 0.10 -0.10 1   
11. Req job avg. exit rate 0.24 0.13 0.03 0.06 0.09 0.08 0.17 0.01 0.03 -0.10 0.24 -0.20 1  
12. Promotion 0.45 0.50 -0.04 -0.06 -0.06 -0.01 -0.25 0.16 -0.01 -0.15 -0.51 0.11 -0.12 1 
13. Req job same function 0.62 0.49 0.05 -0.03 -0.14 0.04 0.07 0.04 0.08 -0.07 0.06 0.20 0.06 0.02 
14. Req job same department 0.27 0.44 0.07 -0.03 -0.08 0.05 0.01 0.01 0.12 -0.06 0.03 0.05 -0.04 0.06 
15. Avg interviewee rating 2.12 0.29 0.16 -0.02 -0.01 0.07 0.04 -0.04 0.62 -0.02 0.14 0.04 0.08 -0.05 
16. Req interviewee count 6.67 4.32 -0.07 -0.01 0.04 -0.02 -0.08 0.03 0.00 0.05 -0.15 0.14 -0.16 0.10 
17. Req application count 41.76 48.87 -0.01 0.00 0.42 -0.03 -0.04 0.05 -0.06 -0.02 -0.08 -0.08 0.02 0.01 
 

VARIABLES 13 14 15 16 17 
14. Req job same department 0.28 1    
15. Avg interviewee rating 0.08 0.08 1   
16. Req interviewee count -0.02 -0.09 -0.09 1  
17. Req application count -0.13 -0.16 -0.05 0.24 1 
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Table 3.2. Odds of being rated a top performer in first year in the job.  
 

VARIABLES Model 1 Model 2 
Female 1.17 1.18 

 (0.14) (0.14) 
Age 0.98* 0.98** 

 (0.01) (0.01) 
Minority 0.74* 0.72** 

 (0.09) (0.09) 
Recent performance rating 1.90*** 1.95*** 

 (0.27) (0.28) 
Firm tenure 0.96** 0.96** 

 (0.01) (0.01) 
Req. salary (ln) 1.95* 1.91* 

 (0.52) (0.50) 
Percent internal hires last year 1.60+ 1.88* 

 (0.44) (0.53) 
Req. job average turnover rate 1.00 1.00 

 (0.00) (0.00) 
Promotion 0.90 0.90 

 (0.12) (0.12) 
Req. same function 1.09 1.12 

 (0.13) (0.14) 
Req. same department 1.36* 1.36* 

 (0.17) (0.17) 
Average interviewee rating 1.94** 1.85** 

 (0.46) (0.44) 
Req. interview count 0.98+ 0.98+ 

 (0.01) (0.01) 
Req. application count 1.00 1.00 

 (0.00) (0.00) 
Heterogeneous pool  1.43** 

  (0.19) 
Controls included for:   
Requisition job level Y Y 
Requisition function Y Y 
Application submission year Y Y 
Constant 0.00*** 0.00*** 

 (0.00) (0.00) 
   

Observations 2,249 2,249 
Robust standard errors in parentheses   
*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05, + p<0.10  
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(OR=1.43; p < 0.001) to be rated a top performer than an internal hire from an interview 

pool only containing internal candidates. 

 Table 3.3 presents the results of the analyses related to my second set of 

arguments, in which I examine variations in the likelihood of voluntary exit of internal 

hires from heterogeneous versus homogeneous pools. Model 1 introduces the control 

variables. Consistent with the argument that employees will be less likely to exit if they 

perceive opportunities for future internal advancement, internal hires who were promoted 

(versus those who moved laterally) are less likely to voluntarily exit in the year after they 

were hired for a new internal job. Model 2 provides support for Hypothesis 2; the odds 

ratio for heterogeneous pool indicates that an internal hire from a heterogeneous 

interview pool is 2.01 times more likely (OR=2.01; p < 0.001) to voluntarily exit than an 

internal hire from an interview pool containing only internal candidates. 

Robustness Checks 

Continuous performance measure. Because top performers contribute 

disproportionately to organizational performance (O’Boyle Jr. & Aguinis, 2012), 

selecting a hire who will be a top performer is a primary way in which firms are able to 

fully capture the benefits of their hiring efforts. However, to address concerns that the 

findings above are a result of using a dichotomous variable (top performer or not), I ran 

additional analyses using ordinary least squares (OLS) regression and a continuous 

measure of performance identical to HealthCo’s performance measure. Model 1 of Table 

3.4 presents the effects of the control variables on this continuous performance measure. 

As indicated in Model 2, the effect of heterogeneous pool on performance is positive and 

significant (p < 0.01); consistent with the results of my main analysis, internal hires from 
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Table 3.3. Odds of voluntary turnover within one year of being hired. 
VARIABLES Model 1 Model 2 
Female 1.15 1.18 

 (0.25) (0.26) 
Age 1.01 1.01 

 (0.01) (0.01) 
Minority 1.52* 1.41+ 

 (0.31) (0.29) 
Recent performance rating 0.82 0.86 

 (0.22) (0.24) 
Firm tenure 0.98 0.99 

 (0.02) (0.02) 
Req. salary (ln) 0.72 0.71 

 (0.25) (0.24) 
Percent internal hires last year 0.72 1.06 

 (0.33) (0.50) 
Req. job average turnover rate 1.03*** 1.03*** 

 (0.01) (0.01) 
Promotion 0.53** 0.52** 

 (0.13) (0.12) 
Req. same function 0.59* 0.62* 

 (0.13) (0.14) 
Req. same department 0.99 1.00 

 (0.24) (0.25) 
Average interviewee rating 0.73 0.72 

 (0.31) (0.30) 
Req. interview count 1.00 1.01 

 (0.02) (0.02) 
Req. application count 1.00 1.00 

 (0.00) (0.00) 
Heterogeneous pool  2.01** 

  (0.45) 
Controls included for:   
Requisition job level Y Y 
Requisition function Y Y 
Application submission year Y Y 
Constant 1.92 1.46 

 (7.27) (5.36) 
Observations 2,249 2,249 
Robust standard errors in parentheses   
*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05, + p<0.10   
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Table 3.4. Robustness check (continuous performance measure): Effect of heterogeneity 
on performance in first year in the job. 

VARIABLES Model 1 Model 2 
Female 0.04+ 0.04* 

 (0.02) (0.02) 
Age -0.00* -0.00* 

 (0.00) (0.00) 
Minority -0.09*** -0.09*** 

 (0.02) (0.02) 
Recent performance rating 0.17*** 0.17*** 

 (0.03) (0.03) 
Firm tenure -0.01*** -0.01** 

 (0.00) (0.00) 
Req. salary (ln) 0.15** 0.14** 

 (0.05) (0.05) 
Percent internal hires last year 0.14** 0.18*** 

 (0.05) (0.05) 
Req. job average turnover rate -0.00 -0.00 

 (0.00) (0.00) 
Promotion -0.02 -0.02 

 (0.02) (0.02) 
Req. same function 0.02 0.02 

 (0.02) (0.02) 
Req. same department 0.07** 0.07** 

 (0.02) (0.02) 
Average interviewee rating 0.09+ 0.08+ 

 (0.05) (0.05) 
Req. interview count -0.00 -0.00 

 (0.00) (0.00) 
Req. application count 0.00 -0.00 

 (0.00) (0.00) 
Heterogeneous pool  0.07** 

  (0.03) 
Controls included for:   
Requisition job level Y Y 
Requisition function Y Y 
Application submission year Y Y 
Constant 0.95 0.94 

 (0.74) (0.73) 
Observations 2,249 2,249 
R-squared 0.09 0.09 
Standard errors in parentheses   
*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05, + p<0.10  
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heterogeneous pools receive higher subsequent performance ratings than those from 

pools with only internal candidates. 

Extended turnover window. To address concerns that my turnover results are an 

artifact of using a 12-month window, I ran additional logit models using a 24-month 

turnover window, presented in Table 3.5. Model 1 presents the effects of the control 

variables on the likelihood of internal hires’ voluntary exit 24 months after being hired. 

As indicated in Model 2, the effect of heterogeneous pool on voluntary exit is positive 

and significant (p < 0.01); internal hires from heterogeneous interview pools are more 

likely to voluntary exit 24 months after being hired than those internal hires from pools 

with only internal candidates. 

Pool heterogeneity. I argued and tested that the presence of external candidates–

rather than the number of external candidates or the ratio of external to internal 

candidates–would provide information that would influence post-hire outcomes. 

However, it is worth exploring whether different operationalizations of pool 

heterogeneity impact outcomes. To do so, I created two alternative measures of pool 

heterogeneity: (1) percentage of external candidates (relative to internal candidates) and 

(2) Blau’s Index of internal-external candidate diversity. Using the application data, I was 

able to first calculate the percentage of external candidates included in each interview 

pool. I then used the formula for Blau’s Index to create a measure of pool diversity. The 

formula for Blau’s Index computes output ranging from 0 to 0.5, with higher decimals 

indicating more balanced pools (i.e., a more equal number of internal and external 

interviewees). For example, an interview pool size of 10, with 4 internal candidates and 6 

external candidates would have an index value of 0.48 = 1–[(42 + 62)/(4+6)2]. A pool of 
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Table 3.5. Robustness check (extended turnover window): Odds of voluntary      
turnover within two years of being hired. 

VARIABLES Model 1 Model 2 
Female 1.01 1.02 

 (0.14) (0.14) 
Age 1.00 1.00 

 (0.01) (0.01) 
Minority 1.60*** 1.54** 

 (0.21) (0.20) 
Recent performance rating 0.72+ 0.73+ 

 (0.13) (0.13) 
Firm tenure 1.01 1.01 

 (0.01) (0.01) 
Req. salary (ln) 0.78 0.76 

 (0.19) (0.19) 
Percent internal hires last year 0.49* 0.62 

 (0.14) (0.19) 
Req. job average turnover rate 1.02*** 1.02*** 

 (0.01) (0.01) 
Promotion 0.84 0.84 

 (0.13) (0.13) 
Req. same function 0.66** 0.68** 

 (0.09) (0.09) 
Req. same department 0.90 0.90 

 (0.14) (0.14) 
Average interviewee rating 0.75 0.75 

 (0.21) (0.21) 
Req. interview count 1.00 1.00 

 (0.02) (0.02) 
Req. application count 1.00 1.00 

 (0.00) (0.00) 
Heterogeneous pool  1.57** 

  (0.23) 
Controls included for:   
Requisition job level Y Y 
Requisition function Y Y 
Application submission year Y Y 
Constant 5.83 5.32 

 (15.92) (14.33) 
Observations 2,249 2,249 
Robust standard errors in parentheses   
*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05, + p<0.10  



 

 80 
 

the same size with 2 internal candidates and 8 external candidates would have an index 

value of 0.32 = 1–[(22 + 82)/(2+8)2]. 

The results of these analyses are presented in Table 3.6 and Table 3.7. Model 2 

and Model 3 of Table 3.6 reveal that the effects of the percentage of external 

interviewees (p < 0.05) and Blau’s Index of internal-external pool diversity (p < 0.05) on 

the likelihood of being rated a top performer are positive and significant. Models 2 and 3 

of Table 3.7 reveal that the effects of the percentage of external interviewees (p < 0.01) 

and Blau’s Index of internal-external pool diversity (p < 0.01) on the likelihood of 

voluntary exit are also positive and significant. Together, these results provide support for 

the argument that the presence and the number of external candidates both influence 

hiring manager decision-making and internal hires’ perceptions of future mobility 

opportunities. 

Supplementary Analysis 

External hires. My theory and findings center around how candidate pool 

heterogeneity improves internal hiring decisions, while also influencing subsequent exit 

of internal hires. I have focused on unpacking the dynamics of internal hiring 

specifically, as prior research has shown that internal hiring is likely to be more reliable 

but may also be quite challenging (e.g., see Bidwell, 2011 but Martin & Schmidt, 2010). 

It is worth considering, however, whether this same theory applies in cases where firms 

choose to fill an open position with an external candidate. That is, does including internal 

candidates in interview pools improve hiring managers’ external hiring decisions or 

influence external hires’ subsequent likelihood of exit? After all, hiring managers 

consistently have less information about external candidates than they have about current 
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Table 3.6. Robustness check: Alternate operationalizations of pool heterogeneity predicting odds of 
being rated a top performer in first year in the job. 

VARIABLES Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
Female 1.17 1.17 1.17 

 (0.14) (0.14) (0.14) 
Age 0.98* 0.98** 0.98** 

 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 
Minority 0.74* 0.73* 0.73* 

 (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) 
Recent performance rating 1.90*** 1.95*** 1.94*** 

 (0.27) (0.28) (0.28) 
Firm tenure 0.96** 0.96** 0.96** 

 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 
Req. salary (ln) 1.95* 1.93* 1.93* 

 (0.52) (0.51) (0.51) 
Percent internal hires last year 1.60+ 1.86* 1.82* 

 (0.44) (0.53) (0.52) 
Req. job average turnover rate 1.00 1.00 1.00 

 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 
Promotion 0.90 0.90 0.90 

 (0.12) (0.12) (0.12) 
Req. same function 1.09 1.11 1.12 

 (0.13) (0.14) (0.14) 
Req. same department 1.36* 1.36* 1.36* 

 (0.17) (0.17) (0.17) 
Average interviewee rating 1.94** 1.84* 1.87** 

 (0.46) (0.44) (0.44) 
Req. interview count 0.98+ 0.98+ 0.98 

 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 
Req. application count 1.00 1.00 1.00 

 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 
Percent external interviewees  1.70*  

  (0.43)  
Blau’s index   1.96* 

   (0.61) 
Controls included for:    
Requisition job level Y Y Y 
Requisition function Y Y Y 
Application submission year Y Y Y 
Constant 0.00*** 0.00*** 0.00*** 

 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 
Observations 2,249 2,249 2,249 
Robust standard errors in parentheses    
*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05, + p<0.10   
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Table 3.7. Robustness check: Alternate operationalizations of pool heterogeneity 
predicting odds of voluntary exit. 

VARIABLES Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
Female 1.15 1.17 1.18 

 (0.25) (0.25) (0.26) 
Age 1.01 1.01 1.01 

 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 
Minority 1.52* 1.43+ 1.41+ 

 (0.31) (0.29) (0.29) 
Recent performance rating 0.82 0.85 0.86 

 (0.22) (0.24) (0.24) 
Firm tenure 0.98 0.99 0.99 

 (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 
Req. salary (ln) 0.72 0.71 0.72 

 (0.25) (0.24) (0.24) 
Percent internal hires last year 0.72 1.10 1.07 

 (0.33) (0.53) (0.51) 
Req. job average turnover rate 1.03*** 1.03*** 1.03*** 

 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 
Promotion 0.53** 0.53** 0.53** 

 (0.13) (0.13) (0.13) 
Req. same function 0.59* 0.61* 0.63* 

 (0.13) (0.13) (0.14) 
Req. same department 0.99 0.99 0.99 

 (0.24) (0.25) (0.24) 
Average interviewee rating 0.73 0.72 0.72 

 (0.31) (0.31) (0.30) 
Req. interview count 1.00 1.00 1.01 

 (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 
Req. application count 1.00 1.00 1.00 

 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 
Percent external interviewees  3.32**  

  (1.32)  
Blau’s index   5.46*** 

   (2.78) 
Controls included for:    
Requisition job level Y Y Y 
Requisition function Y Y Y 
Application submission year Y Y Y 
Constant 1.92 1.32 1.18 

 (7.27) (4.92) (4.35) 
Observations 2,249 2,249 2,249 
Robust standard errors in parentheses    
*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05, + p<0.10   
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employees (e.g., Bidwell & Mollick, 2015; Doeringer & Piore, 1971). 

It is unclear, a priori, which results I should expect, particularly in regard to 

external hires’ subsequent performance. On the one hand, evaluating external candidates 

alongside internal candidates may embolden hiring managers to be as certain as possible 

that they are selecting the best external hire for the job. Hiring managers evaluating only 

external candidates are unlikely to have information about these candidates’ potential 

weaknesses, as they typically only have access to external candidates’ resumes and 

references highlighting their qualifications and accomplishments (Marsden, 1994). 

Including internal candidates–whose weaknesses are better known by the hiring 

manager–in interview pools with external candidates may encourage hiring managers to 

seek out potential weaknesses of external hires. Awareness of such weaknesses may 

allow them to fully and more accurately evaluate them against the criteria for the job, 

enabling them to make a better external hiring decision. Moreover, hiring managers who 

select an external hire from a pool of both external and internal candidates must 

communicate, in some form, to current employees that they have been rejected in favor of 

an external candidate. Because rejected internal candidates are likely to respond 

negatively to being passed over, particularly in favor of an external candidate (e.g., 

Bidwell & Keller, 2014), hiring managers selecting an external candidate are most likely 

to do so when they are able to defend their choice with a top-performing external hire. 

On the other hand, including internal candidates in pools with external candidates 

may cloud managers’ external hiring decisions. For example, because hiring managers 

have more information about current employees, they may desire certain attributes of 

internal candidates that are less relevant to the job. This may cause them to focus their 
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attention on external candidates that may share similar desired attributes and away from 

external candidates who do not but nonetheless are more qualified for the job. In this 

case, hiring managers selecting external candidates from heterogeneous pools may be less 

likely to select a top-performing candidate. 

 To explore these dynamics, I reran the above analyses using a sample of only 

external hires (n=477) at HealthCo in the same five-year period. The results show no 

significant effects of pool heterogeneity on the likelihood of an external hire being rated a 

top performer or the likelihood of an external hire exiting the organization. There are two 

possible explanations for the lack of significant results. First, it is possible that the theory 

I have proposed applies more exclusively to the outcomes associated with internal hiring; 

hiring managers may benefit from additional “outside” information when evaluating 

internal candidates in a way that they do not benefit from “inside” information when 

evaluating external candidates. Similarly, external hires are likely to have much less 

information on who they are competing against for a job and the overall opportunity 

structure of the organization once they are hired that is likely to impact their perceptions 

of future advancement within the firm. Second, it is possible that the sample of external 

hires who filled managerial roles at HealthCo between 2013 and 2017 is too small to 

detect any significant effects. Both explanations are worth exploring further in future 

research. 

DISCUSSION 
 
Given the benefits associated with internal hiring, it is not surprising that firms have a 

renewed interest in looking internally to fill open jobs. Yet to more fully benefit from 

their internal hiring efforts, firms need to be able to create complementary person-job 
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matches, and recent data indicate that this can be difficult (e.g., Martin & Schmidt, 2010). 

Internal hiring decisions remain challenging due to incomplete information about how 

well internal candidates will perform in a new internal job. In this paper, I develop theory 

to explain how introducing information from the external market through the use of 

heterogeneous interview pools may actually improve hiring managers’ use of the pre-

existing information they possess about their internal candidates. This consequently 

improves their ability to select better-performing internal candidates than they would 

from interview pools containing only internal candidates. I suggest, however, that 

including external candidates in interview pools may create an important tradeoff for 

firms, as internal candidates who compete against external candidates are also likely to be 

provided information about their prospects for future mobility that increases their 

likelihood of voluntary exit. 

 In arguing that internal-external pool heterogeneity provides information to hiring 

managers that influences the quality of the person-job match, I intend to contribute to the 

two main literatures that have broadly addressed the problems of incomplete information 

inherent in hiring decisions. First, by focusing on how characteristics of the interview 

pool influence match quality, I make a preliminary attempt to answer calls in the 

selection literature to expand our understanding of the predictors of job performance (i.e., 

Cascio & Aguinis, 2008). Even the most reliable selection methods may no longer predict 

which workers will be most successful in which roles, particularly in contemporary firms 

that are continually restructuring to fit business needs and redefining job requirements 

whilst neglecting outdated or unclear job descriptions (Cappelli & Keller, 2014). 

Introducing external candidates in interview pools may provide hiring managers with 
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greater clarity as to what is required of the job and a benchmark against which to evaluate 

their internal candidates. I have argued that this improves their ability to better predict 

future performance of their internal candidates and make better hiring decisions. The 

results support these arguments, as internal hires from heterogeneous pools are 1.43 times 

more likely to be rated a top performer in their first year in the job. 

 My specific focus on the internal-external composition of the interview pool 

simultaneously contributes to the recruiting literature. This literature has sought to 

address the problems of incomplete information in two main ways. First, source of hire 

studies (i.e., Fernandez & Weinberg, 1997) have shed light on the recruiting methods that 

provide the greatest return to firms (i.e., referrals versus non-referrals). Rather than 

explore how and why one recruiting method (e.g., recruiting internally) is preferred over 

another (e.g., recruiting externally), I develop theory to show how a combination of such 

recruiting practices influences the quality of the internal person-job match. Second, more 

recent recruiting research has emphasized the importance of the demographic 

composition of applicant pool (e.g., Fernandez & Mors, 2008; Fernandez & Campero, 

2017; Petersen & Saporta, 2000, 2004). This work shows that the proportion of male 

applicants to female applicants, as well as White applicants to non-White applicants, 

influences who is ultimately hired for a position and whether these factors lead to 

discrimination against one group or another. I extend this work by exploring a new type 

of diversity–internal-external candidate pool heterogeneity–and how such diversity is 

likely to influence post-hire performance and turnover, rather than who is hired. 

 In addition to contributions to the selection and recruiting literatures, this study 

contributes broadly to recent work highlighting the benefits of internal hiring. In 
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particular, this recent work shows that prioritizing internal hiring has benefits for both 

firms and workers. Firms benefit from greater initial performance from less-expensive 

internal hires (Bidwell, 2011), knowledge transfer between internal units (Argote & 

Ingram, 2000), and increased retention of employees who see others advancing their 

careers within the firm (Bidwell & Keller, 2014). Workers also benefit from the stability 

associated with moving internally while gaining additional responsibilities (Buchanan, 

2004; Overfelt, 2017; Qualtrics, 2017). An implication from much of this work is that 

firms may actually benefit from dedicating scarce resources to identifying and developing 

internal talent and limiting their use of the external market. Indeed, more recent studies 

have focused exclusively on hiring within the firm and the different internal hiring 

processes that are more likely to ensure that firms capture the most value from these 

efforts (i.e., Keller, 2018). The theory and findings presented in this study provide an 

important counterpoint to this work by showing that firms may be more likely to benefit 

from internal hiring if they also open up opportunities to the external labor market. 

 While firms may in fact benefit from opening up opportunities to the external 

labor market, I argue and show that this also presents a tradeoff. Just as heterogeneous 

pools may provide information to hiring managers that influences their hiring decisions, I 

posit that heterogeneous pools may also provide information to workers that decreases 

their perceptions of future internal mobility and increases their perceptions of external 

mobility. The results support these arguments, as internal hires from heterogeneous pools 

are 2.01 times more likely to voluntarily exit the firm in the following year. This finding 

has implications for research on employee perceptions of future advancement as well as 

employee job search. First, while traditional models of intraorganizational mobility 
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suggest that previous successful internal mobility events will increase perceptions of 

future mobility (e.g., Anderson et al., 1981; Vardi, 1980), these findings suggest that the 

competition internal candidates face may inform perceptions above and beyond 

successful mobility attempts. Second, theories of job search and voluntary turnover 

suggest that, once employees perceive limited opportunities for future advancement, they 

will assess their external marketability by applying for external opportunities; if 

successful, they will exit their current firm (i.e., March & Simon, 1958; Steel, 2002). The 

results of this study, however, suggest that employees may gain information about their 

external employability at the interview stage for an internal opportunity, absent external 

search. 

 Presented with this important tradeoff, the practical implications for firms are 

interesting to consider. Firms are likely to benefit from considering external candidates as 

part of their internal hiring efforts, but by exposing their workers to the market, they may 

also increase the likelihood that high-performing internal hires will leave. Though firms 

may seek to avoid this outcome by only interviewing internal candidates, they might 

mitigate such negative, unintentional consequences in other ways. For example, upon 

hiring an internal candidate, managers might communicate to these employees the 

reasons they were selected over other candidates, emphasizing their firm-specific 

knowledge and tenure in the organization that external candidates do not possess. 

Moreover, after internal hires have moved into the new role, managers might continue to 

communicate the opportunities for internal development and advancement, as well as the 

firms’ commitment to developing internal talent–despite the possibility that they may 

consider external candidates for jobs in the future. 
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Limitations and Future Research 

Because the data for this study come from a single firm, the results may not generalize to 

other settings. Studying hiring comes with the tradeoff between depth and 

generalizability, as detailed application data and employee personnel records are difficult 

to obtain from multiple sites. This study took place in the context of a large, relatively flat 

organizational structure in which hiring decisions are decentralized and where half of 

open jobs were open to both internal and external applicants. It is very possible that, in 

smaller organizations where hiring managers have less control over who is chosen to 

assume a new job, internal-external heterogeneity has less of an overall influence on post-

hire performance. Additionally, in organizations that value more or less internal hiring 

and exhibit that preference over time, whether or not an internal hire has competed only 

with other internal candidates or both internal and external candidates may have a 

different effect on hires’ subsequent exit. For example, in organizations that routinely 

require employees to compete with external candidates and do not regularly signal their 

preference for developing internal talent, internal hires who competed in heterogeneous 

versus homogeneous pools may not experience changes in mobility perceptions. 

Exploring the impact of heterogeneous pools in other types of organizations is important 

for delineating the boundary conditions of my theory. 

 I found support for my arguments about information shaping the decisions of 

hiring managers and internal hires. Yet the nature of my dataset prevents me from 

directly testing my underlying information-based mechanism; I am unable to measure or 

show the proposed cognitive process in which hiring managers and internal hires engage 

as a result of internal-external pool heterogeneity, which I argue influences post-hire 
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performance and voluntary exit. It is important to note that there are additional, 

alternative theoretical explanations for the reported results. For example, it is possible 

that an individual with greater social capital or who is more centrally positioned in an 

intrafirm network may have access to greater information, enabling them to be more 

successful when competing in a heterogeneous interview pool compared to an individual 

with fewer connections. These same social connections may contribute to subsequent 

performance ratings in a new internal job (Burt, 2004) as well as successful external job 

search efforts (Granovetter, 1974). Other potential mechanisms established in the job 

matching literature include the development of firm-specific skills and fit with the job 

and organization. It is unlikely that these other mechanisms are driving the results in this 

study, however, as I am comparing outcomes among only internal hires rather than 

arguing that internal hires perform better or worse or are more or less likely to 

subsequently exit the firm than external hires (e.g., Bidwell, 2011; DeOrtentiis et al., 

2018). I was able to control for a number of factors to address the possibility that some 

internal hires may be a better skill and/or cultural “fit” with certain jobs than other 

internal hires, such as whether the job was a promotion versus a lateral move and whether 

the job was in the same function or department. Nevertheless, it would be useful to 

collect data on workers’ intrafirm social capital to determine if network dynamics are at 

play here. 

 In addition to data on workers’ social capital, other data sources may be 

particularly helpful in isolating the benchmarking mechanism for which I have argued. 

For example, pairing the application and personnel data with interview transcripts would 

shed additional light on the decision-making processes of hiring managers and open up 
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questions for future research. For example, if heterogeneous pools do in fact allow hiring 

managers to benchmark their current employees’ KSAs against those available in 

external market, does the order in which hiring managers interview candidates matter? 

Because previous research shows that evaluators form immediate impressions during 

interviews (e.g., Highhouse, 2008; Rivera, 2015), hiring managers who have already 

interviewed external candidates when they interview current employees may be better 

positioned to select the most qualified internal candidate. Survey data from internal 

candidates (either upon application or following a hiring decision) would provide further 

insight as to whether internal hires have altered perceptions of mobility potential either 

inside or outside their current firm. 

 Future research might also address outstanding questions at both the pre-hire and 

post-hire stages of the internal hiring process. At the pre-hire stage, researchers might 

explore how the specific previous experiences of external hires influence hiring 

managers’ ability to benchmark and its effect on post-hire outcomes. For example, 

because previous research shows that external candidates with experience at a number of 

different companies are evaluated differently than those with many years of experience at 

one company (e.g., Ferguson & Hasan, 2013; Leung, 2014), it is possible that these 

different external candidate profiles might influence hiring managers’ evaluation of their 

current employees. Additionally, although I propose in this paper that a combination of 

internal and external candidates from any recruiting source positively affects manager 

decision-making, future research could examine whether external candidates recruited by 

different means (i.e., referrals, social media, open job postings, etc.) provide different 

and/or better information against which to benchmark internal candidates. Work in this 
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vein would contribute to earlier studies of recruitment that sought to predict company 

return on investment from different recruiting methods (e.g., Rynes, Orlitsky, & Bretz, 

1997). 

 While I show that different types of jobs and departments are not more or less 

likely to recruit heterogeneous interview pools, additional post-hire experiences might 

influence employee perceptions of advancement and subsequently introduce variation in 

their likelihood of voluntary exit. Future research could explore how internal hires 

moving into jobs with a greater number of incumbents or supervisors that were 

themselves internal versus external hires influences these mobility perceptions and 

associated turnover intentions. Though I have suggested that heterogeneous pools provide 

information about hires’ internal and external future mobility prospects, additional 

application and survey data over time might show variations in application patterns and 

provide firms with a better understanding of the implications of heterogeneous pools on 

employees’ career outcomes more generally. 
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CHAPTER 4 

TURNED DOWN AND TAKING OFF? 

REJECTION AND TURNOVER IN INTERNAL TALENT MARKETS 
 

 
ABSTRACT 

Internal talent markets–created when firms post open jobs and invite current employees 

to apply–enhance the value of an organization’s human capital by generating 

complementary person-job matches. Yet these markets generate internal rejections in 

larger quantity than matches, as not all internal applicants are hired. I develop theory to 

explain when rejections are more or less likely to deplete an organization’s human capital 

resources through voluntary turnover. Drawing on the extant intraorganizational mobility 

literature, I argue that variations in post-rejection turnover are shaped by the information 

the market provides employees about their likelihood of future internal advancement, 

despite being rejected in the present. Specifically, I argue that hiring manager decisions 

about whom to interview and hire provide information to rejected internal candidates 

about their ability to meet the criteria to be hired for similar jobs in the future and the 

likelihood that those jobs will be filled internally. Analyzing 9,355 rejections in a single 

firm over a five-year period, I find that rejected employees are significantly less likely to 

exit when they are interviewed by the hiring manager (compared to being rejected earlier) 

and when they are rejected in favor of another internal candidate (compared to an 

external candidate). 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
Matching current employees to new jobs within the firm that complement their 

knowledge, skills, and abilities is a central avenue through which firms enhance the value 

of their human capital resources (Chadwick, 2017; Weller, Hymer, Nyberg, & Ebert, 

2018). Recent research on job matching has shown that internal talent markets, created 

when firms post open jobs and invite current employees to apply, are particularly 

effective for creating complementary matches (Keller, 2018). Indeed, employees matched 

to new jobs through these markets are more productive, more likely to remain with the 

firm, and more likely to be subsequently promoted, compared to workers matched to new 

jobs though non-market mechanisms (i.e., when a manager hand-picks a preferred 

candidate). Focusing on the outcomes of the matches that these markets generate has led 

both scholars (e.g., Cappelli, 2008; Keller, 2018) and firms (Bryan, Joyce, & Weiss, 

2016) to largely conclude that internal talent markets enhance the value of an 

organization’s human capital by ensuring the right workers are matched to the right jobs.  

Yet, the literature on job matching has generally failed to consider that internal 

markets do more than generate matches. Given the number of employees who apply for 

jobs relative to those who are hired, internal talent markets actually generate many more 

rejections than matches (Gallo, 2011; Grensing-Pophal, 2006). The literature’s lack of 

attention to these rejections is problematic, as other literature on internal rejection 

suggests that such rejections may deplete the value of a firm’s human capital resources by 

encouraging voluntary turnover (Johnston, Griffeth, Burton, & Carson, 1993; Robinson, 

1996). This finding raises the possibility that the turnover of rejected internal candidates 

may offset at least some portion of the value associated with creating complementary 
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person-job matches, as the lost productivity, disruption to organizational routines, and 

costs of finding a replacement can approach two times an employee’s salary (Hinkin & 

Tracey, 2000). The extent to which any given match created through the market enhances 

a firm’s human capital resources is likely contingent on the likelihood of turnover among 

the internal candidates rejected for the job. A complete theoretical accounting of the 

value-enhancing potential of internal talent markets must therefore include theory to 

explain not only why these markets create complementary person-job matches (e.g., 

Keller, 2018) but also when rejection is more or less likely to prompt voluntary turnover.  

In this paper, I attempt to address this gap by developing theory to explain post-

rejection variations in voluntary turnover. Because decisions about voluntary turnover 

occur at the individual level, I focus on how key variations in the market experiences of 

rejected internal candidates are likely to shape voluntary exit. To do so, I turn to the 

literature on intraorganizational mobility, which has long noted that employees’ 

perceptions of how difficult it will be to advance their career internally strongly influence 

voluntary exit. Employees are likely to exit an organization when they perceive limited 

opportunities for internal advancement (Landau & Hammer, 1986; Vardi, 1980). This 

straightforward insight underpins much of the literature examining the relationship 

between internal rejection and turnover; having learned that a desired internal opportunity 

is no longer available, a rejected employee is likely to pursue similar opportunities 

outside the firm (Ford, Truxillo, & Bauer, 2009; Robinson, 1996). I propose that this 

same insight is useful for developing theory about variations in post-rejection turnover, as 

rejection also likely provides employees with information about the availability of future 

opportunities in the firm (Fernandez-Mateo & Coh, 2015; Vough & Caza, 2017).  
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Specifically, I propose that hiring managers’ decisions about whom to interview 

and hire create variations in rejected internal candidates’ market experiences, which 

inform their perceptions of the availability of future opportunities. In doing so, I draw on 

a second insight from the intraorganizational mobility literature: employees form 

perceptions about the availability of internal opportunities based primarily on the extent 

to which they perceive that (1) they meet the criteria to be hired into desired jobs in the 

firm and (2) those jobs will likely be filled through internal rather than external hiring 

(Anderson, Milkovich, & Tsui, 1981; Vardi, 1980). I propose that (1) being interviewed 

by a hiring manager indicates to internal candidates that they will likely meet the criteria 

for similar internal jobs in the future and (2) the hiring of another internal candidate 

signals that similar jobs will likely be filled internally in the future. Internal candidates 

rejected after an interview with the hiring manager and those rejected in favor of another 

internal candidate should therefore be more likely to remain with the firm, compared to 

those rejected earlier in the hiring process and those rejected in favor of an external 

candidate. 

I find strong support for my hypotheses by analyzing more than 9,000 internal 

rejections over a five-year period in a large U.S. health-services organization 

(“HealthCo”). Detailed job application data allow me to identify how far in the hiring 

process each employee progressed and who was hired for each open job. I pair this data 

with personnel records, allowing me to clearly identify voluntary turnover and to control 

for numerous additional factors known to affect employees’ perceptions of the 

availability of internal opportunities and voluntary turnover. I offer several 

supplementary analyses that explore my findings in more detail. 
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My study makes three intended contributions. First, my study contributes to the 

literature on job matching by placing an important boundary condition on studies 

extolling the value-enhancing benefits of internal talent markets (e.g., Keller, 2018), as 

these studies have likely overstated this value by focusing solely on the outcomes of 

matches. By explaining when and why I should expect to see variations in post-rejection 

turnover, I illuminate the conditions under which the value of the matches is most likely 

to be offset. Practically, my findings suggest that how firms manage the markets matters; 

firms may be able to mitigate post-rejection turnover by attending to market aspects that 

are most likely to shape employees’ perceptions of how easily they can advance in the 

future, including whom hiring managers interview and hire. In more-general terms, my 

work suggests that scholars should consider if and when other internal job-matching 

processes (i.e., succession planning, job rotations) might unintentionally induce 

employees who are not matched to react in ways that may offset the value of created 

matches. 

Second, I contribute to research on rejection by providing two persuasive 

demonstrations of how an internal rejection’s context is associated with differences in 

turnover propensity. In demonstrating a main effect of rejection on turnover, research has 

left little doubt that employees prefer being hired to being rejected. I show that individual 

responses to rejection are not uniformly negative; they likely vary, at least in part, based 

on the information that a rejection’s context provides about the availability of future 

opportunities. In this way, I contribute to recent efforts to develop a more nuanced 

understanding of employees’ responses to internal rejection, as the widespread adoption 

of internal talent markets has made such rejection a common career experience. Third, 
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my study provides an important update to foundational models of intraorganizational 

mobility by highlighting how and why employees increasingly rely on internal markets 

for information about their prospects for internal mobility. 

THEORY & HYPOTHESES 
 
Internal talent markets are created when managers post open jobs internally (and 

sometimes externally) so that interested internal candidates can apply. Recent research 

describing why these markets are such an effective matching mechanism has emphasized 

the markets’ informational value for hiring managers. Markets allow employees 

throughout the organization to express their interest in an open job and provide 

information about their qualifications for that job. This gives hiring managers access to 

detailed information about the knowledge, skills, and abilities of employees throughout 

the broader organization, which increases the likelihood that these managers can identify 

a candidate whose attributes complement the job requirements (Keller, 2018).  

These markets’ informational value for hiring managers is therefore contingent on 

whether employees apply for open jobs. To ensure substantial pools of well-qualified 

candidates, firms have invested heavily in human resource information systems that make 

it easy for employees to search and apply for internal jobs (Autor, 2001), while 

simultaneously promoting the message that employees are responsible for identifying 

opportunities to advance their career (Cappelli, 2008). These efforts have proven 

effective; although widespread data on internal job applications is difficult to obtain, 

recent data suggest that employers receive an average of seven to ten internal applications 

for each job posted internally (Jobvite, 2019; Lever, 2019). Because only one candidate is 
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typically hired, however, internal rejection is the modal outcome for employees who 

choose to participate in the market (Gallo, 2011).  

I therefore propose that, whereas the literature on job matching has focused on the 

information that internal markets provide to hiring managers, equal consideration of the 

information that employees gain by participating in the market (i.e., applying for a job) 

can reveal when rejected employees are more or less likely to turn over. I focus on the 

information that market participation provides to employees about their prospects for 

internal mobility, as the literature on intraorganizational mobility has long held that 

employees are less likely to turn over when they believe they can easily advance their 

career internally (Landau & Hammer, 1986). This fundamental insight emerges in recent 

survey data indicating that, despite workers’ strong preferences for advancing within their 

current firms rather than changing employers (Buchanan, 2004; Overfelt, 2017; Qualtrics, 

2017), the most-cited reason for turnover is a lack of opportunities for internal 

advancement (Smart & Chamberlain, 2016; Work Institute, 2019).  

Significant evidence suggests that employees increasingly rely on the market to 

gauge their prospects for internal advancement. According to intraorganizational mobility 

research, employees assess the availability of internal opportunities primarily by 

considering (1) the extent to which they believe they meet the requirements to advance 

into desired jobs and (2) the nature of competition for those jobs. To date, scholars have 

generally assumed that employees make these evaluations relatively easily, as our 

foundational models of intraorganizational mobility were developed in the context of 

bureaucratic internal labor markets. Mobility in these more bureaucratic firms was 

governed by well-publicized administrative rules that clearly identified which workers 
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were eligible for open jobs and the criteria used to select among those workers 

(Doeringer & Piore, 1971; Jacoby, 2004; Kalleberg & Sorensen, 1979). 

This assumption is now tenuous, at best. Firms attempt to be transparent about 

hiring criteria by outlining the required skills and experience in posted job descriptions. 

However, developing accurate and comprehensive job descriptions is quite challenging, 

and few organizations engage in systematic job analysis (Backhaus, 2004; Sanchez & 

Levine, 2012). Job descriptions are therefore often both inaccurate and outdated (Tyler, 

2013). Moreover, hiring managers exert substantial influence over the stated 

requirements, such that the criteria for the same job vary substantially depending on 

hiring managers’ preferences (Miner, 1987; Sanchez & Levine, 2012). Some managers 

keep the criteria vague so they can exercise more discretion when selecting among 

potential candidates, while others create long lists of specific criteria that often reflect 

what they want rather than what they actually need or what is realistic (Miner, 1987; 

Sanchez & Levine, 2012). These factors have left employees perplexed as they try to 

determine whether they meet the requirements for other jobs in the firm (Johns, 2012). 

The lack of clarity regarding job requirements coupled with few restrictions on 

who can apply have made it difficult to accurately assess the competition for open jobs. 

In particular, whereas many organizations formerly shielded internal candidates from 

external competition by restricting external hiring to clearly defined “ports of entry” into 

the organization (Osterman & Burton, 2005), organizations now regularly hire both 

internal and external candidates into jobs at all levels (Royal & Althauser, 2003). Few 

firms have clear rules delineating if or when jobs should be open exclusively to internal 

candidates and/or whether internal candidates should be given preference if jobs are also 
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posted externally (Keller, 2018). This makes it quite difficult for employees to assess the 

likelihood of external competition for open jobs and therefore the likelihood that a job 

will be filled internally.  

Amid this confusion, participating in the internal market by applying for open 

jobs is a primary way by which employees now assess their opportunities for internal 

advancement. Perhaps most notable is that the market provides an unambiguous indicator 

of one’s prospects for immediate advancement. Candidates who are hired advance; those 

who are rejected do not and are, instead, informed that a specific opportunity is no longer 

available. Consistent with the argument that employees are more likely to exit the firm 

when they perceive fewer opportunities for advancement, previous rejection studies have 

indicated that employees who experience an internal rejection are more likely to exit than 

those who do not experience such rejection (Ambrose & Cropanzano, 2003; Johnston et 

al., 1993; Robinson, 1996). 

Yet, while the market gives all rejected candidates the same information regarding 

their prospects for immediate advancement, a few recent studies offer reason to believe 

that the context surrounding a rejection may provide candidates with valuable 

information about their prospects for future advancement. For example, Vough and Caza 

(2017) theorize that variations in rejected candidates’ access to information about others’ 

rejection experiences shape how the rejected candidates make sense of their rejection and 

its implications for their careers, such that some candidates may be more likely than 

others to actively pursue internal rather than external opportunities (e.g., Tharenou & 

Terry, 1998). Additionally, Fernandez-Mateo and Coh (2015) find that whether a 
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candidate is given a rationale for their rejection affects how likely they are to consider 

and accept similar opportunities in the future.  

This recent work highlights the theoretical value of considering how variations in 

rejected internal candidates’ market experiences shape turnover by providing information 

about the availability of future internal opportunities. Models of hiring in the employee 

mobility literature conceptualize hiring as a multistage process, in which candidates are 

first identified and then evaluated prior to a selection (Breaugh, 2008, 2013; Keller, 

2018). In the context of open markets for internal talent, because all employees self-

identify as candidates by applying for a posted job, this leaves two variations in rejected 

internal candidates’ market experiences that likely influence turnover. At the evaluation 

stage, hiring managers choose whom to interivew, and I expect that whether rejected 

candidates are interviewed provides information about whether they are likely to meet the 

criteria to be hired into similar jobs in the future. At the selection stage, hiring managers 

may choose to fill the job with an internal or external candidate, and I expect that whether 

an employee is rejected in favor of an internal or external candidate influences the 

employee’s perceptions of the competition for similar jobs in the future. 

Candidate Evaluation and Criteria for Advancement  

As noted above, a hiring manager will not always interview all internal candidates. 

Managers are now largely responsible for filling the jobs that report to them. Hiring is, 

however, only one of these managers’ many activities (Mintzberg, 1971). Thus, even 

managers who would like to interview every internal candidate often lack the time to do 

so. In fact, estimates suggest that hiring managers interview as few as 2 percent of 

applicants to corporate jobs (Glassdoor, 2015); the remaining 98 percent are rejected after 
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a pre-screen or an initial phone interview with HR. Because hiring managers likely 

interview only those candidates they believe possess many of the necessary job criteria, 

being invited to interview clearly signals to rejected candidates that they were 

nevertheless among the most-qualified applicants.  

The interview itself also likely clarifies for employees the actual necessary criteria 

to be hired, the specific criteria they may lack, and how they can acquire these criteria. 

During the interview, hiring managers can provide more information about the job than 

was available in the job description, allowing candidates to better understand the job 

duties and requirements. The interview also allows candidates to ask questions about the 

job requirements, so they can better assess the extent to which they meet the criteria. 

Moreover, managers are often encouraged to give feedback to internal candidates whom 

they interviewed but did not hire (Billsberry, 2007). In doing so, they often provide 

information about the specific skills and experience that candidates should acquire and 

how to acquire them, to increase their likelihood of being hired in the future (Cannon & 

Witherspoon, 2005; Valcour, 2015). 

Candidates rejected prior to the interview stage receive much less information 

about whether they are likely to meet criteria for similar jobs in the future. The pre-

screening of candidates’ qualifications is an automatic process built into an 

organization’s talent-acquisition system, designed to eliminate candidates who lack the 

most basic requirements for the job. Candidates screened out at this step typically receive 

nothing more than an automated email informing them that the organization chose to 

move forward with another candidate (Cappelli, 2012), with no detail about the criteria 

they lack or how to acquire them. Candidates who pass the pre-screen are interviewed by 
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an HR representative, who then decides whether to place them on a hiring manager’s 

interview list. While the HR interview involves a personal interaction and the opportunity 

to learn more about the job, candidates do not receive as much detail as they would from 

the hiring manager, who typically knows more about the job and the specific criteria they 

find valuable. Absent information about which criteria they lack or how to acquire these 

criteria, internal candidates rejected without having been interviewed will perceive a 

lower likelihood of meeting the criteria for similar internal jobs than will internal 

candidates rejected after having interviewed with the hiring manager. Because employees 

are more likely to remain with organizations when they perceive they will meet these 

criteria (Landau & Hammer, 1986), I propose the following hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 1: An internal candidate rejected after having an interview with the 
hiring manager is less likely to voluntarily exit the firm, compared to an internal 
candidate rejected without having an interview with the hiring manager. 
 

Candidate Selection and Internal Hiring 

The extent to which employees believe they must compete with external candidates also 

likely has a dramatic effect on their perceptions of being hired. As Vardi (1980) and 

Anderson and colleagues (1981) note, if candidates presume that an opening will be filled 

through external hiring, whether an internal candidate meets the criteria for that job is 

irrelevant. As noted, it is common practice to post jobs internally and externally at the 

same time, as firms regularly hire both internal and external candidates into jobs at all 

levels of the organization. The pattern of internal versus external hiring at the 

organizational level may give employees a sense of the firm’s overall preference for 

filling jobs internally (Barnett, Baron, & Stuart, 2000; Chan, 1996, 2006). However, 

firm-level hiring patterns are unlikely to inform employees of how specific jobs will 
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likely be filled, as research has shown that internal hiring preferences vary substantially 

at the job level, based on specific job characteristics, location in the organizational 

structure, and individual hiring managers’ preferences (Bidwell & Keller, 2014). 

As a result, employees’ perceptions of the extent to which they will face external 

competition for a specific future job is likely strongly influenced by their observations of 

who was most recently hired into that job. Previous rejection research has shown that 

internal candidates are intensely interested in who was hired for the job they did not get, 

and candidates likely have access to this information, based on repeated work interactions 

and word of mouth (Ford et al., 2009; Schaubroeck & Lam, 2004). Employees are 

motivated to remain with firms when they believe their performance and loyalty will 

provide opportunities to advance their careers internally by taking on jobs with more 

responsibility and higher pay (Phillips, 2001; Williamson, Wachter, & Harris, 1975), and 

the motivating power of internal mobility is limited when employees doubt they will have 

such opportunities (Chan, 1996, 2006). As a result, rejected internal candidates are likely 

particularly attuned to whether they were rejected in favor of an internal or external 

candidate, and interpret the decision to fill a job internally or externally as portending 

how similar jobs will be filled in the future (Bidwell & Keller, 2014). An external hire in 

particular suggests that even when a similar job is posted internally in the future, there 

will be external competition which decreases the likelihood that an internal candidate will 

be hired. 

In contrast, hiring an internal candidate suggests that internal candidates are likely 

to be hired for similar jobs. Rejected candidates’ interest in who won is driven largely by 

individuals’ tendency to engage in social comparison, and research has shown that these 



 

 
 

106 

social comparisons inform employees’ perceptions of their chances for mobility, based on 

how similar they are to the winning candidate. Rejected candidates who perceive high 

self-similarity to hired candidates are likely to believe they can emulate their success 

(Schaubroeck & Lam, 2004). Compared to external hires about whom they are likely to 

have limited information with which to assess similarity, rejected internal candidates are 

more likely to view other internal hires as models they can emulate (Lockwood & Kunda, 

1997). Because rejected internal candidates are likely to believe they can model the 

success of other internal hires, they are likely to believe that jobs filled internally now are 

more likely to be filled with an internal candidate in the future and that, even if there is 

external competition, internal candidates may be given preference. I therefore expect that 

these candidates are likely to perceive they will have similar opportunities in the future 

(Landau & Hammer, 1986), such that they will be less likely to voluntarily exit the firm.  

Hypothesis 2: An internal candidate rejected in favor of another internal 
candidate is less likely to voluntarily exit the firm, compared to an internal 
candidate rejected in favor of an external candidate.  
 

DATA 

I use two data sets from HealthCo, a large U.S. health-services company, to test my 

hypotheses. The complete data set contains information on all unsuccessful job 

applications submitted by HealthCo employees between 2013 and 2017, paired with 

annual personnel records that include information on the demographics, pay, and 

performance of internal candidates. 

Dependent Variable 

My dependent variable is voluntary exit, noted by a dichotomous indicator in employees’ 

personnel records of whether they voluntarily exited HealthCo within six months of being 
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rejected.9 I chose the six-month cutoff to ensure that candidates would have adequate 

time to process their rejection and subsequent internal mobility prospects, consider 

alternative options outside of the firm, and actually exit the organization.  

Sample Restrictions 

Because my second hypothesis focuses on whether the winner was internal or external, I 

include only unsuccessful applications to jobs for which a single candidate was hired, 

excluding the 10 percent of jobs for which multiple candidates were hired.10 For jobs in 

which a single candidate was hired, analyzing the effect of rejection on turnover is 

nevertheless complicated by the fact that employees may apply to multiple jobs and be 

rejected multiple times. For example, if a candidate applied to and was rejected for a 

second job within the six months following the focal rejection and exited the firm, it 

would be difficult to determine whether their decision to exit resulted from the market 

experience associated with the focal rejection, the market experience associated with the 

subsequent rejection, or the cumulative effect of being rejected multiple times in a 

relatively short period of time. To better isolate the relationship between rejection and 

voluntary turnover, I restrict my main analyses to only rejections in which candidates did 

not apply for another job at HealthCo in the six months following the focal rejection. In a 

series of robustness checks, however, I also include analyses containing all internal 

rejections where a single candidate was hired. 

This second restriction described above reduced my sample from 53,089 

 
9 As part of their employee-retention efforts, HealthCo invests substantial resources to ensure that turnover 
events are accurately recorded as voluntary or involuntary. An HR representative submits turnover data, 
following conversations with the supervisor and exit interviews with workers, to confirm the accuracy of 
the reason for exit. 
10 This happened most frequently for lower-level jobs with high turnover rates. For example, a manager 
may have hired three applicants to the same job posting for a call-center supervisor position. 
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unsuccessful internal applications submitted by 15,601 employees to 9,355 unsuccessful 

internal applications submitted by 8,160 employees. I dropped almost 70 percent of the 

excluded observations because an employee applied to and was rejected for multiple job 

postings for the same job within a single month (i.e., an employee applied to five 

different Financial Analyst job postings and was rejected for all of them). Another 20 

percent of excluded observations were submitted by what HealthCo refers to as serial 

appliers (i.e., candidates who seemingly apply to open jobs at random),11 as both 

conditions make it difficult to isolate the effect of a focal rejection. I found no significant 

differences in the gender, age, minority status, firm tenure, role tenure, or performance 

ratings among employees in the full and restricted samples. The 8,160 rejected internal 

candidates included in my main analyses applied to 4,298 job postings for 255 jobs 

across 38 states and 11 cities. 

Imposing this second restriction addresses a concern related to a key assumption 

in my theoretical and empirical approaches. I assume that employees who submit an 

internal application do so with the intent to advance their careers, but my data do not 

provide definitive insight into the motivation for each application. I expect that serial 

appliers and/or individuals who submit multiple applications during a short period may 

be more likely to apply for reasons other than advancement (e.g., to leave a current 

supervisor), compared to applicants submitting only a single application. HR 

representatives at HealthCo confirmed this assumption; when asked in HR interviews 

why they had applied to particular jobs, candidates who submitted single applications 

consistently reported a desire to advance their career, while candidates who applied to 

 
11 Serial appliers are individuals who applied for more than 25 jobs in a calendar year, and the 252 “serial 
appliers” in my data accounted for 8,763 rejections. 
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multiple jobs often had difficulty articulating a reason for their application and were more 

likely to reference dissatisfaction with their current roles.  

Independent Variables 

Hiring manager interview. The application data indicate how far in the hiring 

process the candidates progressed, allowing me to create a dichotomous indicator of 

whether a candidate was rejected after having interviewed (1) or without having an 

interview (0) with the hiring manager. 

Internal winner. The application data from HealthCo also include unambiguous 

indicators of whether an internal (1) or external candidate (0) filled each open job.  

Control Variables  

I control for candidate gender, minority status, age, and current job level (using dummy 

variables), as these characteristics have been shown to affect perceptions of internal 

opportunities and likelihood of voluntary turnover (Griffeth, Hom, & Gaertner, 2000; 

Landau & Hammer, 1986). An internal candidate’s previous internal market experiences 

may also shape perceptions of internal opportunities (Anderson et al., 1981). I therefore 

include a dichotomous measure of whether a candidate was hired into a new job in the 12 

months prior to the focal rejection as well as a continuous measure of the number of 

rejections they experienced at HealthCo in the 12 months prior to the focal rejection.12 To 

account for the variation in voluntary turnover rates across jobs and work units, I include 

the average annual rate of turnover for a candidate’s current job and work unit dummy 

 
12 My choice of a 12-month window reflects the fact that the average successful internal candidate had been 
in their previous job for 1.06 years at the time of hire. My results are robust to the use of 15- and 18-month 
windows as well, although my sample is reduced due to left-censoring. 
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variables for the 42 units13 in which employees are located at the time of application 

(Muchinsky & Morrow, 1980; Shaw, Delery, Douglas Jr., & Gupta, 1998). Following 

previous studies of voluntary turnover (Trevor, 2001), I control for year and 

unemployment rate at the county level, to account for variations in the external labor 

market that may affect the availability of outside job opportunities. Because observations 

of previous hiring decisions (Vardi, 1980) may influence perceptions of whether jobs are 

likely to be filled with internal or external candidates, I control for the percent of internal 

hires made in an internal candidate’s current department in the previous year, as these are 

the hires the candidate will most likely have observed.  

Prior research on external rejections suggests that candidates may be more likely 

to perceive rejection as unfair if they expected to be hired for the job (Gilliland, 1993; 

Schinkel, van Dierendonck, & Anderson, 2004). To account for the possibility that 

perceptions of unfairness may increase the likelihood of voluntary exit, I control for 

several factors likely to shape expectations of being hired. Because employees who apply 

for a job requiring similar skills and scope of responsibility to those of their current job 

may have high expectations of being hired (Cable & Judge, 1996), I include dichotomous 

indicators of whether the candidate applied to a job in the same function and at the same 

job level. However, because HealthCo is a relatively flat organization, variance in the 

scope of responsibility both within and across job levels can exist. I therefore also control 

for the percent salary change between an internal candidate’s current job and the job for 

which they were rejected, as larger differences may reflect larger differences in the scope 

of responsibilities. Because high performers may also have high expectations of being 

 
13 Thirty employees were missing work unit IDs due to a reorganization and were dropped from my 
analysis.  
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hired, I control for a rejected candidate’s most recent performance rating. In addition, 

candidates’ expectations may diminish if they know they are competing against other 

high performers, so I include a control for the average performance rating among all 

other internal interviewees. I also control for the number of candidates interviewed by the 

hiring manager, as the amount of competition for the job for which a candidate applied 

likely influences expectations of being hired and perceptions of competitiveness for 

similar jobs in the future. I include a control for firm tenure, as employees with more 

seniority may implicitly believe they will be given advancement opportunities (Robinson, 

1996) and may be more likely than recent hires to exit, if rejected. I also include a control 

for job tenure, as employees who have been in their current jobs for less time may have 

lower expectations of being hired and therefore be less likely to exit following a 

rejection. 

Finally, my second hypothesis assumes that a rejected candidate knows whether 

the winner was an internal or external candidate. I believe this knowledge is available at 

HealthCo. Research on applicants’ reactions suggests that when internal candidates are 

rejected, they are intensely curious about who is hired (Ford et al., 2009) and are likely to 

seek this information. As Ford and colleagues (2009: 409) note, “as a rejected candidate, 

internal employees have information about the newly hired staff based on repeated work 

interactions and word of mouth.” HealthCo’s intranet allows candidates to track this 

information even if they applied to jobs in other locations, as hires at HealthCo are often 

publicized internally. Nevertheless, to account for the fact that workers are more likely to 

interact with and be aware of others hired in jobs in nearby locations, I control for 

whether the job the rejected candidate applied to (and the winner was hired for) is located 
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in the same commuter zone as the candidate’s job at the time of application. 

METHOD AND RESULTS 
 
I use logistic regression to examine the relationship between my independent variables 

and voluntary exit, and I cluster errors by individual to account for non-independence 

among errors14. For ease of interpretation, I present the results in odds ratios.  

Results 

Table 4.1 provides descriptive statistics and correlations among the variables. Of 

particular note, the turnover rate in my sample of rejected internal candidates is 14 

percent, more than triple the baseline turnover rate of 4 percent at HealthCo during my 

observation period. Although I do not formally hypothesize a main effect of rejection, 

this finding suggests that, consistent with previous work, internal rejection has a positive 

main effect on voluntary turnover (Robinson, 1996).15 

Table 4.2 presents the results of my main analyses, in which I focus on variations 

in the likelihood of voluntary turnover within my sample of rejected internal candidates. 

Model 1 introduces my control variables. Model 2 supports Hypothesis 1; the odds ratio 

for hiring manager interview indicates that an internal candidate rejected after having an 

interview with the hiring manager was 1.43 times less likely (OR=0.70; p < 0.001) to 

voluntarily exit, compared to an internal candidate rejected without having an interview 

with the hiring manager. Subsequent analysis revealed that rejected internal candidates 

were significantly more likely to voluntarily exit if rejected without having

 
14 Survival analyses yielded qualitatively similar results. 
15 I also conducted a more detailed analysis by incorporating covariates into a logistic regression examining 
the likelihood of voluntary turnover (within 6, 12, and 18 months) of rejected internal candidates compared 
to internal winners. The analysis (available upon request) reveals that rejected candidates were significantly 
more likely to voluntarily exit than hired candidates in the 6, 12, and 18 months following a hiring event. 
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Table 4.1. Means, standard deviations, and correlations for main variables (n=9,355). 
VARIABLES Mean S.D. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 
1. Voluntary exit  0.14 0.35 1             
2. Hiring manager interview 0.41 0.49 -0.08 1            
3. Internal winner 0.80 0.40 -0.06 0.16 1           
4. Female 0.70 0.46 0 -0.03 0.04 1          
5. Minority 0.34 0.47 0.06 -0.06 -0.02 0.05 1         
6. Age 40.49 10.14 -0.02 -0.06 -0.04 0.06 -0.15 1        
7. Job tenure 1.28 1.28 -0.04 -0.01 0.00 -0.01 -0.05 0.13 1       
8. Firm tenure 5.74 5.33 -0.12 0.06 0.09 0.00 -0.10 0.28 0.26 1      
9. Job level 3.90 1.37 -0.01 -0.02 -0.07 -0.02 -0.22 0.31 0.08 0.17 1     
10. Same job level as req. 0.41 0.49 0.03 -0.01 -0.08 0.08 -0.13 0.21 0.03 0.07 0.6 1    
11. Same function as req. 0.51 0.50 0.03 0.03 -0.07 0.04 -0.09 0.05 -0.01 0.03 0.34 0.38 1   
12. Percent salary change 0.63 5.50 0.03 -0.05 -0.03 0.00 0.04 -0.01 -0.04 -0.07 -0.09 -0.06 -0.06 1  
13. Performance rating 2.13 0.48 -0.14 0.08 0.05 0.04 -0.07 -0.03 0.01 0.01 0.07 0.00 0.00 -0.02 1 
14. Avg. interviewee rating 2.08 0.16 -0.07 0.06 0.10 0.02 -0.03 0.02 -0.04 0.00 0.11 0.02 -0.04 -0.02 0.33 
15. Number of interviewees 9.44 10.72 0.01 0.27 0.12 0.04 0.02 -0.07 -0.07 0.03 -0.15 -0.04 -0.07 -0.02 0.01 
16. Hired (last 12 mos) 0.11 0.31 -0.05 -0.01 0.02 0.01 0.02 -0.07 -0.07 0.00 -0.03 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 0.00 
17. Number of rejections (last 12 mos) 3.62 12.39 0.08 -0.06 0.01 0.02 0.06 -0.05 -0.01 -0.03 -0.10 -0.06 -0.04 0.04 -0.07 
18. Percent internal hires (last year) 0.53 0.34 -0.1 0.10 0.11 -0.10 -0.02 -0.03 0.06 0.35 0.05 -0.03 -0.06 -0.08 0.04 
19. Avg. job turnover rate 0.07 0.04 0.14 -0.10 -0.04 0.16 0.07 -0.01 -0.10 -0.40 -0.20 -0.02 0.01 0.08 -0.06 
20. County unemployment rate 0.05 0.01 -0.05 -0.10 -0.08 -0.01 0.06 -0.01 0.17 -0.07 0.02 -0.02 -0.01 0.01 -0.01 
21. Same commuter zone as req. 0.57 0.50 -0.09 0.11 0.04 -0.08 0.04 -0.12 -0.01 0.06 -0.20 -0.13 -0.01 0.00 -0.02 
VARIABLES 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21  
15. Number of interviewees 0.02 1        
16. Hired (last 12 mos) -0.02 -0.01 1       
17. Number of rejections (last 12 mos) -0.04 0.02 0.17 1      
18. Percent internal hires (last year) -0.01 0.07 0.08 0.01 1     
19. Avg. job turnover rate -0.01 -0.02 -0.04 0.00 -0.67       1    
20. County unemployment rate -0.09 -0.21 0.05 0.03 -0.06       -0.02 1   
21. Same commuter zone as req. -0.05 -0.06 0.02 0.05         0.11       -0.10 0.08 1  
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Table 4.2. Odds ratios of voluntary exit within 6 months (main analysis: Models 1-3) and within 12 months 
(robustness checks: Models 4-6) following a rejection. 
VARIABLES Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 
 DV: Voluntary exit within 6 months DV: Voluntary exit within 12 months 
Female 0.89+ 0.88+ 0.89 0.85* 0.84* 0.85* 

 (0.06) (0.06) (0.06) (0.06) (0.06) (0.06) 
Minority 1.27*** 1.25*** 1.27*** 1.35*** 1.33*** 1.34*** 

 (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) 
Age 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99* 0.99* 0.99* 

 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 
Job tenure 0.99 1.00 0.99 0.95+ 0.95+ 0.95+ 

 (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) 
Firm tenure 0.94*** 0.94*** 0.94*** 0.93*** 0.93*** 0.93*** 

 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 
Same job level as req. 1.08 1.08 1.07 1.20* 1.20* 1.19+ 

 (0.10) (0.10) (0.10) (0.11) (0.11) (0.11) 
Same function as req. 1.17* 1.19* 1.16* 1.16* 1.17* 1.15+ 

 (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) 
Percent salary change 1.01 1.00 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 

 (0.01) (0.00) (0.00) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 
Performance rating 0.48*** 0.49*** 0.48*** 0.42*** 0.43*** 0.42*** 

 (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) 
Average interviewee rating 0.54** 0.55** 0.58* 0.65* 0.66+ 0.68+ 

 (0.12) (0.12) (0.12) (0.14) (0.14) (0.15) 
Req. interviewee count 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 
Hired (last 12 mos) 0.53*** 0.53*** 0.53*** 0.51*** 0.51*** 0.52*** 

 (0.07) (0.07) (0.07) (0.06) (0.06) (0.06) 
Number of rejections (last 12 mos) 1.02** 1.02** 1.02** 1.03*** 1.03*** 1.03*** 

 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 
Percent internal hires (last year) 1.14 1.15 1.17 1.56** 1.55** 1.58*** 

 (0.15) (0.15) (0.15) (0.21) (0.21) (0.21) 
Average job turnover rate 1.08*** 1.07*** 1.08*** 1.12*** 1.11*** 1.12*** 

 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 
County unemployment rate 0.95 0.94 0.94 0.96 0.96 0.96 

 (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) 
Same commuter zone as req. 0.62*** 0.64*** 0.63*** 0.68*** 0.70*** 0.68*** 

 (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) 
Hiring manager interview  0.70***   0.79**  

  (0.05)   (0.06)  
Internal winner   0.81**   0.86* 

   (0.06)   (0.07) 
Job level controls Y Y Y Y Y Y 
Work unit controls Y Y Y Y Y Y 
Application year controls Y Y Y Y Y Y 
Constant 3.33 3.35 3.50 2.73 2.72 2.80+ 

 (2.88) (2.90) (3.01) (1.71) (1.71) (1.76) 
Observations 9,355 9,355 9,355 5,706 5,706 5,706 
Robust standard errors are shown in parentheses      
*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05, + p<0.10      
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a pre-screen or an initial HR interview, with no significant difference in the odds of 

voluntary exit between these stages. Model 3 supports Hypothesis 2; the odds ratio for 

internal winner indicates that an internal candidate rejected in favor of another internal 

candidate was 1.23 times less likely (OR=0.81; p < 0.01) to voluntarily exit the firm, 

compared to being rejected in favor of an external candidate. 

Robustness Checks 

Extended observation window. Because studies of voluntary turnover frequently 

examine turnover within a year (Johnston et al., 1993; Liu, Mitchell, Lee, Holtom, & 

Hinkin, 2012), I re-ran my analysis by using voluntary exit within 12 months as my 

dependent variable.16 Shown in Models 4 through 6 in Table 4.2, the results are 

consistent with my main analysis, providing confidence that the results are not an artifact 

of my observation period. 

Relaxing my sample restriction. To examine whether the exclusion of internal 

candidates who made multiple applications may have biased my results, I ran two sets of 

analyses on my full sample. The first analysis, presented in Table 4.3, mirrored the 

analysis presented above, with the addition of a dichotomous indicator of whether the 

candidate experienced a subsequent rejection in the following six months. I found, 

consistent with my main results, that internal candidates rejected after having an 

interview with the hiring manager (Model 2: OR=0.87; p < 0.001) and those rejected in 

favor of an internal candidate (Model 3: OR=0.89; p < 0.01) were less likely to 

voluntarily exit the firm.

 
16 Note that my sample size is reduced; using a 12-month post-rejection observation window required that 
the candidate had not applied for another job in the 12 months following the focal rejection, and thus 
excludes applications made after December 2016. 
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Table 4.3. Relaxed restrictions (including a control for rejected in the next 6 months): Odds of voluntary exit 
within 6 months following a rejection. 
VARIABLES Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
Female 0.99 0.99 0.99 

 (0.07) (0.07) (0.07) 
Minority 1.09 1.09 1.09 

 (0.07) (0.07) (0.07) 
Age 1.00 1.00 1.00 

 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 
Job tenure 1.00 1.00 1.00 

 (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) 
Firm tenure 0.94*** 0.94*** 0.94*** 

 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 
Same job level as req. 1.11+ 1.12+ 1.11+ 

 (0.06) (0.06) (0.06) 
Same function as req. 1.01 1.02 1.01 

 (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) 
Percent salary change 1.01*** 1.01*** 1.01*** 

 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 
Performance rating 0.57*** 0.57*** 0.57*** 

 (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) 
Average interviewee rating 0.50*** 0.50*** 0.52*** 

 (0.06) (0.06) (0.06) 
Req. interviewee count 1.00 1.00 1.00 

 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 
Hired (last 12 mos) 0.85 0.85 0.85 

 (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) 
Number of rejections (last 12 mos) 1.00 1.00 1.00 

 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 
Percent internal hires (last year) 0.82 0.82 0.83 

 (0.10) (0.10) (0.10) 
Average job turnover rate 1.02* 1.02* 1.02* 

 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 
County unemployment rate 0.95 0.95 0.95 

 (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) 
Same commuter zone as req. 0.70*** 0.71*** 0.70*** 

 (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) 
Rejected (next 6 mos) 1.37*** 1.36*** 1.38*** 

 (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) 
Hiring manager interview  0.87***  

  (0.03)  
Internal winner   0.89** 

   (0.03) 
Job level controls Y Y Y 
Work unit controls Y Y Y 
Application year controls Y Y Y 
Constant 1.19 1.18 1.24 

 (0.69) (0.68) (0.72) 
Observations 53,089 53,089 53,089 
Robust standard errors shown in parentheses   
*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05, + p<0.10   
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I also examined whether the cumulative information that a candidate received 

across multiple rejections might affect the likelihood of voluntary turnover. To do so, I 

identified the most recent application for each candidate and calculated, up to that point, 

the percentage of applications for which a candidate was interviewed by a hiring manager 

and was rejected in favor of an internal candidate. Consistent with the results of my main 

analyses, the results presented in Table 4.4 reveal that rejected internal candidates who 

experienced a greater frequency of hiring manager interviews (Model 2: OR=0.38; p < 

0.001) and those who were more frequently rejected in favor of internal candidates 

(Model 3: OR=0.67; p < 0.001) were less likely to voluntarily exit the firm. Together, 

these findings suggest that restricting the sample used in my main analyses to better 

isolate my theorized effects did not substantially bias my results.  

Supplementary Analyses 

I ran three supplementary analyses to better understand certain key relationships 

underlying my theory. I theorized that rejected internal candidates will be more likely to 

turn over when the context of their rejection indicates that they are likely to be hired for 

similar opportunities in the future. Although I could not directly measure employees’ 

perceptions of how likely they are to be hired for such jobs, a natural implication of this 

argument is that rejected internal candidates who receive such positive information are 

less likely to leave because they intend to pursue similar internal opportunities in the 

future. More precisely, conditional on a similar job being posted, I would expect that 

those internal candidates who are rejected following an interview with the hiring manager 

and those rejected in favor of an internal candidate will be more likely 
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Table 4.4. Relaxed restrictions (average number of rejections where an internal candidate was rejected [1] after 
a hiring manager interview and [2] in favor of an internal candidate): Odds of voluntary exit within 6 months 
following a rejection. 

VARIABLES Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
Female 1.00 0.97 1.00 

 (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) 
Minority 1.40*** 1.35*** 1.37*** 

 (0.06) (0.06) (0.06) 
Age 1.00 1.00 1.00 

 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 
Job tenure 0.98 0.99 0.98 

 (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 
Firm tenure 0.94*** 0.94*** 0.94*** 

 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 
Performance rating 0.53*** 0.54*** 0.53*** 

 (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) 
Hired (last 12 mos) 0.62*** 0.61*** 0.62*** 

 (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) 
Number of rejections (last 12 mos) 1.02*** 1.02*** 1.02*** 

 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 
Average job turnover rate 1.05*** 1.05*** 1.05*** 

 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 
County unemployment rate 1.00 0.99 1.00 

 (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) 
Same job level as req. (mean) 1.17* 1.12 1.16+ 

 (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) 
Same function as req. (mean) 1.16* 1.20** 1.13+ 

 (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) 
Percent salary change (mean) 1.01* 1.01 1.01* 

 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 
Average interviewee rating (mean) 0.30*** 0.31*** 0.34*** 

 (0.06) (0.06) (0.07) 
Req. interviewee count (mean) 0.99* 1.01 1.00 

 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 
Percent internal hires, last 12 mos (mean) 1.18+ 1.23* 1.21* 

 (0.11) (0.12) (0.12) 
Same commuter zone as req. (mean) 0.57*** 0.63*** 0.59*** 

 (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) 
Average number of hiring manager interviews  0.38***  

  (0.03)  
Average number of internal winners   0.67*** 

   (0.05) 
Job level controls Y Y Y 
Work unit controls Y Y Y 
Application year controls Y Y Y 
Constant 11.51*** 11.88*** 11.55*** 

 (5.75) (6.06) (5.77) 
Observations 15,051 15,051 15,051 
Robust standard errors shown in parentheses    
*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05, + p<0.10  
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to submit an application for that job. To examine this relationship, I first identified 

whether a similar job was posted in the subsequent six months, and I define a similar job 

as a job in the same function and at the same job level as the job for which the candidate 

was rejected. A similar job was posted 44 percent of the time. I then ran a logistic 

regression in which my DV was set to 1 if the candidate applied to the job and 0 if they 

did not. The results, presented in Table 4.5, reveal that having interviewed with a hiring 

manager (Model 2: OR=1.58; p < 0.001) and having been rejected in favor of an internal 

candidate (Model 3: OR=1.12; p < 0.01) are positively associated with applying to 

similar jobs in the future, suggesting that when and for whom an employee is rejected do 

inform employees’ perceptions of the availability of future internal opportunities. 

To further examine the relationship between my theorized mediator for H1 

(perceptions of meeting the criteria for similar jobs) and voluntary turnover, I analyzed 

instances in which a candidate was rejected in favor of another internal candidate. In 

addition to noting whether they were rejected for an internal or external candidate, 

rejected internal candidates are likely to compare themselves to hired candidates on 

several other work-related attributes, such as recent work experience, tenure, and 

performance (Schaubroeck & Lam, 2004). Because these attributes are assumed to shape 

hiring managers’ evaluations of whether a candidate meets the criteria for a job, if my 

theory is correct, rejected candidates who more closely resemble hired candidates on 

these dimensions should be more likely to remain with the firm.  

Table 4.6 shows the results of my analysis comparing rejected employees to 

internal hires only; these are the hired candidates whose job history data I have, and 

rejected candidates likely have the most information about them. I created
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Table 4.5. Reapplication analyses: Odds of reapplying to a similar job in the next 6 months following a rejection. 
VARIABLES Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
Female 0.92* 0.93+ 0.92* 

 (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) 
Minority 0.92* 0.94+ 0.92* 

 (0.03) (0.04) (0.03) 
Age 1.01*** 1.01*** 1.01*** 

 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 
Job tenure 1.04* 1.04* 1.04* 

 (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 
Firm tenure 0.99** 0.98** 0.98** 

 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 
Percent salary change 0.98*** 0.98*** 0.98*** 

 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 
Performance rating 1.12** 1.11** 1.12** 

 (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) 
Average interviewee rating 1.34** 1.26* 1.30* 

 (0.14) (0.13) (0.14) 
Req. interviewee count 1.00* 1.00 1.00* 

 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 
Hired (last 12 mos) 1.02 1.01 1.02 

 (0.06) (0.06) (0.06) 
Number of rejections (last 12 mos) 0.99*** 0.99*** 0.99*** 

 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 
Percent internal hires (last year) 0.68*** 0.67*** 0.68*** 

 (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) 
Average job turnover rate 1.06*** 1.06*** 1.06*** 

 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 
County unemployment rate 0.92** 0.93* 0.92** 

 (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) 
Same commuter zone as req. 1.23*** 1.17*** 1.22*** 

 (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) 
Hiring manager interview  1.58***  

  (0.05)  
Internal winner   1.12** 

   (0.04) 
Job level controls Y Y Y 
Work unit controls Y Y Y 
Application year controls Y Y Y 
Constant 0.45+ 0.47+ 0.44+ 

 (0.20) (0.21) (0.19) 
Observations 23,186 23,186 23,186 
Robust standard errors shown in parentheses  
*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05, + p<0.10   
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Table 4.6. Work-related similarity with an internal winner: Odds of voluntary exit within 6 months following a rejection. 
VARIABLES Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 
Female 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.96 0.96 

 (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) 
Minority 1.24** 1.21* 1.23** 1.23** 1.23** 

 (0.10) (0.09) (0.10) (0.10) (0.10) 
Age 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 
Job tenure 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99 

 (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) 
Firm tenure 0.93*** 0.94*** 0.94*** 0.93*** 0.94*** 

 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 
Same job level as req. 1.07 1.04 1.13 1.07 1.08 

 (0.11) (0.11) (0.11) (0.11) (0.11) 
Same function as req. 1.14 1.11 1.14 1.09 1.07 

 (0.10) (0.09) (0.10) (0.09) (0.09) 
Percent salary change 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 
Performance rating 0.47*** 0.48*** 0.47*** 0.47*** 0.56*** 

 (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.07) 
Average interviewee rating 0.59+ 0.59+ 0.54* 0.54* 0.46** 

 (0.17) (0.17) (0.15) (0.15) (0.13) 
Req. interviewee count 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 
Hired (last 12 mos) 0.51*** 0.51*** 0.51*** 0.51*** 0.51*** 

 (0.07) (0.07) (0.07) (0.07) (0.07) 
Number of rejections (last 12 mos) 1.02*** 1.02*** 1.02*** 1.03*** 1.03*** 

 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 
Percent internal hires (last year) 1.12 1.16 1.21 1.21 1.20 

 (0.17) (0.18) (0.18) (0.18) (0.18) 
Average job turnover rate 1.08*** 1.07*** 1.07*** 1.07*** 1.07*** 

 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 
County unemployment rate 0.92 0.92 0.93 0.93 0.93 

 (0.06) (0.06) (0.06) (0.06) (0.06) 
Same commuter zone as req. 0.58*** 0.60*** 0.58*** 0.57*** 0.56*** 

 (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.04) 
Same function as winner 0.55***     

 (0.05)     
Same department as winner  0.51***    

  (0.05)    
Same job level as winner   0.67***   

   (0.05)   
Difference in tenure with winner    1.02*  

    (0.01)  
Difference in performance with winner     1.16+ 

     (0.09) 
Job level controls Y Y Y Y Y 
Work unit controls Y Y Y Y Y 
Application year controls Y Y Y Y Y 
Constant 0.88 1.09 0.92 0.95 1.02 

 (1.13) (1.42) (1.15) (1.21) (1.29) 
Observations 7,329 7,329 7,329 7,329 7,329 
Robust standard errors shown in parentheses     
*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05, + p<0.10     
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dichotomous indicators of whether the hired and rejected candidates occupied jobs in the 

same function, department, and level at the time of application. My measure of tenure 

similarity reflects the absolute value of the difference in years of tenure, while I calculate 

my measure of performance similarity by subtracting the rejected candidate’s most recent 

performance score from that of the hired candidate. Models 1, 2, and 3 show that 

candidates were significantly less likely to voluntarily exit the organization when the 

winner came from the same function (OR=0.55; p < 0.001), same department (OR=0.51; 

p < 0.001), and same level (OR=0.67; p < 0.001) as those of the rejected internal 

candidate. Model 4 shows that candidates were significantly more likely to leave, the 

greater their tenure differed from that of the winning candidate (OR=1.02; p < 0.05). 

Model 5 suggests that candidates were also more likely to leave if their performance 

rating was far below that of the hired candidate (OR=1.16; p < 0.10), although this effect 

is just above the traditional threshold for statistical significance (p = 0.06). These results 

are consistent with the perspective that candidates who perceive they will likely meet the 

criteria for advancement into similar jobs in the future are less likely to exit the firm. 

To further examine the relationship between my theorized mediator for H2 

(perceptions that similar jobs will be filled internally) and voluntary exit, I analyzed 

whether the number and the percentage of external candidates in the interview pool 

affected the likelihood of voluntary exit. In addition to paying close attention to whether 

an internal or external candidate was hired, candidates may also examine the composition 

of the interview pool for information about the level of external competition they may 

face for similar jobs in the future. While not all candidates necessarily know who was 

interviewed, some candidates may ask HR or the hiring manager, while others may see 
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Table 4.7. Number and percentage of external interviewees: Odds of voluntary exit within 6 months following a rejection. 
VARIABLES Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 
 Includes all hires Includes only internal hires 
Female 0.89 0.90 0.96 0.96 

 (0.06) (0.06) (0.08) (0.08) 
Minority 1.27*** 1.26*** 1.22** 1.22* 

 (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) 
Age 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 

 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 
Job tenure 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99 

 (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) 
Firm tenure 0.94*** 0.94*** 0.94*** 0.94*** 

 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 
Same job level as req. 1.08 1.05 1.05 1.05 

 (0.10) (0.09) (0.11) (0.11) 
Same function as req. 1.17* 1.16* 1.10 1.10 

 (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) 
Percent salary change 1.01 1.00 1.00 1.00 

 (0.00) (0.00) (0.01) (0.01) 
Performance rating 0.48*** 0.48*** 0.48*** 0.47*** 

 (0.03) (0.03) (0.04) (0.04) 
Average interviewee rating 0.55** 0.60* 0.51* 0.53* 

 (0.12) (0.13) (0.14) (0.15) 
Req. interviewee count 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 
Hired (last 12 mos) 0.54*** 0.54*** 0.54*** 0.54*** 

 (0.07) (0.07) (0.08) (0.08) 
Number of rejections (last 12 mos) 1.02** 1.02** 1.03*** 1.03*** 

 (0.01) (0.01) (0.00) (0.00) 
Percent internal hires (last year) 1.15 1.18 1.23 1.24 

 (0.15) (0.15) (0.19) (0.19) 
Average job turnover rate 1.08*** 1.08*** 1.07*** 1.07*** 

 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 
County unemployment rate 0.94 0.94 0.93 0.93 

 (0.05) (0.05) (0.06) (0.06) 
Same commuter zone as req. 0.62*** 0.63*** 0.57*** 0.58*** 

 (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) 
Number of external interviewees 1.02*  1.04**  

 (0.01)  (0.01)  
Percent external interviewees  1.00***  1.01*** 

  (0.00)  (0.00) 
Job level controls Y Y Y Y 
Work unit controls Y Y Y Y 
Application year controls Y Y Y Y 
Constant 3.23 2.61 1.12 1.03 

 (2.79) (2.21) (1.42) (1.31) 
Observations 9,355 9,355 7,329 7,329 
Robust standard errors shown in parentheses     

*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05, + p<0.10 
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candidates coming into the office for their interviews (Billsberry, 2007; Khurana, 2004). 

If my theory is correct, internal candidates rejected from pools with relatively more 

external candidates should perceive that similar jobs are more likely to be filled with 

external candidates in the future, and therefore will be more likely to exit the firm. 

Table 4.7 shows the results of these analyses. Using HealthCo’s application 

records, I created variables for both the number and the percentage of external candidates 

in each interview pool. Models 1 and 2 show that rejected candidates from pools with a 

higher number (OR=1.02; p < 0.05) and a greater percentage (OR=1.00; p < 0.001) of 

external interviewees were significantly more likely to voluntarily exit, after a rejection. 

For Models 3 and 4, I ran a more conservative test using only those requisitions for which 

an internal candidate was hired. These models show that, even when another internal 

candidate is hired, if there is a higher number (OR=1.04; p < 0.01) or percentage 

(OR=1.01; p < 0.001) of external candidates in the interview pool, rejected candidates 

were more likely to exit. These results are consistent with the perspective that when 

workers perceive it to be less likely that jobs will be filled internally (here, by virtue of 

more external competition), they are more likely to exit the firm after a rejection. 

DISCUSSION 
 
Internal talent markets create value by facilitating the movement of current employees to 

new jobs within the firm that best complement their knowledge, skills, and abilities 

(Cappelli, 2008; Keller, 2018; Weller et al., 2018). However, internal talent markets do 

more than create complementary person-job matches; they also expose employees to 

rejection, and the job matching literature has, to date, largely failed to consider the human 

capital implications of these rejections. Should rejection encourage employees to exit the 
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firm, focusing exclusively on the outcomes of matched employees may lead us to 

overstate the extent to which these markets enhance the value of an organization’s human 

capital.  

I provide a more holistic theoretical portrait of internal talent markets by 

developing theory to explain post-rejection variations in voluntary turnover. In doing so, I 

offer insight into the conditions under which the value of a complementary person-job 

match is more or less likely to be offset by the loss of human capital through voluntary 

turnover. Whereas previous research has emphasized how internal talent markets provide 

information to hiring managers, I describe how and why they provide equally valuable 

information to employees. Specifically, I theorized that voluntary exit is more likely 

when manager decisions at the evaluation and selection stages of the hiring process 

provide candidates with information that they are unlikely to advance to similar roles in 

the future. Consistent with these arguments, I found that rejected internal candidates are 

1.43 times less likely to exit if rejected after having an interview with the hiring manager 

and 1.23 times less likely to exit if rejected in favor of an internal candidate. 

I also provide a more holistic theoretical understanding of internal rejection–now 

an almost universal career experience, due in part to the widespread adoption of internal 

talent markets (Gallo, 2011; Grensing-Pophal, 2006). Few would disagree that being 

hired is preferable to being rejected. Consistent with this intuition, rejection scholars have 

largely conceptualized internal rejection as a negative career event (see Vough & Caza, 

2017). Adopting the perspective that internal rejection informs employees that a specific 

job is currently unavailable, research has shown that rejection is associated with a number 

of negative outcomes, including turnover (Robinson, 1996). I argue that, while internal 
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rejection is positively associated with turnover, turnover is not inevitable. Importantly, 

while internal rejection closes one opportunity, it also informs employees about the 

availability of future opportunities. My theoretical arguments and findings contribute to 

recent efforts to develop a more nuanced understanding of post-rejection outcomes 

(Fernandez-Mateo & Coh, 2015; Vough & Caza, 2017) by exploring beyond the main 

effects of rejection to identify and explain how certain contextual elements surrounding a 

rejection–in this case, who was interviewed and who was selected–shape employee 

mobility. 

To develop my theory, I drew on insights from the extant literature on 

intraorganizational mobility (Vardi, 1980). I contribute back to this literature in two 

subtle but important ways. First, my work suggests that a key factor that prior work has 

identified as influencing turnover–the availability of internal opportunities for 

advancement–remains highly relevant in contemporary firms. This is notable, as 

foundational models of intraorganizational mobility were developed during the heyday of 

bureaucratic internal labor markets, where employees were able to rely on bureaucratic 

rules and clear organizational policies to assess the availability of internal opportunities 

(Osterman, 1984). Second, I describe and show how, in the absence of rules and policies, 

participating in the internal talent market has emerged as a primary avenue through which 

employees acquire this information. My theory and findings suggest that 

intraorganizational mobility research would benefit from a more explicit consideration of 

how employees identify, evaluate, and select which internal opportunities to pursue, as 

these are questions for which I have surprisingly few answers (see Breaugh, 2013).  

Limitations and Future Research 
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There are a number of limitations that impose important theoretical and practical 

boundary conditions on my work while also providing avenues for future research. For 

example, while I focus on understanding the relationship between rejection and turnover 

in internal talent markets, this is not the only mechanism used to match employees to new 

jobs. Others include slotting (when a manager hand-picks a preferred candidate; Keller, 

2018), job rotations (matching junior workers to jobs that will allow them to develop 

leadership competencies; Campion, Cheraskin, & Stevens, 1994), and succession 

planning (selecting among a select handful of senior employees for upper-level jobs; 

Nyberg, Schepker, Cragun, & Wright, 2017). A notable feature of these other matching 

processes is the absence of open competition. It is unclear whether candidates who are 

not slotted, rotated, or included in succession plans experience rejection in the same way, 

in part because they may not know they were being considered. For instance, while an 

employee who sees someone slotted into a job they would like to hold may not directly 

experience rejection, they may nevertheless perceive not being slotted as an indirect form 

of rejection. Whether such rejections are felt as acutely and how they might affect 

turnover are open questions. My work suggests that the job matching literature would 

benefit significantly from moving beyond a focus on match outcomes (see Weller et al., 

2018) to explore how various matching processes shape consequential outcomes such as 

turnover for the many employees who are not matched. Doing so would provide a greater 

understanding of each processes’ human-capital enhancing potential as well as the 

contextual factors that influence the relative value of each matching process. 

 On a closely related note, I do not directly measure value creation or value 

destruction in my study. Previous work has suggested that internal talent markets create 
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value, using job performance, retention, and subsequent promotions as proxies for value 

creation (Keller, 2018). I, in turn, use turnover as an imperfect proxy for value 

destruction. There is reason to believe this is a valid assumption; previous research has 

documented the substantial replacement costs associated with voluntary turnover (Hinkin 

& Tracey, 2000), and a recent review has suggested that even when poor performers exit, 

the disruption to organizational routines often outweighs presumed benefits (Trevor & 

Piyanontalee, 2020). While this gives me confidence that a focus on variations in post-

rejection turnover contributes to a more complete theoretical accounting of the value-

enhancing potential of internal talent markets, an ideal follow-up study would provide a 

more complete financial accounting by using more direct measures of the value created 

by matches that are made and the value lost via the exit of rejected internal candidates.  

 Central to my theory is the idea that rejection provides employees timely and 

accurate information about their future opportunities for internal advancement. While I 

focus attention on how variations in the evaluation and selection stages of the hiring 

process provide employees with such information, these are unlikely to be the only 

relevant contextual factors. Recent research also suggests that employees may be 

provided with information from the hiring manager post-rejection (Fernandez-Mateo & 

Coh, 2015) or from colleagues within the organization that helps them make sense of 

why the rejection occurred and what it means for their career going forward (Vough & 

Caza, 2017). Perhaps most notably, information about one’s internal advancement 

prospects is not likely based only on a single event but by multiple events experienced 

over one’s tenure in an organization. I attempted to address this in my main analyses by 

controlling for rejected internal candidates’ recent labor market experiences and through 
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robustness checks utilizing the full sample of rejected candidates (many of whom 

experienced multiple rejections). Absent complete career histories for all employees, 

however, I was unable to fully explore how actual or attempted mobility experiences in 

the more distant past influence how employees respond to subsequent rejections. This 

represents a fruitful avenue for future research, as I am unaware of any studies examining 

how the sequence and frequency of employee experiences of rejection and success over 

time affect mobility. Exploring these and other contextual factors would contribute to a 

more comprehensive theory of the informational value of rejection and the role internal 

rejection plays in shaping contemporary careers. 

Future work in this area would also benefit from pairing archival data with survey 

data that were unavailable in the present study. Although I presented several 

supplementary analyses providing evidence that my effects are attributable to my 

proposed mechanisms, the archival nature of my dataset prevents me from being able to 

directly measure employee perceptions. Survey data would help to provide a more 

complete picture of internal rejection by capturing variations in affective responses. 

While my theory emphasized the informational aspect of rejection, rejection has also 

been shown to induce negative emotional reactions, such as anger and frustration at not 

being hired (Fernandez-Mateo & Coh, 2015; Fine, Goldenberg, & Noam, 2016). Work 

emphasizing the affective component of rejection suggests that negative affective 

reactions are likely to be felt immediately but dissipate rather quickly over time (Lam & 

Schaubroeck, 2000). My assumption is that employees are likely to take more time to 

process the informational aspects of rejection when making consequential career 

decisions, such as whether or not to pursue outside opportunities. I suspect that these 
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different perspectives may help to explain why I find that employees who make it further 

in the hiring process are likely to remain with the firm, despite previous research in social 

and cognitive psychology demonstrating that the closer an individual comes to winning a 

competition, the more disappointed they are with the outcome (Medvec, Madey, & 

Gilovich, 1995; Roese & Epstude, 2017; Shepperd & McNulty, 2002). I expect that 

employees who are interviewed may indeed be more disappointed than those rejected 

earlier, but ultimately choose to stay because of the positive information they receive 

about their opportunities for future internal advancement. A natural extension of this 

study would be to combine survey and archival data to understand how the affective and 

informational aspects of rejection interact to shape employee outcomes.  

As with any single-firm study, caution is necessary for generalizing these 

findings. I conducted my study in the context of a large, relatively flat organizational 

structure in which employees are free to apply to any jobs and hiring decisions are 

decentralized. While these characteristics are common to many large organizations, 

rejection may be a less salient source of career information in smaller organizations, 

where advancement may involve expanding one’s current job (e.g., Cohen, 2013) and 

managers may have the bandwidth to provide more-regular and informal feedback on 

employees’ performance and career prospects. Additionally, HealthCo openly values 

internal mobility, regularly encouraging employees to apply for new internal jobs and 

routinely interviewing many employees for open positions. Being interviewed by a hiring 

manager or rejected for another internal candidate may be less informational for 

employees working in organizations that are less internally focused. Exploring rejection 

in other types of organizations is important for delineating the boundary conditions of my 
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theory. 

Implications for Managing Internal Talent Markets 

Despite these limitations, my theory and findings strongly imply that how firms manage 

their internal talent markets matters. Though my work suggests that the benefits of 

internal talent markets may be overstated, I offer no evidence that firms either should or 

should not use these markets. What my study does suggest, however, is that there are 

levers by which firms may be able to influence post-rejection turnover. I do not wish to 

recommend that firms always interview or only hire internal candidates. Such 

recommendations are impractical; external candidates can be valuable for bringing new 

knowledge into firms (e.g., Rosenkopf & Almeida, 2003), and few managers are likely to 

have the time to interview every internal candidate. In particular, the informational value 

of receiving an interview would be lost if all internal candidates were interviewed, as 

much of the value comes from the fact that only qualified candidates are interviewed. 

Rather, consistent with research highlighting the benefits of workforce differentiation 

(Huselid & Becker, 2011), my study suggests that firms may benefit from more 

strategically deciding which internal candidates to interview so as to reduce the odds that 

key employees will leave if rejected. Because the cost of turnover varies considerably 

across jobs and firms it is difficult to calculate the financial impact of interviewing a key 

employee (Cascio & Boudreau, 2011). However, given the size of my reported effects, it 

seems likely that in the majority of cases, any costs associated with the extra time and 

lost productivity involved in interviewing an internal candidate the firm would like to 

retain is likely to be offset by the reduced likelihood of exit if they are not hired 

(Agovino, 2019). In a similar vein, firms are also likely to benefit from actively providing 
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guidance about future internal opportunities to such employees when an external 

candidate is hired.  

While my study highlights how decisions about whom to interview and hire affect 

the turnover propensities of employees who directly experience a rejection, it is important 

to acknowledge that the market experiences of rejected candidates might also affect the 

turnover propensities of employees who did not apply. Indeed, previous research has 

shown that employees pay attention not just to their own career outcomes, but also to 

what happens to their colleagues (Bidwell & Keller, 2014; Doeringer & Piore, 1971). In 

particular, employees often interpret others’ advancement (or lack thereof) as providing 

information about their own opportunities for internal advancement (Chan, 1996, 2006). 

Consistent with this insight, my supplementary analyses revealed that candidates’ 

expectations for advancement and eventual exit are influenced by the observed mobility 

of others. If I assume that other employees in the firm are paying attention to whether 

their colleagues are rejected prior to an interview or in favor of an external candidate (see 

Billsberry, 2007), the context of an internal rejection may have ripple effects among 

those colleagues. That is, employees who did not even apply for the open job for which 

their colleague was rejected may nevertheless use the context of that colleague’s rejection 

to inform their own prospects for future internal advancement. If this is the case, my 

analyses may actually understate the extent to which the context surrounding a rejection 

affects turnover more broadly. 

 Though my study focuses on how and when rejection affects turnover, a 

distinguishing feature of mobility in contemporary internal talent markets is that it is not 

based on a tournament model (e.g., DeVaro, 2006); employees are not forced to exit 
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following a rejection. In fact, as reflected in my data, many employees who are rejected 

choose to stay. It is therefore worth considering whether firms can manage rejection in 

ways that support the creation of complementary person-job matches among those who 

stay. My theory emphasizes that employees learn about their prospects for future internal 

advancement by participating in internal talent markets. If I conceptualize participating in 

the market as a learning opportunity, it raises the possibility that firms might be able to 

enhance this learning by providing additional career-related information to candidates 

when it is likely to be most timely. Of particular note, my theory emphasizes how the 

rejection context provides information to employees about their likelihood of moving into 

similar jobs in the future; it likely provides less information about their potential to 

advance into very different types of jobs. Should there be less similar jobs for which the 

employee’s knowledge, skills, and abilities would be a good match, rejection serves as an 

opportunity to communicate this information to employees when it is likely to have the 

most impact, as the employee has clearly indicated an interest in moving to a new job. 

Doing so may not only reduce the likelihood that an individual employee will leave but 

may actually create value should employees subsequently move into jobs that 

complement their abilities but that they may not have otherwise considered (i.e., 

Fuhrmans, 2019).  

Internal rejection has the potential to offset some of the value that is created by 

the generation of complementary person-job matches in internal talent markets. In this 

paper, however, I argue and show that not all internal rejections are created equal, as the 

context surrounding an internal rejection influences post-rejection propensity to exit. In 

developing a more nuanced theory of internal rejection, I suggest that firms can manage 
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their internal talent markets to mitigate post-rejection turnover and continue to capture 

the benefits associated with creating complementary internal person-job matches. 
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CHAPTER 5 

CONCLUSION 
 
 
Although external mobility is a signature feature of contemporary labor markets, internal 

mobility remains a primary way in which workers advance their careers (Bidwell & 

Mollick, 2015). Yet while nearly half of open jobs continue to be filled by current 

employees, there is still very little research exploring how internal matches are created in 

contemporary organizations. This dissertation began with a review of the existing 

literature, highlighting that our general understanding of internal mobility is based on 

studies of administrative-based mobility, or mobility between specific internal jobs that is 

largely dictated by the firm. While this research has formed the foundation of our 

knowledge of internal movement, it is limited in its ability to more broadly explain 

modern internal mobility; mobility in twenty-first century organizations is not guided by 

strict rules and clear paths, and mobility resulting from internships, job rotations, and 

succession planning is reserved for a very small group of employees. To more fully 

understand internal mobility, we need research that seeks to more fully understand 

market-based internal hiring mobility, which occurs when hiring managers post open jobs 

to internal job boards, invited interested employees to apply, and then fills a role from 

among that group of potential candidates. The remainder of Chapter 1 focused on the 

limited but existing research on internal talent markets and proposed future research 

directions around the central question: What is the role of information in attracting, 

hiring, and rejecting employees in internal talent markets? 

 I explored this question more specifically in two complementary empirical 

studies. In Chapter 3, I suggested that, while internal talent markets are likely to generate 
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complementary person-job matches, internal hiring is still quite challenging for firms. I 

argued that information from the external market (in the form of external candidates 

included in interview pools) may be used to improve internal hiring decisions but may 

also present a risk for organizations if internal hires also use these pools to update their 

perceptions of their external advancement prospects. To examine this possibility, I 

analyzed the effect of heterogeneous interview pools on internal candidates’ post-hire 

performance and voluntary exit. I found that internal hires from heterogeneous pools are 

in fact more likely to be rated a top performer in their first year in the job (compared to 

those from homogenous pools), but internal hires from heterogeneous pools are also more 

likely to subsequently exit the firm (compared to those from homogeneous pools). In 

Chapter 4, I highlighted that, while internal talent markets hold the potential to create 

complementary person-job matches, they also generate a substantial number of internal 

rejections. To limit the potential negative consequences associated with rejection, we 

need to understand under what conditions rejection leads to voluntary turnover. I 

hypothesized and found that internal candidates who are rejected following a hiring 

manager interview (compared to rejected earlier in the hiring process) and internal 

candidates who are rejected in favor of another internal candidate (as opposed to an 

external candidate) are much less likely to exit the firm. 

 The two empirical studies are an initial attempt to more fully understand the 

dynamics of internal talent markets. Whereas much of the research on contemporary job 

mobility compares internal to external hiring, recent work demonstrates the value in 

exclusively comparing processes within the firm (e.g., Keller, 2018). Because hiring 

decisions are now largely decentralized and there are few restrictions on who can apply 
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for which jobs (Piore, 2002), there is much variation in how far candidates progress 

through the hiring process, who is able to be included in applicant and interview pools, 

and who is ultimately hired for open jobs. This dissertation adds to recent research on 

internal talent markets by exploring these variations in more detail to better understand 

how organizations might continue to benefit from their internal hiring efforts. 

Importantly, however, this dissertation highlights that, in addition to creating 

complementary matches, internal talent markets may also present a number of unintended 

negative consequences for firms, such as the voluntary turnover of those who competed 

against and/or are rejected for external candidates. Such theory and findings bolster the 

need for a more robust research stream on internal markets in order to understand 

additional positive and negative outcomes. 

 As emphasized in Chapter 2 (Data Collection Effort), it is difficult to say how 

generalizable these findings are to other organizations. Examining mobility within firms 

requires tradeoffs between depth and generalizability, and acquiring detailed internal data 

from multiple sites represents a substantial hurdle for conducting multi-firm studies. 

Despite the limitations associated with utilizing data from one firm, three characteristics 

of HealthCo make it an ideal site for testing my hypotheses: (1) the strong focus on 

developing and moving current employees to new internal jobs, (2) their market-driven 

application system and openness to workers in the external market, and (3) their 

willingness to provide very detailed data on attempted and actualized mobility events of 

all workers within their organization over a five-year period. 

  The results of this dissertation have significant implications for theory and 

practice. By emphasizing the importance of the interview pool composition, the first 



 

 
 

138 

empirical study contributes broadly to recruitment research that has stressed how a wider 

and more complete pool of candidates prevents hiring managers from overlooking strong 

candidates. Sociological accounts of recruitment in particular (e.g., Fernandez & Mors, 

2008; Leung, 2017; Petersen & Saporta, 2004) have shown that the demographic 

composition of applicant pools influences who is ultimately hired for an open job, which 

consequently impacts organizational demography and overall firm diversity. I extend this 

research by offering a new type of candidate pool diversity–internal-external 

heterogeneity–and arguing that such diversity actually may positively influence 

individual post-hire performance. While opening up interview pools to external 

candidates may increase the likelihood that hiring managers select a top performer, I 

argue and show that doing so is not without risk if internal hires are able to gain 

information about their prospects for external advancement. This finding has implications 

for research on employee job search. In particular, while previous research shows that 

employees are likely to gain information about their prospects for external movement by 

applying for external opportunities (March & Simon, 1958; Steel, 2002), the results of 

this dissertation suggest that employees may instead gain information about their external 

marketability at the interview stage for an internal opportunity, absent external search. 

Practically, Chapter 3 highlights this potential tradeoff for organizations looking to place 

the right workers in the right jobs at the right time, as well as develop their internal talent. 

Hiring managers may run the risk of their high-performing internal hires subsequently 

leaving by interviewing both internal and external candidates, should they need an 

exceptionally strong performer in a certain job in the short-term. Conversely, hiring 

managers may choose not to expose specific internal candidates to external competition if 
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they are intent on making sure those candidates stay with the firm for a longer period of 

time. 

  By developing theory to explain post-rejection variations in voluntary turnover, 

the second empirical study offers insight into the conditions under which firms may lose 

a portion of the value generated by internal matches from the turnover of rejected internal 

candidates. In addition to providing a more holistic picture of internal talent markets, this 

study also provides a better overall understanding of internal rejection. Following recent 

efforts to develop a more nuanced understanding of post-rejection outcomes (Fernandez-

Mateo & Coh, 2015; Vough & Caza, 2017), I suggest that the context surrounding an 

internal rejection is likely to shape whether or not internal candidates react negatively and 

exit the firm or continue to see opportunities for future internal advancement and stay. 

The findings of this study have strong practical implications, as they suggest that there 

are levers by which firms may be able to influence post-rejection turnover and continue 

to benefit from their internal talent markets. 

Future Research Directions 

In Chapter 1, I proposed an agenda for future research that seeks to more fully understand 

the dynamics of internal talent markets, with particular focus on the factors that shape 

how internal matches are formed and the quality of those internal matches as well as the 

factors that shape variations in response to internal rejection. Although I provided in that 

chapter a broad overview of some questions future research might consider, I describe 

below more specific questions that I plan to explore moving forward. 

Information shaping who applies. I focused briefly in Chapter 1 on questions 

related to the different types of information that might shape internal application patterns 
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(i.e., supervisor, coworker, or work unit characteristics). Beyond knowledge of specific 

managers or coworkers, employees are also likely to have greater access to information 

about the areas of the organization that are growing or likely to continue growing in the 

future, as well as those areas where there is greater potential for future advancement. 

Future research might therefore explore, for instance, whether and which internal 

applicants are willing to move to areas of the firm outside their current area for the 

opportunity to advance. Such insights might allow organizations to identify employees 

who they would like to retain but who may be more likely to subsequently exit the firm 

for advancement purposes and guide them to additional internal opportunities. 

In addition to specific information content, a potentially fruitful avenue for future 

research is a greater exploration of where employees acquire such information about open 

internal jobs. Just as external applicants gain information from company websites (e.g., 

Allen, Mahto, & Otondo, 2007; Cable & Yu, 2006), online job boards (e.g., Backhaus, 

2004; Dineen & Noe, 2009), and referrals (e.g., Castilla, 2005; Fernandez & Weingberg, 

1997), current employees gain information from company newsletters, internal job boards 

(Johns, 2012; Tyler, 2013), and hiring managers, friends, and colleagues who they either 

currently or previously worked with or alongside (Billsberry, 2007). What is distinct 

inside the firm is the degree to which hiring managers, friends, and colleagues are more 

readily accessible and likely willing to share additional information about specific 

opportunities. However, it remains unclear whether and when employees are more likely 

to rely on these sources for information when applying for a new internal job. Although 

the internal market is constructed such that employees are able to see all open jobs and 

their descriptions via internal job boards, applicants are still likely to face uncertainty 
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about what expectations they should have of being hired, what specific kinds of work 

they would be doing if they are hired, and what the culture is like in certain work units or 

departments. It is interesting to consider, for example, whether and what types of 

applicants attempt to utilize multiple information sources before submitting applications 

for jobs that are outside of their current function or jobs that are considered stretch roles 

because they are unsure of whether they will be hired. Such findings could have 

implications for the diversity of applicants submitted for a specific job, as prior research 

shows that women and people of color often lack the strong network connections of 

White men (e.g., Ibarra, 1995), which they may perceive as necessary for applying to 

new roles. 

Relatedly, while there is a growing body of research on external referrals 

(Schlachter & Pieper, 2019), research has yet to explore how referrals work within the 

firm, from the perspective of either the firm or the referred employee. Although research 

suggests that referrers provide information to external candidates that contributes to 

positive post-hire outcomes (e.g., lower turnover likelihood; Fernandez, Castilla, & 

Moore, 2000), Keller’s (2018) research also shows how using one’s internal network to 

make hiring decisions leads to lower-quality internal hiring decisions. Future research 

that takes the firm perspective might consider under which conditions internal referrals 

result in higher-quality internal matches, such as referrals from a particular area of the 

organization or referrals made by supervisors versus subordinates. Research from the 

perspective of the referred employee would likely fall into the stream of potential 

research suggested above, exploring how employees combine the different information 

sources available to them when seeking out new opportunities. Additionally, however, it 
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is worth looking beyond an employee’s pursuit of a new internal role to their likelihood 

of accepting an offer should they be hired. Although we might naturally expect referred 

employees to accept an internal offer, if said employee has expressed general interest in 

moving internally and has therefore been given multiple offers, the likelihood that they 

accept any one offer diminishes. Rejection on the part of the referred worker could have 

negative ramifications for both the employee and the referrer, consistent with research 

highlighting the accountability placed on referrers in the external market (Pieper, 

Greenwald, & Schlachter, 2018). 

Information shaping interview and hiring decisions. In Chapter 3, I examined 

the effect of internal-external candidate pool heterogeneity on post-hire performance and 

turnover. However, it is possible that different varieties of pool composition may affect 

these or additional outcomes or provide additional insights into the mechanisms that are 

driving the findings in Chapter 3. For example, because not all interview pools contain 

both internal and external candidates, future research might consider the impact of 

functional heterogeneity on match quality. I argued that hiring managers would benefit 

from information from the external market when making internal hiring decisions. 

However, if all candidates are internal but functionally diverse, the same effect on 

subsequent performance might suggest that heterogeneity in general impacts the 

information processing of hiring managers, rather than a specific benchmarking process. 

Information shaping responses to rejection. The results of Chapter 4 highlight 

the possibility that the potential negative outcomes traditionally associated with rejection 

(e.g., perceived unfairness, counterproductive work behaviors, and turnover) may not be 

inevitable. In doing so, this study, along with other research rejection research, provides 
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firms with some insights on how to handle job matching when internal rejection itself is 

rather inevitable. At the same time, however, this perspective on rejection is relatively 

novel, leaving researchers with many additional questions to consider. For instance, while 

this research highlights the informational value of rejections, research on applicant 

reactions (Schaubroeck & Lam, 2004) and responses to rejection letters (Waung & Brice, 

2007) in the external market suggests that applicants are often very disappointed when 

they are not hired for positions, which subsequently impacts their desire to reapply for 

jobs at the same organization (Brands & Fernandez-Mateo, 2017) as well as their 

willingness to recommend the organization to others (Waung & Brice, 2007). Future 

research on internal rejections could more directly explore how the informational and 

emotional aspects of rejection interact to affect subsequent career outcomes. Exploring 

such interactions is particularly important in cases where rejected employees receive 

contextual information that they are likely to advance internally in the future despite 

being rejected in the present but also experience such strong emotional reactions to the 

rejection that they engage in behaviors harmful to the firm or choose not to attempt to 

apply again. 

In emphasizing the informational value of rejection, these recent studies have also 

suggested that rejection is likely to shape employees’ willingness to engage with the firm 

in the future by considering alternative employment opportunities (Fernandez-Mateo & 

Coh, 2015). If we buy the theoretical perspective that the context surrounding a rejection 

informs employees about their future internal mobility prospects and produces variations 

in rejected employees’ turnover propensity, we should expect those employees who 

receive information that they are likely to be hired for similar roles in the future will be 
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likely to apply for those roles should they become open within the firm. Exploring the 

likelihood of reapplication and patterns of those applications following a rejection is 

important if we are to conceptualize internal talent markets as a way to continue to 

facilitate internal mobility for the benefit of both firms and workers.
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APPENDIX 
 

SURVEY 1 ITEMS: AT THE TIME OF APPLICATIONS 
 
SECTION 1 – QUESTIONS ABOUT THE JOB SEARCH & DECISION TO APPLY 

1. Expectation of getting the job (Alderfer & McCord, 1970; Schmitt & Coyle, 1976) 
1. On a scale of 0 to 100%, how likely do you believe it is that you will receive 

an offer for the position you recently applied for?  
Response scale: 0-100% 
 

2. Perceived person-job fit (Cable & DeRue, 2002; Cable & Judge, 1996; Saks & 
Ashforth, 1997)  

(D-A = demands-abilities fit; N-S = needs-supplies fit; VC = values congruence/P-G 
fit) 

Please consider the job you recently applied for when answering the following 
questions.  To what degree do you believe . . .  

2. Your abilities and training fit the job requirements (D-A) 
3. Your personal skills match the demands of the job (D-A) 
4. Your experience and education match the requirements of the job (D-A) 
5. There is a match between what you are looking for in a job and what this job 

offers (N-S) 
1 = No match to 7 = Complete match 
 

3. Relationship with hiring manager 

6. Did you know the hiring manager for this job prior to applying, and if so, 
how? (select all that apply) 
No, I did not know them prior to applying; Yes, I have a personal friendship; 
Yes, they manage or supervise me in my current role at HealthCo; Yes, they 
managed or supervised me in a previous role at HealthCo; Yes, though a 
previous working relationship at HealthCo (as colleagues, on a project, etc.); 
Yes, I previously worked together in another organization; Yes, through a 
mutual friend, colleague, or other professional contact 
 

4. Search intensity (Blau, 1994; Saks & Ashforth, 2002) 

7. Before applying for this job, how long had you been actively searching for 
new career opportunities, either within or outside of HealthCo? 
Less than a week, 1 to 2 weeks, 2 weeks to a month, 1 to 3 months, 3 to 6 
months, 6 to 12 months, more than 12 months 

8. Before applying for this job, how much effort did put into looking for 
opportunities within HealthCo? 
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9. Before applying for this job, how much effort did put into looking for 
opportunities outside of HealthCo? 
1 = None to 5 = A great deal 

10. How many jobs outside of HealthCo have you applied to in the last year?  
0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 to 10, more than 10 
 

5. To what extent did each of the following factors impact your decision to apply to 
this job? (adapted from HealthCo’s existing survey) 

11. Potential increase in pay and/or benefits 
12. Opportunity to take on more responsibilities 
13. Opportunity to have more impact or do more meaningful work 
14. Opportunity to engage in interesting work 
15. Opportunity to develop new skills 
16. Opportunity to for future internal advancement opportunities 
17. Opportunity to work with a new manager/supervisor 
18. Enhance my future employability outside of Humana 
19. Move to a faster growing area of the organization 
20. Access to formal training and/or mentoring 
21. Perceived cultural fit 
22. Likely work-life balance 
23. Stability/job security 
24. Quality of co-workers 
25. Location 

1 = Not at all to 7 = A great deal 
 

6. Career self-efficacy (Kossek, Roberts, Fisher, & Demarr, 1998) 

(2 highest loading items from each GSE factor) 

26. When I make plans for my career, I am confident I can make them work. (E) 
27. When I decide to do something with my career, I go right to work on it. (E) 
28. I feel insecure about my ability to get where I want in this company. (P) 
29. When I have something unpleasant to do that will help my career, I stick with 

it until I am finished. (P) 
30. When trying to learn something new to help me career, I soon give up if I am 

not initially successful. (I) 
31. I avoid facing career difficulties. (I) 

1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree 
 

SECTION 2: QUESTIONS ABOUT CURRENT JOB AND CAREER 
OPPORTUNITIES AT HEALTHCO 
 
7. Perceived job opportunities (Cable & Judge, 1996) 
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32. Please give your best estimate of your employment opportunities outside of 
HealthCo at the present time 
1 = no alternatives, 5 = many alternatives 
 

8. Perceived Career Opportunities (Kraimer, Seibert, Wayne, Liden, & Bravo, 2011) 

33. There are career opportunities within HealthCo that are attractive to me.  
34. HealthCo offers many job opportunities that match my career goals. 
35. There are job opportunities available within HealthCo that are of interest to 

me. 
1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree 
 

9. POS-Career (Kraimer & Wayne, 2004) 

36. HealthCo takes an interest in my career.  
37. I feel that HealthCo cares about my career development. 
38. Humana keeps me informed about career opportunities available within the 

company. 
1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree 
 

10. Perceived supervisor support (Career) (Eisenberger, Stinglhamber, Vandenberghe, 
Sucharski, & Rhoades, 2002; Maertz, Griffeth, Campbell, & Allen, 2007) 

39. My supervisor or manager is willing to extend itself in order to help me 
develop my skills to the best of my ability. 

40. My supervisor or manager takes pride in my career accomplishments. 
41. My supervisor or manager tries to make my job as interesting as possible. 
42. My supervisor or manager wishes to help me find the best possible job for 

which I am qualified. 
1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree 
 

11. Overall job satisfaction (current job) 

43. To what extent do you agree with the following statement? In general, I am 
very satisfied with my current job. 
1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree 

44. Which of the following faces best describes how you feel about your current 
job? 

  
 

12. Facet job satisfaction (current job) (Nagy, 2002) 

Please indicate how satisfied you are which each of the following aspects of your current 
job compared to what you think it should be:  
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45. The amount of pay you receive 
46. Your opportunities for promotion 
47. The type of people you work with 
48. The quality of supervision/leadership you receive 
49. The opportunity to engage in interesting work 
50. The opportunity to develop new skills 
51. The amount of autonomy or personal freedom you have 
52. Your level of job stability/security 
53. Your ability to maintain a work-life balance 

1 = Not at all satisfied to 5 = Very satisfied 

13. Organizational identification (Jones & Volpe, 2011; Mael & Ashforth, 1995) 

54. When someone criticizes HealthCo, it feels like a personal insult. 
55. I am very interested in what others think about HealthCo. 
56. When I talk about HealthCo, I usually say ‘‘I’’ rather than ‘‘they.’’ 
57. HealthCo’s successes are my successes. 
58. When someone praises HealthCo, it feels like a personal compliment. 
59. If a story in the media criticized HealthCo, I would feel embarrassed. 

1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree 

14. Intentions to Stay (Kehoe & Wright, 2013) 
1. I would turn down a job with more pay in order to stay with HealthCo.  
2. I plan to spend my career at HealthCo.  
3. I intend to stay at HealthCo for at least the next 12 months.  
4. I do not plan to look for a job outside of HealthCo in the next 6 months.  

1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree 
 

 
SURVEY 2 ITEMS: AFTER BEING REJECTED 

 
1. Perceived Career Opportunities (Kraimer et al., 2011) 

1. There are career opportunities within HealthCo that are attractive to me.  
2. HealthCo offers many job opportunities that match my career goals. 
3. There are job opportunities available within HealthCo that are of interest to 

me. 
1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree 
 

2. POS-Career (Kraimer & Wayne, 2004) 

4. Humana takes an interest in my career.  
5. I feel that HealthCo cares about my career development. 
6. HealthCo keeps me informed about career opportunities available within the 

company. 
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1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree 
 
3. Perceived supervisor support (Career) (Eisenberger et al., 2002; Maertz et al., 

2007) 

7. My supervisor or manager is willing to extend itself in order to help me 
perform my job to the best of my ability. 

8. My supervisor or manager takes pride in my accomplishments at work. 
9. My supervisor or manager tries to make my job as interesting as possible. 
10. My supervisor or manager wishes to give me the best possible job for which I 

am qualified. 
1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree 
 

4. Career self-efficacy (Kossek et al., 1998) 

(2 highest loading items from each GSE factor) 

11. When I make plans for my career, I am confident I can make them work. (E) 
12. When I decide to do something with my career, I go right to work on it. (E) 
13. I feel insecure about my ability to get where I want in this company. (P) 
14. When I have something unpleasant to do that will help my career, I stick with 

it until I am finished. (P) 
15. When trying to learn something new to help me career, I soon give up if I am 

not initially successful. (I) 
16. I avoid facing career difficulties. (I) 

1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree   

5. Intentions to Stay (Kehoe & Wright, 2013) 

17. I would turn down a job with more pay in order to stay with HealthCo.  
18. I plan to spend my career at HealthCo.  
19. I intend to stay at HealthCo for at least the next 12 months.  
20. I do not plan to look for a job outside of HealthCo in the next 6 months.  

1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree 
 

6. Intentions to Apply Again (adapted from Gilliland et al., 2001; Waung & Brice 
2000) 

21. If I hear about other jobs within HealthCo, I would be interested in applying 
for them. 

22. I plan on applying to other jobs within HealthCo in the future. 
1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree 
 

7. Overall job satisfaction (current job) 

23. To what extent do you agree with the following statement? In general, I am 



 

 150 

very satisfied with my current job. 
1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree 

24. Which of the following faces best describes how you feel about your current 
job? 

 
 

14. Organizational identification (Mael & Ashford, 1992; Jones & Volpe, 2011) 

25. When someone criticizes HealthCo, it feels like a personal insult. 
26. I am very interested in what others think about HealthCo. 
27. When I talk about HealthCo, I usually say “I” rather than “they.” 
28. Humana’s successes are my successes. 
29. When someone praises HealthCo, it feels like a personal compliment. 
30. If a story in the media criticized HealthCo, I would feel embarrassed. 

1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree 
 

8. Rejection message  

31. How did you find out you were not selected for this particular job? (select all 
that apply) 
The hiring manager called or spoke to me in person about my not being 
selected; The hiring manager sent me an email; A recruiter called or spoke to 
me in person; A recruiter sent me an email; My current manager called or 
spoke to me in person; My current manager sent me an email; I found out 
another way [please describe]: 
 

9. Knowledge of hired candidate 

32. Do you know who was hired for this job?  
1 = Yes, 0 = No 

33. If yes: How well, if at all, do you know the individual that was hired for this 
job? 
1 = I do not know them at all to 7 = I know they extremely well 
 

10. Perceptions of hiring process (adapted from Gilliland et al., 2001) (P=Process, 
O=Outcome, T=Interpersonal treatment, I=Information adequacy) 

34. Overall, I feel the process used to evaluate applicants was consistent and 
unbiased. (P) 

35. The methods the hiring manager used to evaluate applicants was appropriate. 
(P) 

36. Though I did not get the job, I feel the selection process was fair. (P) 
37. I feel the hiring manager’s decision about whether or not to hire me was fair. 

(O) 
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38. Overall, I believe the decision the hiring manager made was appropriate. (O) 
39. Given the situation, I feel the hiring manager made the right the hiring 

decision. (O) 
40. I was offered a clear explanation of why I did not get the job. (I) 
41. I was provided with an adequate explanation for why I was not hired. (I) 
42. I was given information that helped me to understand why I was not hired for 

the job.  (I) 
1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree 
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