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UTILIZING PATH ANALYSIS
TO EXAMINE THE EXPEC-
TANCY MODEL IN TRAINING
TRANSFER IN HUMAN RE-
SOURCE MANAGEMENT

Abstract

Training transfer is an organizational concept that refers
to an organizational behavior in which trained employees
put into practice the knowledge, skills, and abilities
(KSA) they have learned during training. In order to
identify factors that could improve training transfer, the
present study tested the theoretical premise of the expec-
tancy model, which suggested that training transfer de-
pends on employees’ own perception of three factors, how
applying KSA is possible (efficacy), useful (utility) and
rewarding (rewards). To this end, the Arabic version of
Learning Transfer System Inventory (LTSI) was admi-
nistered to a random sample of 361 managers in the
public sector in Jordan. Utilizing Path Analysis to ana-
lyze the collected data by using the Statistical Package
for Social Sciences (SPSS) revealed that managers’
perceived utility and perceived efficacy were the strongest
predictors of training transfer. Moreover, perceived re-
wards from transfer was the least important predictor of
transfer. The study provided discussion of those results
and their possible implications for practitioners and re-
searchers.

I n human resource management
(HRM), on-the-job training is an
intervention to improve employees’

performance (Kirwan & Birchall
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2006; Bookter, 1999). Many public
organizations face the challenge of
training (learning) that often does

not lead to improving employees’ per-
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formance because employees rarely
apply what they learn. Therefore,
and because organizations invest tre-
mendously in HR training, there be-
comes a need to ensure that training
provides equivalent payoff (Caston-
guay, 2005; Arvey & Cole, 1989).
Hastings (1995) and Khasawneh
(2004) reported that poor payoff
might have resulted from inadequate
training with ineffective training eva-
luation (also, see, Subedi, 2006; Sticht,
1995; Altonji, 1992; Drouin, 1990).
Therefore, HR researchers stressed
the need to assess the transferability
of training; that is the organizational
behavior of putting learned knowl-
edge, skills, and abilities (KSA) into
practice (Yaghi et al., 2008; Chen,
2003; Bates, 2001; Bates & Holton,
1999). In other words, they wanted
organizations to ensure that employ-
ees who join training programs return
to work with sufficient retained KSA
to apply on the job, with the aim of
improving their own organizational
performance. By assessing training
transfer (learning transfer), decision-
makers hope to identify major factors
that improve transfer (Kirwan &
Birchall, 2006).

The purpose of this study is to
examine the expectancy model (EM)
that Bates and Holton (1999) con-
structed based on the expectancy the-
ory of Vroom (1964). The Model
suggested that three factors could

predict employees’ motivation to
transfer training, namely perceived
rewards, perceived utility, and per-
ceived self-efficacy. This study exam-
ined this model by surveying
supervisors (interchangeably, man-
agers) in the public sector in Jordan.
The following section highlights the
major relevant literature about trans-
fer of learning and expectancy theory.

Relevant Literature

Transfer of Learning

Learning transfer is a relatively new
concept in HRM. It describes employ-
ees’ capacity to retain and apply KSA
which they learned during a particular
training program. Chen et al. (2005),
Holton et al. (2000), Rolfe (1989), and
Mahmoud (2005) emphasized that
evaluating the application of KSA
could lead to designing training pro-
grams and activities that are relevant to
what employees need in order for them
to improve their performance. Tannen-
baum and Yukl (1992) defined training
transfer as the amount of specialized
knowledge that trainees retain and use
to improve their competencies. Fleish-
man (1972) and Yaghi (1998) defined
‘knowledge’ as any cognitive or beha-
vioral exposure to new work-related
ideas, beliefs, traditions, or ways of
doing things. ‘Skills’ refers to practical
activities performed at work. *Abilities’
refers to the general capacities related
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to the performance of a set of tasks
(Yaghiet al., 2008; Holton et al., 2000).

Senge (1990) argued that there was
a paradigm shift in HRM exemplified
in focusing on improving learning and
learning attitudes within the organiza-
tion as opposed to using economic
incentives to alter organizational be-
havior. Therefore, the learning em-
phasis requires organizations to
evaluate their training policies and
maintain continuous feedback to im-
prove performance. In other words,
assessing training is a form of feed-
back that is essential to identify
strengths and weaknesses of training
policies and practices thus maintain-
ing a positive learning environment in
the organization.

Learning transfer requires human
engagement, which occurs through
socialization among members of the
organization. Engagement and socia-
lization facilitate exchange of experi-
ences. Broad and Newstrom (1992)
and Royer (1979) indicated that learn-
ing transfer is an engagement experi-
ence in itself because it cannot be
achieved effectively without ongoing
socialization among trainees, peers,
supervisors, and other members of
the organization. Similarly, Rouiller
and Goldstein (1993), Rosenberg
(2006), Ruona et al. (1999), and Brin-
kerhoff and Montesino (1995) re-
ported that organizational factors,

such as relationships among employ-
ees could provide collective support
for employees thus improving their
chances of transferring the learned
KSA. These factors combined by em-
ployees’ personal characteristics can
reduce the difficulty an employee may
face when he/she attempts to apply
something new at work or change the
way they perform their job (Quinones
et al., 1995). Baldwin and Ford (1988)
reported that employees’ personal
characteristics and emotional pre-
paration, in addition to motivation
to learn, were significant to improving
one’s performance (Tracy et al., 1995;
Fleishman, 1953).

Vroom (1964) argued that organi-
zational behavior is shaped by em-
ployees’ expectations and their
frustration or satisfaction with the
level these expectations are met. In
addition, employees compare what
they get with what others get thus they
build their subsequent expectations
based on that comparison. Therefore,
transferring KSA is more likely to
occur if things go the way employees
expect in terms of ensuring equality,
fairness, rewards, relevant training,
and openness with subordinates, col-
leagues’ and bosses’ encouragement
to apply KSA (Bond & Prottas, 2002;
Devi, 2002; Philips & Gully, 1997;
Facteau et al, 1995; Rouiller & Gold-
stein, 1993; Newton, 1993; Hirschfeld,
1990). Many empirical studies con-
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firmed the significant correlation be-
tween employees’ expectations and
their motivation to transfer KSA
(Bates & Holton, 1999; Hucznski &
Lewis, 1980).

The Expectancy Model (EM)

Vroom’s theory about expecta-
tions, as mentioned earlier, appealed
to many researchers who wanted to
validate its assumptions. For exam-
ple, Forman (1977) found a relation-
ship between employees’ expectations
and their motivation to apply new
KSA. Similarly, Waxley (1989) em-
phasized the role of expectations in
shaping post-training organizational
behavior. Therefore, if employees get
what they perceive proper, they are
more likely to show motivation to
transfer training. Bates and Holton
(1999) represented this dynamic be-
tween motivation and expectations in
the EM (see, Figure 1).

By surveying 705 employees in
USA, using Learning Transfer System
Inventory (LTSI), Bates and Holton
(1999) reported that utility was a sig-
nificant and direct predictor of learn-
ing transfer (p.1-36, 1977). Hence,
lack of perceived utility from training
would produce poor motivation to
transfer KSA, because employees
would have no incentive to change
the way they perform their job. They
added that rewards were not a strong
predictor of the motivation to transfer
because employees did not necessarily
connect their applying of new KSA
with receiving rewards (financial or
non-financial). Furthermore, the
study confirmed that performance
self-efficacy was associated with uti-
lity, which meant that employees who
had confidence in their ability to ben-
efit from training were more likely to
perceive utility from learning transfer
thus to transfer KSA. Lastly, efficacy

Utility

—» Motivation to transfer
Efficacy = Motivation to transfer
Rewards — Motivation to transfer
Efficacy —» Utility —— Motivation to transfer

Utility —» Rewards ——» Motivation to transfer

Figure 1: The Expectancy Model of Motivation to Transfer Training
(Bates and Holton, 1999, P. 1-36)
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was also directly associated with mo-
tivation, which meant that employees
who were knowledgeable about a par-
ticular training were better motivated
to transfer training (see, Table 1,
about composition of the aforemen-
tioned factors).

Expectation, therefore, is a psycho-
logical illustration of cognitive, ra-
tional calculations of gains and losses,

according to which employees improve
their performance or apply KSA when
they receive what they have expected.
Bates and Holton (1999) explained that
employees choose to act upon, and to
do things based on their rational judg-
ment that transferring KSA would
satisfy all or some of their expectations
of such behavior. Employees make

such judgment before, during, and

Table 1
Description of LTSI Factors

Factors Definition

# items Cronbach  Question’s

Alpha, @ * Number in

Survey

Motivation to The direction, intensity, and persistence of 4 776 2345
transfer efforts toward utilizing in a work setting

skills and knowledge learned
Performance An individual’s general belief that they 4 7198 82 83 84
self-efficacy are able to change their performance 85

when they want to
Utility Scale The extent to which individuals have the 7 .68 19 25 26
(a=.706):- (a) time, energy, and mental space in their 27 11 12
Personal capa- work lives to make changes required to 20
city to transfer ~ transfer learning to the job
(b) Opportunity to The extent to which trainees are provided 8 183 56 60 61
use learning with or obtain resources and tasks on the 63 50 51

job enabling them to use training on the 57 62

job
Rewards Scale The degree to which applying training on 8 .69 6161778
(a=.773):- the job leads to outcomes that are positive 151822
(a) Personal out- for the individual
comes-positive
(b) Performance ~ The expectation that changes in job per- 5 .83 64 67 68
outcomes expecta- formance will lead to valued outcomes 70 72
tions
(c) Transfer The expectations that effort devoted to 4 .81 65 66 69
effort-performance transferring learning will lead to changes 71

expectations-
Reward

in job performance

* Reliability of each Variable
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after they receive training. The re-
searchers continued their explanation
of EM by asserting that employees’
perception of utility, rewards, and effi-
cacy were all interrelated leading to
better motivation to apply KSA. Bates
and Holton (1999) and Holton (1996)
defined employees’ motivation to
transfer training as employees’ motiva-
tion to utilize learning to bettering the
way they perform their jobs. Perceived
self-efficacy is a level of trainees’ self-
confidence that training has the capa-
city to benefit them and improve their
performance. It also refers to an indi-
vidual’s ability to mobilize personal
resources such as education and exper-
tise to meet specific requirements in a
particular situation (Durfee et al.,
2003; Gist, 1987). Perceived utility is
the expectation that a certain training
program is useful and has a worthy
impact on employees’ life in the orga-
nization. Similarly, "perceived rewards’
refers to the expectation that applying
KSA would result in receiving financial
and non-financial rewards (Yaghi et
al., 2008; Yaghi, 2007).

Research Design

The major purpose of this study
was to test the expectancy model in the
realm of training transfer in the public
sector in Jordan. Therefore, the study
aimed to answer the following re-
search question: could EM describe

managers’ motivation to transfer
KSA in Jordanian organizations?

In order to answer the research ques-
tion, this study surveyed managers (in-
terchangeably, supervisors) in the public
sectors in Jordan. The assumption be-
hind surveying managers was that con-
secutive Jordanian governments had
always emphasized the role of managers
in energizing employees within their
organization and their role to provide a
workplace environment that enhances
learning and learning transfer. Survey-
ing managers was compatible with the
governmental emphasis on the role of
managers as leaders who are capable of
motivating subordinates to better im-
prove organizational performance. In
addition, managers themselves were ex-
pected to improve their performance,
especially that the government has en-
forced policies which required them to
periodically complete leadership train-
ings. The study broadly defined “‘super-
visor or manager’’ as any employee who
headed an organizational unit and to
whom at least ten employees reported.
Since supervisors could be office man-
agers, field controller, inspectors, physi-
cians, or else, and for the purpose of this
study, a population of 800 supervisors
regardless of the nature of their duties
were surveyed.

A simple random sample of 500
supervisors was drawn from lists that
HR departments have prepared in
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various agencies. Each list included all
supervisors’ names ordered alphabe-
tically (800 names). A total of 361
questionnaires was collected and re-
turned, making 45.1 percent of the
study population. Surveys were dis-
tributed in several mail waves accord-
ing to the standard research protocol.
Time constraints and research assis-
tants available to help in distribution
and collection of surveys made it
difficult to survey a larger number of
subjects.

The Arabic version of the Learning
Transfer System Inventory for Super-
visors (SLTSI) was used. SLTSI was
the only comprehensive and validated
instrument to assess training transfer.
While LTSI was developed by Holton
and Bates (1998) and Holton et al.
(2000) to assess learning transfer in the
American environment, SLTSI was
the translated and validated version
of LTSI by Yaghi et al. (2008) and
Khasawneh (2004).

Because reliability and validity of
LTSI and SLTSI were tested in the
aforementioned published studies,
this study did not focus on validation,
reliability, or translation. Yaghi et al.,
(2008) reported that Cronbach coeffi-
cient Alpha (a) for all 89 items in
SLTSI was.927, which indicated that
the overall SLTSI instrument was
reliable (see, Borg & Gall, 1989; Cron-
bach & Meehl, 1955; Cronbach,

1951). In addition, the individual in-
dexes of rewards, utility, efficacy, and
motivation to transfer training were
individually reliable (see, Table 1)
because (4a) ranged within the accep-
table levels, which were.68 and.83 (for
detail discussion of the processes of
reliability testing of the instrument,
see, Yaghi et al., 2008). Accepting
those Alpha values relied on the asser-
tions of Cronbach (1951), Vogt
(1999), Walsh (1990), Mueller (1986),
Borg and Gall (1989), and Cronbach
and Meehl (1955) who explained that
internal consistency would be consid-
ered reliable if & value for the overall
items in the index (all variables) was
0.90 or above, moderate if it ranged
between 0.79 and 0.89, and weak if it
was 0.6 or below. Vogt (1999), how-
ever, explained that 0.70 should be an
acceptable level of internal reliability.

SLTSI has 89 items using five-
point Likert scale that measure learn-
ing transfer from (a) specific training
and (b) general training. The first 63
questions measure training transfer
from the last training employees com-
pleted (i.e., specific training in the past
twelve months). This section measures
transfer through 11 factors: learner
readiness, motivation, personal posi-
tive outcomes, personal negative out-
comes, capacity, peer support,
supervisor support, supervisor sanc-
tions, content validity of training,
transfer design, and opportunity to
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use learning at work. The second
section of the instrument measures
general learning through 26 questions
that measure five factors: transfer
effort-performance expectations, per-
formance-outcomes expectations, re-
sistance or openness to transfer, self-
efficacy, and feedback. A third section
was added to the original LTSI so that
respondents’ demographical data
were gathered; gender, age, experi-
ence, education, number of training
programs completed in the past five
years, and nature of work performed.

The dependent variable in this
study was the motivation to transfer
training measured by four questions.
The independent variables were re-
wards, efficacy, and utility (see, Table
1). Utility was measured by an index
of two variables (15 items), namely
personal capacity to transfer and op-
portunity to use learning. Rewards
was measured by an index of three
variables (17 items), namely transfer
effort-performance expectations, per-
formance outcomes expectations, and
personal outcomes-positive. Lastly,
self-efficacy was measured by four
items.

Findings

General Description of the Sample

Although demographics of re-
spondents were not part of the EM,
which the researcher attempted to test

in this study, Table 2 aims to just
provide a general description of the
sample. Per Table 1, supervisors’ aver-
age age was around 37 years and they
spent an average of 11 years in the
same organization. So, managers were
relatively young and they spent a good
number of years working in the same
organization, which may indicate
their commitment to their careers
and organizations. Table 2 also shows
that the average number of schooling
years was 16 years, which may mean
that supervisors completed a masters
degree or post-bachelor studies. The
average number of training programs
that supervisors have completed in the
past five years was about three pro-
grams. In terms of nature of work,
most respondents indicated they
worked from office (as supposed to
field work). Table 2 indicates that
most respondents were males
(75.2%). Although females comprise
about 50% of the workforce in all jobs
in the civil service system in Jordan,
they were underrepresented in super-
visory jobs. Women representation in
Jordan seemed compatible with a glo-
bal trend of lacking equal representa-
tion of women in top-level jobs (Dung
& Thi, 2004). However, discussing this
topic is beyond the scope of the pre-
sent study.
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Table 2

Summary for the Demographical Variables
Variable Mean Value
Age 37.5
Work Experience (# years) 11.12
Education (# years) 16.06
Number of Training Programs 2.95
Male 75.2%
Females 24.8%
N (324)
Path Analysis 1- In order to get the direct effects

Path analysis is a series of multiple
regression analyses with an additional
advantage to the simple regression,
which is its ability to enable us to
examine the tentative causality among
a group of independent variables and
a dependent variable (Babbie, 2004;
Walsh, 1990). Although some compu-
ter software could be used to calculate
path values (e.g., Lisrel), the research-
er aimed at explaining the process of
path analysis by using the traditional
method. Per Walsh (1990) one condi-
tion that ought to be satisfied prior to
using path analysis, which was to have
a solid theory that supports the tenta-
tive model. EM satisfied this require-
ment because it relied on strong
theoretical foundations vested, basi-
cally, in the expectancy theory and
training transfer (see, for example,
Yaghi et al., 2008; Khasawneh, 2004,
Bates & Holton, 1999; Vroom, 1964).
The following section describes the
four steps of testing the EM model
using path analysis:

between rewards, utility, and effi-
cacy and the dependent variable,
multiple regression models were
ran and included three variables
in the expectancy model (efficacy,
rewards, and utility) and reported
Betas (standardized coefficients).
Beta values indicated the emer-
gence of causal effects. Figure 2
shows that performance self-effi-
cacy had a positive and significant
direct effect on motivation
(Beta=.188), expected utility had
a positive and significant direct
effect on motivation (Beta =.290),
and expected rewards had a posi-
tive and significant direct effect
on motivation (Beta=.138). All
independent variables explained
about 23% of the variance in
supervisors’ motivation to apply
new skills (adjusted R* =.227).

Additional multiple regression
models were ran to investigate in-
direct effects that utility and effi-
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cacy had on motivation. Figure 2
shows that efficacy was positively
correlated with utility (R=.401).
Since there were only two vari-
ables, R was the same as the stan-
dardized coefficient. In addition,
utility was positively correlated
with rewards (R =.423).

3- In order to know how much var-
iance in the dependent variables
remained unexplained, three R?
values were:

(1) Model-1 for the entire model
(efficacy, utility, rewards,
and motivation)

(2) Model-2 for efficacy and uti-
lity, and

(3) Model-3 for utility and re-
wards

R? values indicated the propor-
tion of variance explained. Walsh
(1990) explained that in order to
get the proportion of variance left
unexplained, researchers should
“simply take the R squared value
away from 1 to get the coefficient
of alienation [unexplained por-
tion]” (Walsh, 1990: 320). There-
fore, R? was subtracted from 1 to
get the residuals (the unexplained
variance):

(1) Model-1: R* = 227 1-R*=.773
(2) Model-2: R?=.161  1-R?=.839
(3) Model-3: R*=.179  1-R*=.821
Because the unexplained variance
in the dependent variable (e) was

4-

relatively large for all indepen-
dent variables, variables other
than utility, efficacy and rewards
might also have influence over
supervisors’ motivation to trans-
fer.

Walsh (1990: 321) explained that
before calculating direct and in-
direct effects in path models three
conditions must be met (1) no
path may pass through the same
variable twice (2) no path may go
against the direction of an arrow
after the path has been traced
forward on a different arrow, and
(3) no path may be traced
through a double-headed arrow
more than once in a single path.
In order to determine the esti-
mated direct and indirect effects
of the independent variables on
motivation to transfer, the follow-
ing estimates were checked (see,
Figure 2):

(a) Direct effects (direct causal ar-
rows in Figure 2):.188,.290,
and.138 for efficacy, utility,
and rewards respectively.

(b) Indirect causal effects (med-
iating a third variable be-
tween the dependent and
independent variables): the
researchers traced and multi-
plied the paths from:

- Indirect effects of efficacy on mo-
tivation:
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(1) efficacy to utility to motiva-
tion: (.401)(.290)=.116

(2) efficacy to utility to rewards
to motivation:
(.401)(.423)(.138)=.023

- Total effects of efficacy on moti-
vation:.188 +.116+.023 =.327

- Indirect effects of utility on moti-
vation (utility to rewards to moti-
vation): (.423)(.138)=.058

- Total effects of utility on motiva-
tion:.290 4 .058 = .348

- Total effects of rewards on moti-
vation:.138 (while direct effect
was. 138, indirect effects was zero).

Discussion

The analysis provided a positive
answer to the research question by
confirming that EM could describe
training transfer in Jordan’s public
sector. Specifically, expected utility
from transfer was the strongest pre-

dictor of transferring KSA (the total
effect of utility on motivation to trans-
fer was.348). Self-efficacy was the sec-
ond strongest predictor of motivation
(total effects was.327). Rewards vari-
able was the weakest predictor of the
dependent variable (total effects
was.138). The relationship between
supervisors’ efficacy and utility was
relatively strong (Beta=.401), which
might indicate that efficacious super-
visors were more likely to expect a
higher level of utility from applying
new KSA. All variables, however,
explained about 23% of the variance
in the learning transfer. Although the
adjusted R? was only.227, the model
was significant (F =.000).

Those findings have practical and
theoretical implications. The EM
Model produced useful results as the
total direct and indirect effect of the
independent variables on employees’
motivation was adequate and con-

Beta=.423

Rewards

Beta=.138
/Beta,mo\

Motivation to
» Transfer

Utility

N=248
Beta=.401
Efficacy Beta=.188

Adjusted R?=.227

Figure 2: Path Analysis of EM
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formed to theoretical expectations in
which motivation was described as a
factor of utility, rewards, and efficacy
(see, Bates & Holton, 1999).

The study asserted that managers
were better motivated when they per-
ceived training as relevant interven-
tion to their work assignments.
Therefore, this relationship, between
transfer and utility, partially sup-
ported the expectancy theory in train-
ing as discussed in the present study.
Hence, organizations should be aware
that designing any training must be
relevant to trainees’ needs to perform-
ing tasks (see, Yaghi et al., 2008).
Training could be transferred if lea-
ders in the organization played a
mentor role and shared information
with others (Lakshman, 2007) so that
trainees could develop ownership of
training design and training content
(Wickrmasinghe, 2006). In other
words, when employees feel they are
part of the decisions about what to
train for and when to train, they
become better motivated to apply
what they learn (see, Yaghi et al.,
2008, and Khasawneh, 2004).

The study found self-efficacy a
strong predictor of managers’ motiva-
tion to transfer training. This means
that managers who feel confident in
their ability to apply KSA are moti-
vated to actually apply what they
learned. Contrary to what Bates and

Holton (1999) reported, self-efficacy
was a significant predictor of motiva-
tion, efficacy was also significant
through utility. Specifically, employ-
ees’ expectations and beliefs that they
have an ability to learn, retain, and
apply new knowledge have influenced
their motivation directly and indir-
ectly (through their perception of
training relevance). These two corre-
lations provided support to the expec-
tancy theory as applied in this study.

Practically, this finding suggests
that decision makers and organization
leadership should empower employ-
ees and instill in them self-confidence
and should allow them to try new
methods at work or even to be inno-
vative (Yaghi, 2007; Lingham et al.,
2006; Bates & Khasawneh, 2005; Dur-
fee et al., 2003).

A little similar to the findings re-
ported by Bates and Holton (1999),
“rewards” variable was a significant
factor in the expectancy model but it
was the weakest predictor of motiva-
tion. However, rewards did predict
motivation, which was not the case in
Bates and Holton’s study (1999). One
possible explanation to having a posi-
tive influence, yet weak, can be that
training is not connected, at least di-
rectly, with monetary or non-monetary
rewards. Therefore, supervisors in this
study reflected an expectation that self-
confidence (i.e., efficacy) and relevance
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of training could be more important
for them than salary increase or verbal
recognition by their superiors. This
finding suggests that working in an
environment where employees are
partners with their leadership in deci-
sion-making can surpass the impor-
tance of rewards, thus it can drive
better application of new KSA (Yaghi
et al., 2008). This finding asserts with
what has been previously reported that
organizational environment was essen-
tial to transferring learning (see, Bates
& Khasawneh, 2005).

The last important finding was that
rewards and utility were strongly re-
lated, which validates the expectancy
theory. One can argue that employees’
perception of rewards from learning
was viewed as part of the relevance of
training to one’s work. In other words,
to believe that applying new KSA is
possible and that organizational cul-
ture, colleagues, and superiors are sup-
portive would be perceived as
“reward” on their own (Yaghi et al.,
2007). Similar inter-relationship be-
tween efficacy and utility were signifi-
cant. One explanation is that trainees’
beliefin one’s ability to apply new KSA
can be seen as part of one’s assessment
of the entire organizational culture or
even of the relevance of training itself.
However, future studies should exam-
ine the relationship between efficacy
and utility, as well as between utility
and rewards.

Conclusion

The aim of the study was to examine
the expectancy theory by assessing the
impact of employees’ perceived effi-
cacy, perceived utility, and perceived
rewards on employees’ motivation to
transfer training. To thisend, alearning
transfer questionnaire (SLTSI) was ad-
ministered to a random sample of
managers in the public sector in Jordan.
By using path analysis to make sense of
managers’ feedback on the survey, the
study found that managers were more
likely to apply new knowledge, skills,
and abilities they gained from training
when they recognize the usefulness of
the training in which they were engaged
and also when their workplace pro-
vided them with suitable conditions
that enhanced their application of new
methods of performing their daily
tasks. Receiving rewards (e.g., mone-
tary or non-monetary) had the least
impact on motivating managers to ap-
ply new KSA.

The findings of the study came
from a scientific examination of train-
ing transfer. Because the sampling
technique relied on random selection
of respondents, findings of the study
can be generalized to the study popu-
lation, which is managers working the
public sector in Jordan. However,
generalizing those findings beyond
the study population should be done
cautiously because managers or em-
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ployees working in the private sector
and/or in other countries may experi-
ence different workplace environ-
ment, thus their expectations of
training and motivation to apply new
KSA could differ from those experi-
enced by managers in the Jordanian
public sector. Researchers are advised
to replicate this study in the private
sector in Jordan as well as in other
countries. While the sample size in this
study was adequate, researchers can
administer the survey to a larger sam-
ple from the public and private sectors
so that a comparative examination
can be produced.

This study provided practitioners
and policy makers with fact-based
knowledge about the impact of post-
training work conditions on transfer
of learning by identifying the utility of
training and efficacy of trainees as
significantly correlated with the moti-
vation to transfer training. Such
knowledge can guide future human
resource planning and management
practices. Specifically, assessing train-
ing as a planning mechanism should
benefit from this study’s findings,
which suggest that trainees’ percep-
tion pre and post-training is critical
for making training successful. Plan-
ners should pay attention to the orga-
nizational culture (e.g., values,
patterns of communication, norms,
attitudes, supervisory roles, and peer
relations) as another important factor

that shapes employees attitudes in the
workplace (Yaghi et al., 2007). In
other words, superiors need to encou-
rage subordinates to improve perfor-
mance by making use of KSA learned
in training. Because utility was the
most important factor that predicted
motivation to transfer, organizations
should design trainings that are rele-
vant to trainees’ work and create
supportive environments that encou-
rage employees to apply new KSA.
Moreover, trainees should be pre-
pared to improve the status quo before
they actually start or complete train-
ing. Trainees’ conviction that training
is useful for their performance, can be
enhanced by inviting them to partici-
pate in decision-making, and by giv-
ing them a stake in evaluating training
and training policies. This means that
engaging employees in selecting, de-
signing, and evaluating training pro-
grams can be essential to the success of
training transfer.

As some studies reported, rewards,
economic, or professional incentives
were not as important for transfer as
were trainees’ expectations about the
relevance and usefulness of training.
For practitioners, this finding could
mean that organizational manage-
ment might not need to overempha-
size promotions and salary increases
as motivational tools. Instead, the
management should enhance super-
vision by inviting more employees to
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freely participate in making important
decisions that affect their life at the
workplace, such as decisions about
changing or modifying methods of
doing daily tasks. If participation
succeeded in engaging employees in
designing their own work (e.g., job
description), employees would have
better chances to apply new KSA,

thus making training transferable.
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