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ABSTRACT

The main purpose of this research was threefold. The first aim was to investigate
the relationship between transfer of learning factors and perceived organizational
knowledge performance as an organizational performance outcome. The second aim was
to validate the generalized learning transfer system inventory (LTSI) within private,
privatized, and public corporations in the Korean organizational context. The third aim
was to examine transfer system characteristics in Korean culture across organizations,
training types, and participant demographics.
Transfer of learning factors, which were validated in the Korean context based on
the original LTSI, were adopted as main independent variables, and individual level
transfer results and organizational knowledge performance, respectively, served as
dependent variables. Rigorous translation processes including forward translation and
backward translation, subjective evaluation and objective evaluation, and pilot study
evaluations were conducted to ensure the quality of the translation. Data were collected
from thirteen heterogeneous organizations in Korea through a web-based survey. In this
study, 484 cases were used as the final data set.
The collected data were analyzed through different statistical techniques, which
include descriptive statistics and internal consistency reliability, exploratory factor
analysis (EFA), MANOVA, correlation, and multiple regression analysis. EFA results
identified twelve transfer of learning factors in the Korean business context. Also,
MANOVA analysis results demonstrated that the Korean transfer system characteristics
were different depending on organizational types, training types, gender, age, and work
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experience in the organization not education level. Lastly, hierarchical multiple
regression analysis results showed that there is a moderate positive relationship between
transfer of learning factors and the perceived individual level transfer results as well as
perceived organizational knowledge performance. Also, ancillary results identified the
mediation roles of individual level transfer results.
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Chapter 1
INTRODUCTION

Historical Perspectives
It is a common belief that an organization’s future success depends on how
quickly people in that organization can learn and transfer new ideas and information
which determine whether that organization will possess competitive influence in the
global market place in the current era of rapid change (Drucker, 2000; Holton, 2003). In
light of this, transfer of learning, which can be defined as “the extent to which knowledge
and skills acquired in a training setting are generalized and maintained over a period of
time in the job setting” (Ford & Weissbein, 1997, p. 22), has been an imperative issue
among both human resource development researchers and practitioners (Baldwin & Ford,
1988; Ford & Weissbein, 1997).
Many organizations in both the private and public sectors spend considerable
money on their formal training. According to Spitzer (2005), American companies spend
annually more than $300 billion on training, but only a small percentage of this
expenditure is predicted to pay off in performance improvements that result from the
transfer of learning to the job (Holton, Bates, Seyler, & Carvalho, 1997; Spitzer, 2005;
Yamnill & McLean, 2001). Although there is no empirical evidence regarding the
transfer problem, some researchers have maintained that the most general estimate of the
rate of transfer of learning connected to job performance is only 10 percent (Baldwin &
Ford, 1988; Georgenson, 1982; Holton, 2003).
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Rothwell and Sredl (2000) addressed the critical role of training evaluation: it can
assess the degree to which pre-defined performance objectives are met, and it can review
HRD’s economic influence on the organization and role in increasing human capital.
According to Holton (1996), transfer of learning is the core decisive factor for evaluating
training effectiveness. In this context, Kozlowski and Salas (1997) maintained that there
is agreement among researchers that the gain in knowledge, skills, behaviors, and
attitudes in leaning is useless if the new features are not generalized to the job situation or
are not eventually used in the work context.
Even though there are several kinds of measures of organizational performance
such as return on assets, growth in sales, generally, organizational performance refers to
the strategic and competency-based outcomes of an organization with regard to both
financial-oriented market sharing and learning-based knowledge creation (Gilley &
Maycunich, 2000; Rothwell, 1996; Yang, Watkins & Marsick, 2004). In the broadest
sense, organizational performance depends on the quality of human capital, which refers
to employees’ set of skills and knowledge which can produce economic value in
organizations (Keeley, 2007). Some researchers have claimed that an organization’s
knowledge is a critical point in the success of its business (Argyris & Schön, 1996; Dixon,
2000; Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995; Nonaka, von Krogh & Voelpel, 2006; Sessa & London,
2006). Other researchers have maintained the importance of the continuous learning
which can help an organization to grow continuously (Senge, 1990; Watkins & Marsick,
1993). For this reason, the role of strategic human resource development (HRD) in
organizations has been considered the most critical aspect for future success, and the
importance of effective HRD interventions has increased.

3

According to Rummler and Brache (1995), if HRD interventions for performance
improvement are not aligned with organizational mission, strategy, and goals, it could be
impossible to yield results which are valued by the organization. Nevertheless, even
though HRD interventions are qualified with the above conditions, if training cannot lead
to change in performance due to transfer problems, the training intervention is worthless
(Yamnill & McLean, 2001). To make this conversion, above all things, HRD
practitioners must solve the transfer of learning problem. As such, transfer of learning is
critical to improve human performance in HRD.

The Problem
The main purpose of this research was threefold. The first aim was to investigate
the relationship between transfer of learning factors and perceived organizational
knowledge performance as an organizational performance outcome. The second aim was
to validate the generalized learning transfer system inventory (LTSI) within private,
privatized, and public corporations in the Korean organizational context. The third aim
was to examine the transfer system characteristics in Korean culture across organizations,
training types, and participant demographics.
In recent years, transfer of learning research has focused on two main issues:
determining factors that influence transfer of learning such as learner characteristics,
training design, and work environment (Baldwin & Ford, 1988; Burke & Hutchins, 2007;
Ford & Weissbein, 1997; Lim & Morris, 2006; Holton, 1996) and validating the LTSI
instrument, which was developed by Holton, Bates, and Ruona (2000), in different
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cultural contexts (Chen, Holton, & Bates, 2005; Holton, Bates, & Ruona, 2000; Holton,
Bates, Bookter, & Yamkovenko, 2007; Holton, Bates, Seyler, & Carvalho, 1997).
More recently, in conjunction with the growing attention on the importance of the
learning organizationwhich refers to an organization in which individuals learn
continuously and which constantly converts itself in order to solve problems and create
innovative solutions in a collaborative and collective environment (Ellinger, Ellinger,
Yang, & Howton, 2002; Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995; Senge, 1990; Watkins & Marsick,
1993)several researchers have focused on the relationship among the learning
organization, the transfer of learning climate, and organizational long-term performance
such as innovation and turnover intention (Bates & Khasawneh, 2005; Egan, Yang, &
Bartlett, 2004). However, there exist few studies that investigate the relationship between
transfer of learning factors and organizational performance outcomes.
This study examined the relationship between transfer of learning factors, which
enable people to transfer learned knowledge, skills, and attitudes acquired through
learning to their workplace, and perceived organizational knowledge performance, which
refers to nonfinancial intellectual capital that can be regarded as one of the most
significant organizational performance outcomes. The literature review shows that learner
characteristics, training design, and work environment might correlate with
organizational performance outcomes. Nevertheless, there exists no research about the
extent to which these transfer factors affect organizational performance outcomes. This
shortage of research makes it difficult for workplace learning and performance (WLP)
practitioners to prepare transfer interventions because there are many factors that could
affect transfer of learning.

5

According to Spitzer (2005), many practitioners in WLP have difficulty in
performing Kirkpatrick’s level three (behavior change: transfer of leaning) and level four
(results) evaluations for training programs that they conduct because not only do they not
have enough time and resources to carry out evaluation research, but also it is difficult for
them to isolate training effects as the sole cause of changes in results. Therefore,
empirical evidence on which transfer of learning factors influence organizational
performance might be helpful to WLP practitioners and organizational decision makers in
implementing transfer of learning interventions in their workplace in order to improve
organizational financial performance as well as nonfinancial performance. With regard to
this, Holton (2005) also suggested that research about the relationship among intervening
variables that affect learning, intervening variables that affect transfer, and intervening
variables that affect performance should be examined and tested for its capacity to
forecast transfer to job performance.
Furthermore, there have been no efforts to validate the LTSI instrument in the
Korean organizational cultural context even though many validation studies of the LTSI
instrument have been conducted in various different cultural contexts (Bates, Kauffeld, &
Holton, 2007; Chen, Holton, & Bates, 2005; Holton, Bates, & Ruona, 2000; Khasawneh,
Bates, & Holton, 2006; Yamnill, 2001). Therefore, research on a valid and reliable
instrument for transfer of learning in the Korean organizational context could help WLP
researchers and practitioners in Korea to improve training programs’ effectiveness in
achieving organizational performance.
Besides, it is important to recognize how transfer of learning system
characteristics vary across organizational setting and training types in enhancing transfer
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of learning because understanding of transfer systems’ differences across different
situations would enable organizations to propose a more customized approach to transfer
system change (Holton, Chen, & Naquin, 2003). Related to this, several research studies
have been conducted in different cultural contexts such as the United State and Thailand
(Bates & Holton, 2004; Chen, Holton, & Bates, 2006; Holton, Chen, & Naquin, 2003;
Yamnill, 2001). However, there has been no research in the Korean context. As transfer
system characteristics can differ across organizational types, training types, and
demographics, it is important to understand the differences among those variables in
order to develop effective interventions to improve transfer of learning in Korea.
The abovementioned research identified the significant and imperative
relationship between transfer of learning factors and organizational knowledge
performance. In addition, this research validated the LTSI instrument and investigated the
differences of transfer system characteristics in the Korean organizational context. The
results of this study could be employed in the creation of WLP strategies in order to
maximize the effectiveness of training interventions in Korea.

Significance of the Study
This study contributed knowledge to WLP professionals and organizational
decision makers in two ways. First, this study helped to develop a valid and reliable
measurement of transfer of learning in Korea that can be used to identify where transfer
problems exist in order to intervene in these problems. WLP practitioners in Korea can
use this instrument in conducting needs assessment and evaluation to obtain information
about learning effectiveness.
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Second, it provided information about developing transfer of learning intervention
strategies in order to improve performance in organizations by clarifying with empirical
evidence to what extent transfer factors affect organizational knowledge performance
outcomes. Based on these identified transfer factors, WLP practitioners in Korea would
prioritize interventions that can address an organization’s most critical transfer problems
in order to improve performance. By doing so, WLP professionals could shift their focus
from learning to improving performance, and organizational decision makers who should
handle transfer issues as a top priority can remove impediments to transfer of learning in
order to maximize performance (Chen, Holton, & Bates, 2006).
Further, this study also contributed to HRD theory about transfer of learning by
providing researchers with not only the results of this study but also directions for future
study regarding the relationships between transfer of learning factors and organizational
knowledge performance outcomes.

Research Questions
The main purpose of this research was to investigate the relationship between
transfer of learning factors and perceived organizational knowledge performance. With
regard to this, the Learning Transfer System Inventory (LTSI) (Holton, Bates, & Ruona,
2001; Holton, Bates, Seyler, & Carvalho, 1997), individual level transfer results (Bates,
Kauffeld, & Holton, 2007), and organizational knowledge performance (Marsick &
Watkins, 1999; Watkins & Marsick, 1993), which have been validated in several cultural
contexts, were adopted as the main research instruments.
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Along with these research concepts, this study was guided by the following
questions:
1. To what extent is Holton, Bates, and Ruona’s instrument for transfer of learning
valid and reliable in the Korean organizational context?
2. Are there differences in Korean transfer system characteristics among different
organizational types: private, privatized, and public organizations?
3. Are there differences in Korean transfer system characteristics among different
training types: management training, leadership training, general business skill
training, professional training, and organizational change training?
4. Are there differences in Korean transfer system characteristics among
demographics of participants: gender, age, education, and work experiences?
5. To what extent do transfer of learning factors affect perceived individual level
transfer results?
6. To what extent do transfer of learning factors affect perceived organizational
knowledge performance?

Limitations
This study has three limitations regarding the selection of variables and sampling
issues. First, there are numerous variables that can affect the transfer of learning as a
secondary influence, such as personality traits and job attitudes (Holton, 2005). However,
this research focused on transfer of learning variables that were represented in the LTSI
because this study was cross-cultural research based on same instrument. Second, this
study collected and analyzed the personal perceptions of organizational knowledge
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performance, which represents nonfinancial intellectual capital results in the
organization’s improvement, rather than the actual organizational financial performance
data because of the sensitivity and confidentiality of that data. Third, in terms of sampling
issues, the sample of this study will be limited to private, privatized, and nonprofit
Korean organizations that were chosen based on criteria such as participants who
attended training programs within six months; therefore, a generalization issue might
exist even though the main intention of this study is not to generalize the results.

Definition of Terms
Transfer of learning: “The extent to which knowledge and skills acquired in a
training setting are generalized and maintained over a period of time in the job setting”
(Ford & Weissbein, 1997, p. 22). This term is also interchangeably used with transfer of
training, learning transfer, and training transfer in the HRD field. However, for
consistency, the term of transfer of learning was used in this study.
Learning Transfer System Inventory (LTSI): “A diagnostic instrument originally
developed by Holton and Bates (1998) for measuring transfer of learning systems that
consists of a set of sixteen factors that influence transfer. This LTSI can offer a simple
and quick approach to pinpoint learning transfer system problems” (Holton, 2003, p. 59).
Individual level transfer results: “Individual perceptions of the extent to which the
application of training on the job resulted in performance gains” (Bates, Kauffeld, &
Holton, 2007, p. 195).
Organizational performance: “Strategic and competency-based outcomes or
accomplishments of an organization, which yield more valuable improvement of the
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organization in both the levels of financial oriented market sharing and learning-based
knowledge creation” (Marsick & Watkins, 1999, p. 11).
Organizational knowledge performance: “Employees’ perceptions about
nonfinancial intellectual capital results in the organization’s improvement in customer
satisfaction, numbers of implemented suggestions, numbers of new products and services,
percentage of skilled workers, investment in technologies for learning or knowledge
management, and numbers of actively learning individuals” (Marsick & Watkins, 1999, p.
12).

Assumptions
This study makes the following assumptions:
1. The items of the LTSI will cover all of the factors which can influence transfer of
learning in Korea.
2.

Korean culture will be different from other cultures such as U.S.A, Thai, and
Taiwan.

3. There will be no bias in cross-translating the LTSI and organizational knowledge
performance instruments from English to Korean and Korean to English.
4. The respondents will answer the questions truthfully.
5. Perceived organizational knowledge performance will represent the
organizational performance outcome because ultimate organizational financial
performance could be achieved through organizational knowledge outcomes
(Bates & Khasawneh, 2005; Watkins & Marsick, 1993).
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Conceptual Framework
The conceptual framework of this research was based on Holton’s integrated
HRD evaluation and research model (Holton, 1996; Holton, 2005). This model proposes
that three HRD intervention outcomeslearning, individual performance, and
organizational performanceare a function of factors in four construct domainslearner
characteristics, ability, motivation, and environmental influences (Holton, 2005; Noe &
Schmitt, 1986). In addition, Holton’s model (2005) suggests that learning outcomes affect
individual performance throughout the transfer of learning process and individual
performance outcomes, which are linked with organizational goals, can influence the
organizational performance outcomes such as expected utility and return on investment
(ROI).
Due to growing concerns about the linkage between learning interventions and
organizational performance outcomes in organizations, knowledge performance has been
regarded as another expected utility for representing long-term organizational
performance (Ellinger, Ellinger, Yang, & Howton, 2002; Watkins & Marsick, 1993;
Zhang, Zhang, & Yang, 2004). According to Kaiser (2000), organizational knowledge
that can result in innovation could be affected by many organizational learning variables
such as culture, climate, leadership, management practices, information acquisition,
retrieval, and sharing, and by organizational structures, systems and environment.
The research problems the researcher examined here were based on a nonexperimental and quantitative research design that utilized data collection obtained from
employees in organizations through a multi-response survey based on (1) the Learning
Transfer System Inventory (LTSI) (Holton, Bates, and Ruona, 2000); (2) the individual
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level transfer results (Bates, Kauffeld, & Holton, 2007); and the organizational
knowledge performance dimension from the learning organization questionnaire (DLOQ)
(Watkins & Marsick, 1993, 1996).
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Chapter 2
LITERATURE REVIEW
The purpose of this study was to investigate the relationship between transfer of
learning factors and perceived organizational knowledge performance within six private,
four privatized, and three public corporations in the Korean context. Accordingly, this
chapter reviews the related literature which consists of three sections, each of which
illustrates one of the research components: (a) transfer of learning; (b) organizational
knowledge performance; and (c) linkages between transfer of learning factors and
perceived organizational knowledge performance.
Transfer of Learning
Concept of Transfer of Learning
Ford and Weissbein (1997, p. 22) defined transfer as “the extent to which
knowledge and skills acquired in a training setting are generalized and maintained over a
period of time in the job setting.” Baldwin and Ford (1988, p. 63) said of conditions of
transfer that “learned behavior must be generalized to the job context and maintained
over a period time on the job.”
Theory of Transfer of Learning
Holton (2005) proposed an updated comprehensive framework called the HRD
Evaluation and Research model in order to account for the casual influences on HRD
intervention outcomes. This model originally comes from the critique of Kirkpatrick’s
four-level evaluation model (Holton, 1996) which is composed of reaction, learning,
transfer, and results (Kirkpatrick, 2007). In this article, Holton (1996) insisted that
Kirkpatrick’s evaluation model is not an evaluation model, but rather a really simple
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taxonomy of HRD outcomes by pointing out that there are weak correlations reported
among evaluation levels. Holton proposed a new evaluation model that explains the
effects of intervening variables that affect HRD outcomes, such as motivation to learn,
job attitudes, personal characteristics, and transfer of training conditions.
As shown in Figure 2.1, Holton (1996, 2005) suggested three HRD outcome
levelslearning, individual performance, and organizational performancethat can be
hypothesized as functions of the factors in three main construct domainsability,
motivation, and environment.

Secondary
Influence

Motivation

Environment

Personality Traits
Conscientiousness
Neuroticism
Openness to experience
Goal Orientation
Locus of control

Performance Self-Efficacy
Learner Readiness
Job Attitudes
Organizational Commitment
Job involvement

Motivation to Improve Work Through Learning (MTIWL)
Motivation to learn
Motivation to transfer
Transfer Effort → Performance
Performance → Outcome

Perceptions
Utility Perceptions
Behavioral Intentions

Outcomes

Learning

Ability

Learning Design
Ability

Feedback
Peer support
Supervisor support
Openness to change
Personal outcomes-Positive
Personal outcomes-Negative
Supervisor sanction

Individual
Performance

Content Validity
Transfer Design
Personal Capacity for Transfer
Opportunity to use

Expected Utility/
Return on
Investment

External Events

Organizational
Performance

Linkage to Organization
Goals

Figure 2.1. Revised HRD evaluation and research model
Source: Holton, E. F., Ш. (2005). Holton’s evaluation model: New evidence and construct elaborations. Advances
in Developing Human Resources, 7(1), p. 51Used with permission.
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Learning Outcome
In this model, the learning outcome is mainly influenced by two intervening
variables, individual learner characteristics and job attitude, in the secondary influence
construct domain. Learner characteristics consist of five factors, (a) conscientiousness,
(b) neuroticism, (c) openness to experience, (d) goal orientation, and (e) locus of control.
These are drawn from three main characteristics: personality, which can be assessed
using the Big Five framework (Costa & McCrae, 1992), the goal orientation trait, which
represents a learning orientation linked with more positive learning outcomes (Bell &
Kozlowski, 2002), and locus of control (either an internal locus of control or external
locus of control), which is a major interpreter of motivation to learn (Colquitt, LePine, &
Noe, 2000).
Job attitudes that are other secondary influences that can influence motivation to
learn as well as motivation to transfer include job involvement and organizational
commitment. According to Naquin and Holton (2003), these factors are related to a
motivation construct called Motivation to Improve Work Through Learning (MTIWL)
which joins motivation to learn and motivation to transfer. In addition, in terms of
environment construct domain, perceptions of training such as utility reactions and
behavioral intentions were included in this model.
Individual Performance Outcome
Individual performance outcome can be influenced by several intervening
variables that result from two main research studies that define 16 factors that build up
the learning transfer system and MTIWL which is defined as motivation to improve work
through learning (Holton, 2005). The LTSI represents the most generally recognized
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transfer of learning factors which have been validated by construct validation studies
(Holton, 2003). This LTSI consists of 16 factors that can also be classified into four main
domains: (a) ability domain, (b) motivation domain, (c) environmental domain, and (d)
secondary influence domain (Holton, Bates, Bookter, & Yamkovenko, 2007). Table 2.1
shows the definition of each factor.
Table 2.1. Learning Transfer System Inventory (LTSI) Scale Definitions
Factor
Learner Readiness
Motivation to Transfer
Personal Outcomes-Positive
Personal Outcomes-Negative
Personal Capacity for
Transfer
Peer Support
Supervisor Support
Supervisor Sanction
Perceived Content Validity
Transfer Design
Opportunity to Use
Transfer Effort-Performance
Expectations
Performance-Outcomes
Expectations
Resistance/Openness to
Change
Performance Self-Efficacy
Performance Coaching

Definition
Extent to which individuals are prepared to enter and participate
in training
Direction, intensity, and persistence of effort toward using in a
work setting skills and knowledge learned
Degree to which applying training on the job leads to outcomes
that are positive for the individual
Extent to which individuals believe that not applying skills and
knowledge learned in training will lead to negative personal
outcomes
Extent to which individuals have the time, energy, and mental
space in their work lives to make changes required to transfer
learning to the job
Extent to which peers reinforce and support use of learning on the
job
Extent to which supervisors/managers support and reinforce use
of training on the job
Extent to which individuals perceive negative responses from
supervisors/managers when applying skills learned in training
Extent to which trainees judge training content to accurately
reflect job requirements
Degree to which (a) training has been designed and delivered to
give trainees the ability to transfer learning to the job, and (b)
training instructions match job requirements
Extent to which trainees are provided with or obtain resources
and tasks on the job enabling them to use training on the job
Expectation that effort devoted to transferring learning will lead
to changes in job performance
Expectation that changes in job performance will lead to valued
outcomes
Extent to which prevailing group norms are perceived by
individuals to resist or discourage the use of skills and knowledge
acquired in training
An individual’s general belief that he or she is able to change his
or her performance when he or she wants to
Formal and informal indicators from an organization about an
individual’s job performance
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Holton (2005) also conceptualized the motivation construct called MTIWL, which
includes Motivation to Learn (MTL) and Motivation to Transfer (MTT) as intervening
variables for individual performance outcomes in this model. Naquin and Holton (2003)
maintained that the work improvement process in HRD includes learners’ knowledge
acquisitions as well as knowledge transfer into job application for improving work
outcomes or productivity. They hypothesized that persons who have high levels of both
MTL and MTT are inclined to show greater motivation in work-relevant learning
situations that emphasize practice and job application than persons who only have high
levels of MTL. Furthermore, they are expected to demonstrate higher rates of transfer to
individual performance. Holton (2005, p. 48) suggested that MTIWL can be defined as
Motivation to improve work through learning (MTIWL) =
f (Motivation to train, Motivation to transfer)
Organizational Performance Outcome
Regarding intervening variables for organizational performance outcome, Holton
(2005) argued that there is a relationship between Expected Return/Utility of training and
Motivation to Improve Work Through Learning (MTIWL). For example, training which
is aligned with the corporate strategy is likely to demonstrate higher utility and increased
trainee MTT (Montesino, 2002). He also hypothesized that this Expected Utility/Return
on Investment affects organizational performance such as organizational innovation.
Figure 2.1 presents a framework of integrated learning transfer process based on
both Baldwin and Ford’s transfer process model (1988) and Holton’s conceptual
evaluation model (1996). In Figure 2.1, learning transfer is made up of the systems
approach process: input, process, and output. Input is described by three transfer
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constructs, that is, learner characteristics, training design, and work environment. Process
includes learning and transfer, and output equals performance. As the model indicates,
learning and transfer are essential to performance, and learning process is affected by the
three transfer constructs to yield learning outcome, just as transfer process is influenced
by learning outcome and the three transfer constructions. In other words, the three
transfer constructs greatly impact the transfer process throughout the whole learning
process.
Transfer of Learning Construct Factors
Transfer Constructs
Baldwin and Ford (1988) suggested that a framework for the transfer of learning
consists of three processes: training inputs, training outputs, and conditions of training.
Training inputs consist of learner characteristics factors, training design factors, and work
environment factors; training outputs include both learning and retention; and conditions
of training include generalization and maintenance of the learned substance. According to
Holton (1996), the outcomes of training intervention are learning, individual performance,
and organizational results; crucial factors influencing training transfer are motivation to
transfer, transfer climate, and transfer design. Burke and Hutchins (2007) provided an
integrated review of transfer of learning factors across the literature of management,
human resource development, training, adult learning, performance improvement, and
psychology. They examined the three most important factors affecting transfer of
traininglearner characteristics, intervention design and delivery, and work environment
influences.
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Transfer Factors
Much transfer of learning research focuses on factors affecting transfer of
learning that can be categorized as three constructs. Baldwin and Ford (1988) suggested
that learner characteristics factors are ability, personality, and motivation. Holton (1996),
however, found four learner characteristics for transfer motivation: intervention
fulfillment, learning outcomes, job attitudes, and expected utility of results. His research
suggested that trainees’ expectations for training interventions and their need for
performance-related learning affect transfer of learning in the workplace. Learning
outcomes are anticipated to support transfer motivation because thriving learners believe
that their learning outcomes could enhance performance; job attitudes are anticipated to
affect motivation to learn, transfer of learning, and job performance. Expected utility of
results like ROI can yield better motivation to transfer learning because of high
expectations about performance changes. According to Burke and Hutchins (2007),
learner characteristics that are related to performance include trainee’s intellectual ability,
self-efficacy, motivation, personality, perceived utility/value, career/job variables, and
locus of control (LOC).
Yamnill and McLean (2001) dealt with theories of motivation of transfer, transfer
design, and transfer climate based on Holton’s transfer of training model. Motivation of
transfer, defined as “trainees’ desire to use the knowledge and skills mastered in the
training program on the job” (cited in Yamnill & McLean, 2001, p. 197), can be
explained by theories of expectancy, equity, and goal setting. Expectancy theory
demonstrates that a particular behavior will lead to desirable outcomes or rewards, and
equity theory shows that people desire to be treated fairly in relation to others. In goal
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setting theory, intention and values serve as two determinants of behavior, and goals and
feedback are crucial to accomplish behavior for performance.
According to Noe (1986), motivation to transfer of learning, which can be
identified as trainees’ desire to utilize the knowledge and skills obtained in training or
associated learning activities on the job (Noe & Schmitt, 1986), plays a role as a
moderator for the relationship between learning and behavior change. He found that
training effectiveness can be influenced by trainees’ attitudes, interests, values, and
expectations.
Training design factors that are critical to HRD practitioners have been studied by
numerous researchers. Baldwin and Ford (1988) suggested that the main training design
factors are principles of learning, sequencing, and the job relevance of training content.
Holton (1996) claimed that transfer design, which enables trainees to recognize how to
apply new knowledge and skills in a job context, affects transfer of learning. Moreover,
training intervention design and delivery are expected to influence aspects of transfer of
learning such as needs analysis, learning goals, content relevance, instructional strategies
and methods, self-management strategies, and technological support (Burke & Hutchins,
2007).
Training transfer design, that is, the design of training programs such that they
provide learners the ability to apply what they learned on the job, can include theories of
identical elements, principles, and near and far transfer. According to the identical
elements theory, transfer can be improved when the task in the training setting is identical
to the task in the transfer setting. The principles theory proposed that training should
provide the learner with the general principles necessary to learn a task, so that the
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learner can apply these principles when solving problems in the transfer setting. Near and
far transfer theory deals with the application of learning to situations similar or dissimilar
to those of the original learning occasion. Near transfer, which is related to the identical
elements theory, can occur in short-term skill development because it can be carried out
immediately to improve performance. On the other hand, far transfer, which is related to
the principal theory, is appropriate in management development or creative problemsolving, because these programs require long-term goals.
Work environment factors can be defined as factors that hinder, decrease, or
support learning transfer. Work environment factors include supervisory or peer support
and opportunity to use trained behavior on the job (Baldwin & Ford, 1988). According to
Holton (1996), transfer conditions such as supervisor’s training support and supervisor’s
rewards for adapting training outcomes to the workplace are crucial to improve transfer
of learning.
Ford and Weissbein (1997) updated Baldwin and Ford’s (1988) review of
literature focused on transfer of learning. They examined twenty studies of transfer of
learning conducted since 1988. A greater number of work environment factors affecting
transfer of learning were found such as situational cues (goals, social, task, and selfcontrol cues), consequences of performance of trained tasks (positive, negative, and no
feedback), three dimensions of opportunity, and supervisory support. Ford and Weissbein
(1997) addressed the necessity of greater understanding of work environment constructs
that affect transfer of learning in order to improve transfer performance. Burke and
Hutchins (2007) found that variables related to work environmental influences consist of
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strategic link, transfer climate, supervisor/peer support, opportunity to perform, and
accountability.
Transfer climate, defined as a mediating variable between organization and
individual (Yamnill & McLean, 2001), can be supported by theories of transfer climate
framework and organization theory. Transfer climate consists of four types of situational
cuesgoal cues, social cues, task cues, and self-control cuesand four types of
consequencespositive feedback, negative feedback, punishment, and no feedback.
Organization theory, which is based on systems-oriented theory, explains the
organizational climate needed for transfer of learning. Assessment of the need for change,
intervention implementation, and the transfer of trained skills should be conducted in the
context of work team, subunit, and organization levels (Kozlowski & Salas, 1997).
Table 2.2 compares the factors affecting learning transfer in terms of three major
literature reviews related to transfer. Each construct includes numerous factors that can
influence transfer of learning. Nevertheless, the constructs share common factors that
have a strongly related to transfer: trainee’s ability, personality, and motivation in the
learner characteristics construct; content relevance and adoption in job context in the
training design construct; and supervisory support and opportunity to perform in the work
environment construct.
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Table 2.2.
Summary of Transfer of Learning Factors

Constructs

Baldwin & Ford
(1988)
• Ability
• Personality
• Motivation

• Intervention
fulfillment
• Learning outcomes
• Job attitudes
• Expected utility of
Results

• Principles of
learning
• Sequencing
• Job relevance of
training content

• Adoption of new KS
in job context

• Supervisory support
• Peer support
• Opportunity to use

• Supervisor’s
training support
• Supervisor’s reward

Learner
Characteristics

Training Design

Work
Environment

Holton
(1996)

Burke & Hutchins
(2007)
• Trainee’s
intellectual ability
• Self-efficacy
• Motivation
• Personality
• Career/job variables
• Locus of control
(LOC)
• Needs analysis
• Learning goals
• Content relevance
• Instructional
strategies and
methods
• Self-management
strategies
• Technological
support
• Strategic link
• Transfer climate
• Supervisory support
• Peer support
• Opportunity to
perform
• Accountability

Validation of Transfer of learning Instrument
Holton, Bates, and Ruona (2000) conducted validation of an instrument that
measures factors affecting transfer of learning, which was version 2 of the Learning
Transfer System Inventory (LTSI). This study was executed on 1,616 trainees from a
wide range of organizations in the United States based on the previous validation of a
transfer climate instrument which was version 1 of the LTSI (Holton, Bates, Seyler, &
Carvalho, 1997). In this study, by using exploratory factor analysis (EFA) they revealed
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sixteen transfer factors which were also categorized as eleven program-specific transfer
factors and five general transfer factors. The average loading on the major factors was .62
with only a .05 average loading on non-major factors. Cronbach alpha reliabilities ranged
from .63 to .91, with only three of the scales below .70. Eventually, 68 items remained in
the final instrument, which can assess sixteen factors.
Related to this research, Yamnill (2001) first replicated Holton, Bates, and
Ruona’s (2000) study to identify a set of factors that affect transfer of learning in
Thailand. In this study, cross translation was executed to guarantee equivalence between
the Thai and English version of the LTSI. First, the English version of the LTSI was
translated into Thai by the researcher. Then, two Thai Ph.D. candidates majoring in HRD
in the United States reviewed the questionnaire, and the researcher revised it based on
their feedback. Second, the Thai version of the LTSI was back translated into English by
a bilingual translator who earned a Ph.D. in the Unites States. Third, the back translated
LTSI was compared with the original English version of the LTSI to ensure equivalency.
Discrepancies between the translations were revised after discussion with translator and
Dr. Holton who developed original version of the LTSI. Finally, the Thai version of the
LTSI was completed.
The Thai version of the LTSI was validated by using 1,029 employees including
members of the Thai government and private and state enterprise organizations. This
study also used exploratory factor analysis (EFA). The Thai LTSI consisted of 52 items
measuring eleven factors on specific training program scales and 21 items measuring five
factors in training on general scales. In terms of specific training program scales, the
average loading on the major factor was .61 with only .01 average loading on non-major
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factors and the eigenvalue of each factor was 1 or more. Cronbach alpha reliabilities
ranged from .58 to .85 with an average alpha of .73. Regarding training on general scales,
reliabilities ranged from .61 to .81 with the average alpha of .72. The average loading on
the major factor was .58 with a .01 average loading on non-major factors.
In 2005 Chen, Holton, and Bates validated the LTSI in the Taiwanese context
with a heterogeneous sample including 583 participants collected from thirteen
organizations using a translation process with qualitatively subjective, quantitatively
objective, and pilot evaluations of the translation. This study adopted exploratory factor
analysis (EFA). This Taiwanese version of the LTSI (TLTSI) had sixteen statistically
reliable and valid factors. The researchers determined that this study provided
comparable transfer factors for a cross-cultural study between Taiwan and the United
States. Sixteen validated factors appeared to be comparable between the LTSI and TLTSI.
An Arabic version of the LTSI was also developed and validated by utilizing
exploratory factor analysis (EFA) for use in Jordan by Khasawneh, Bates, and Holton
(2006). This study was conducted on 450 employees of 28 different public and private
sector organizations and showed a latent factor structure which is highly consistent with
the English version of the LTSI. Overall, the original factor structure of the LTSI was
replicated in both the training specific domain and training general domain with sufficient
validity and reliability.
Bates, Kauffeld, and Holton (2007) also examined the construct of a German
version of the Learning Transfer System Inventory (GLTSI) to assess sixteen factors
known to have an impact on the transfer of learning in work settings. This study adopted
samples from 569 participants of training programs in seventeen private sector
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organizations in Germany. Results of this study also showed sixteen factors that are
highly consistent with the original American version of the LTSI. EFA analysis results
indicated that the GLTSI had validity with factor loading greater than .40 in both the
training specific domain and training general domain. The reliability estimate for scales
ranged from .58 to .69.
As evidenced, most studies of validation of the LTSI in various cultural contexts
have produced a sixteen factor solution which matched with the original American
version of the LTSI.

Transfer System Characteristics
The transfer system refers to all factors influencing transfer of learning (Holton et
al., 2000). Transfer system characteristics generally consist of domains such as
environment, motivation, ability-related, transfer design, and learner characteristics
factors (Baldwin & Ford, 1988; Noe & Schmitt, 1986). Yamnill (2001) investigated the
transfer system in Thai culture across organizations and training types, as well as
participant demographics. MANOVA was used in this study to evaluate the Thai transfer
system across a variety of variables. The result showed that the Thai transfer systems
differ most significantly based on organizational typeespecially between government
(lower) and private (higher) organizationstraining type, gender, age, educational level,
and work experience.
After this study, Holton, Chen, and Naquin (2003) conducted research comparing
and contrasting transfer of learning systems across organizations and training types in the
United States. A subset of 1,099 respondents was utilized in comparing across three
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organizational types, eight organizations, and nine types of training. The results of this
study also indicated that transfer systems differ across organizational types, organizations,
and training types. Another research on transfer system characteristics in Jordan
suggested similar results about transfer systems which varied across levels of education,
years of experience, types of training, choice of training, sector of the organization, and
task of the organization (Khasawneh, Bates, and Holton, 2006).
According to Chen, Holton, and Bates (2006), situational variables affect learning
transfer system characteristics. Such variables include organizational type (e.g., public
sector, private sector, not-for-profit organizations, public-for-profit organizations, or
educational organizations), organizations (e.g., government agency, manufacturing
company, or insurance company), and training type (e.g., orientation, technical, safety,
management, or interpersonal skills). Along with research on situational and
demographical influences on the Taiwanese version of the learning transfer system
inventory in Taiwanese organizations, demographic variables had little connection with
transfer of learning; in contrast, situational variables intervene in transfer of learning.
These findings were in accord with a related study performed by Holton in the U.S.

Organizational Knowledge Performance
Organizational Knowledge
An organization’s ability to create, share, and utilize knowledge is regarded as the
most important factor in obtaining a sustainable competitive advantage and achieving
ultimate performance in the uncertain future management environment (Nonaka, 1994;
Nonaka & Toyama, 2003). At the same time, an organization’s ability to transform

28

learning output into organizational performance is considered another of the most
significant aspects for ongoing organizational success (Swanson & Holton, 2001).
In this sense, a considerable amount of research has been conducted regarding
learning organizations. A learning organization is an organization in which individuals
learn continuously and which constantly converts itself by scrutinizing information in its
environment, creating knowledge, and transferring knowledge in order to solve problems
and create innovative solutions in a collaborative and collective environment (Ellinger,
Ellinger, Yang, & Holton, 2002; Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995; Marquardt, 2002; Senge,
1990; Watkins & Marsick, 1993). A learning organization is influenced by learning
culture in terms of how the organization creates values, beliefs, practices, rituals, and
customs, and an organization’s learning culture is critical for business success (Marquardt,
2002). This concept of the learning organization culture mainly concerns issues such as
individuals’ continuous learning opportunities (Carroll, Rudolph & Hatakenaka, 2005;
Senge, 1990; Watkins & Marsick, 1993), organizational collaborative learning process
(Jacobs, 1995; Kofman & Senge, 1993), grant managerial support (Marquardt, 2002;
Yang et al., 2004), and circulative organizational knowledge creation (Dixon, 2000;
Leonard, 1998).
As a rule, a learning organization is required to make individuals play the role of
agency in order that individuals’ experiences and various perspectives can be
accumulated into organizational knowledge (Argyris & Schön, 1996; Dixon, 2000;
Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995; Nonaka, von Krogh & Voelpel, 2006; Sessa & London, 2006).
This allows the learning organization to interact with diverse elements including
customers, markets, and even competitors (Ellinger, Watkins & Bostrom, 2000) so that
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the organization can determine the best means for its success and to obtain support at the
managerial level as well as a learning system that leads to dynamic learning activities
(von Krogh, Ichijo & Nonaka, 2000).
Organizational Knowledge Performance Construct
Watkins and Marsick (1993, 1996) developed an integrated learning organization
construct which contains the seven dimensions of the learning organization as well as two
organizational performance improvements. Specifically, they identified seven action
imperatives that exist at the individual, team, and organizational levels: continuous
learning, inquiry and dialogue, team learning, empowerment, embedded systems, system
connection, and strategic leadership (Watkins & Marsick, 1993, 1996).
This model provides a logical and broad definition of the construct of the learning
organization, defines the construct from an organizational standpoint, and provides
sufficient measurement domain. In addition, this model not only identifies underlying
learning organization dimensions, but also integrates such dimensions in a theoretical
framework that specifies interdependent relationships. In this model, Watkins and
Marsick (1993) emphasize three leverage points in their framework: “(1) systems-level,
continuous learning; (2) that is created in order to create and manage knowledge
outcomes; (3) which lead to improvement in the organization’s performance, and
ultimately its value, as measured through both financial assets and non-financial
intellectual capital.”
In recent years, HRD research has focused on organizational learning theory and
practice which show evidence of the importance of learning in organizations (Watkins &
Marsick, 1993) because it has been hypothesized that learning has positive effects on
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organizational performance. In this context, Ellinger et al. (2002) investigated the
relationship between learning organization factors based on Watkins and Marsick’s
Dimensions of the Learning Organization Questionnaire (DLOQ) (1993, 1996) and both
perceptual performance measures, such as financial performance, and knowledge
performance, and secondary financial performance measures such as return on equity
(ROE), return on assets (ROA), Tobin’s q, and market value accounting (MVA). This
study gathered 208 data from managers at U.S. manufacturing firms from the Council of
Logistics Management Membership listings, and the DLOQ instrument was selected for
this study. The canonical correlation technique was used to investigate the association
between the two sets of variables. Research results have shown that the seven imperatives
of the learning organization have positive relationships with the four objective measures
of a firm’s financial performance as well as perceptual measures of financial and
knowledge performance.
It is essential to understand factors that affect organizational learning and the
transfer of learning to the workplace environment in the human resource development
(HRD) field (Swanson & Holton, 2001). According to Weldy (2007), there is a strong
positive relationship between learning organization factors and transfer of learning
factors except the performance outcomes negative scale and the supervisor/manager
sanction scale. In this study, Weldy surveyed 950 employees from four U.S. companies
and used canonical correlation analysis to investigate the relationship among the two sets
of variables by using the DLOQ and the LTSI instruments. These research results also
showed that organizations that carry out transfer of learning focused more on transfer and
results while learning organizations focused more on results and learning.

31

Validation of Organizational Knowledge Performance Instrument
Yang, Watkins, and Marsick (2004) conducted a validation study on a
multidimensional measure of the learning organization which was named the DLOQ. In
this study, the authors first developed an instrument that consisted of seven dimensions of
a learning organization and two measures of organizational performance using the
procedure that will now be described. As the initial step, the authors generated an item
pool on learning organizational dimensions based on their previous learning organization
research. Then they conducted item analysis to refine items for coherence and readability
by a group of graduate students at two universities. Second, in order to guarantee
reliability and content validity, the authors conducted three stages of field testing with a
total of 310 managers and human resource developers from different organizations. These
items were analyzed and revised until adequate reliability and content validity were
reached. After the third stage, the authors added a set of twelve items designed to
measure a construct of organizational performance which consists of six items for
organizational financial and six items for knowledge performance.
Secondly, the authors conducted a construct validation study on 836 subjects from
multiple organizations. The authors selected confirmatory factor analysis by using
structural equation modeling (SEM) with LISREL 8 because they thought that the
measure of dimensions of the learning organization came from a strong theoretical
background. The Cronbach’s coefficient alpha reliability estimates for the seven
dimensions of the learning organization were all acceptable at above .80 and the
Cronbach’s coefficient alpha reliability estimates for organizational performance were
also reasonable at .74 (financial performance) and .77 (knowledge performance),
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respectively. In terms of confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), the results showed that the
proposed model was appropriate for both the seven dimensions of the learning
organization of forty-two items and the two metrics of organizational performance which
consisted of financial performance of six items and knowledge performance of six items
(GFI = .75 and .91).
However, as the seven dimensions of the learning organization was lengthy and
did not fit the data very well, the authors developed a shorter version of the instrument by
refining the instrument. This abbreviated version of the seven dimensions of the learning
organization which has twenty-one items fit the data reasonably well based on the results
(GFI = .87) of confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). As a result, as a part of the DLOQ
instrument, the organizational knowledge performance measure was validated.

Linkage between Transfer of Learning and Organizational Knowledge Performance
As hypothesized in Holton’s model (2005), several empirical studies have shown
that transfer of learning is related to organizational performance. Montesino (2002)
conducted a post training study about relationship among strategic alignment of training,
transfer-enhancing behavior, and training usage. In this study, the survey research
methodology was adopted to 152 sales representatives who had participated in a sales
training program and their managers. A Spearman rank-order correlation coefficient for
trainees’ data and a Person product-moment correlation for their managers were
calculated in order to investigate the relationship between the perceived alignments of
training with the strategic direction of the organization and the presence of practices to
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support usage of training. The results of this study showed that there is a low to moderate
positive correlation.
Bates, Kauffeld, and Holton (2007) investigated the predictive ability of a
German version of the LTSI with regard to two dependent variablesindividual level
transfer results and organizational knowledge performanceby using a hierarchical
stepwise multiple regression analysis. For the linguistic equivalence of the instrument,
they used a rigorous translation process such as forward and backward translation
between the German and English versions of the LTSI. The survey data were collected
from 569 employees at 17 private organizations in Germany. They first conducted a
validation study of the German version of the LTSI by using exploratory factor analysis,
and these constructs were used as independent variables for examining the predictive
ability of the GLTSI scales for two dependent variables. In terms of dependent variables,
the measure for individual level transfer results was developed by the researchers and the
measure by Delaney and Huselid for organizational knowledge performance was adopted.
In this study, six scalesmotivation to transfer, personal outcomes positive, personal
capacity to transfer, content validity, peer support, and learner readinessexplained 43
percent of the variance in self-reported individual level transfer results. In terms of
respondents’ assessment of several dimensions of organizational performance, five
scalesperformance outcome expectations, openness to change, transfer effort
performance expectations, performance outcomes negative, and performance outcomes
positiveaccounted for 20 percent of the variance. As a result, a subset of GLTSI scales
was a significant predictor of measures of individual level transfer results and
organizational performance.
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Egan, Yang, and Bartlett (2004) investigated the effects of organizational learning
culture on motivation to transfer and turnover intention. They used a web-based survey
from 245 IT employees at thirteen large U.S. companies. In this study, an abbreviated
form of the DLOQ was adopted for organizational learning culture, and motivation to
transfer items by Noe and the turnover intention measure from Irving, Coleman, and
Cooper were also used. Structural equation modeling was conducted to examine the
relationships between variables by using the LISREL 8 program. They found that
learning organizational culture is related to motivation to learn and that turnover intention,
which is regarded as an important organizational outcome, had an indirect negative
relationship with organizational learning culture among IT employees in the United
States.
Another study on this topic shows similar findings. Bates and Khasawneh (2005)
conducted research which examines the relationship between organizational learning
culture, transfer of learning climate, and organizational innovation in order to determine
the influence of learning organization culture on transfer of learning climate and
subsequent organizational innovation (one of the organizational performance criteria) and
to investigate a mediator’s role in the transfer of learning climate between learning
organization culture and innovation. Data were collected from 450 employees at 28
Jordanian organizations. They used scale items for innovation and organizational learning
culture from an assessment tool entitled Assessing Strategic Leverage for the Learning
Organization (ASLLO) and the transfer of learning climate measures from the LTSI.
Hierarchical regression analysis was used to examine whether the mediated model
presented a rational description of the relationships among variables. Manova was used to
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investigate the direction and magnitude of inter-variable associations. Their findings
show that transfer of learning climates can be predicted by learning organization culture
and both of these variables have an effect on perceived innovation variables in an
organization. More details on methodological procedures will be described in chapter
three.

Chapter Summary
In this chapter, related literatures were reviewed in order to develop the
conceptual framework of this study. Transfer of learning, organizational knowledge
performance, and their interrelations were described. Each section roughly covered these
parts: concepts, models, factors and relationships among variables based on theoretical
and empirical studies.
Transfer of learning has been described based on Holton’s revised HRD
evaluation and research model (1996, 2005). In this model, Holton (2005, 1996)
suggested that HRD outcomes can be classified in three ways: learning outcome,
individual performance outcome, and organizational performance outcome. These
outcomes are affected by three main domains: ability, motivation, and environment. In
this context, several studies have shown that transfer of learning constructs consist of
learner characteristics, training design, and work environment (Baldwin & Ford, 1988;
Burke & Hutchins, 2007; Ford & Weissbein, 1997; Holton, 1996).
Organizational knowledge performance in the learning organization has been
reviewed. Learning organization mainly has been focused on seven action imperatives
that exist at the individual, team, and organizational levels: continuous learning, inquiry
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and dialogue, team learning, empowerment, embedded systems, system connection, and
strategic leadership (Watkins & Marsick, 1993, 1996). Additionally, the relationships
between these factors and types of organizational performance such as knowledge and
financial performance were described. Empirical studies showed that these learning
organization factors have a positive relationship with organizational knowledge
performance factors.
As to relationships between transfer of learning factors and perceived
organizational performance, there is no identified study on the relationship among these
factors. Only few studies have examined the relationship between the learning
organization and organizational performance (Ellinger et al., 2002) or the learning
organization and transfer of learning (Egan et al., 2004; Naquin & Holton, 2003; Weldy,
2007).

37

Chapter 3
METHODOLOGY
This chapter discusses the research method and research procedures used for
examining the relationships between transfer of learning factors and organizational
knowledge performance. In this chapter, the following aspects are described in detail: the
problem, research questions, target population and sample, research variables, research
instrument, data collection, and data analysis. Figure 3.1 shows the overall process flow
chart of this study.
Introduction to the Study
The Problem
Research Questions
Step 1: Preparation
• Methodology – Survey research
• Population – Employees who attended training programs within their
organizations and provided by trainers in Korea
• Sample – Purposive sampling
• Nomination Criteria
• Research Variables
• Instrument – Korean version of the LTSI, individual level transfer results,
and organizational knowledge performance questionnaire in the DLOQ
• IRB, Human Subject Approval
•
•
•

Instrument Translation
Forward translation and Backward translation
Subjective evaluation and Objective evaluation
Pilot study evaluation

Step 2: Data Collection
• Questionnaires distribution
Step 3: Data Reporting
• Data analysis
• Report
Figure 3.1. Process flow chart of the outline for the methodology chapter of this study
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The Problem
The purpose of this research was three-fold. The first was to investigate the
relationships between transfer of learning factors and perceived organizational
knowledge performance within private, privatized, and public corporations in the Korean
context. The second was further validation of the learning transfer system inventory
(LTSI) developed by Holton and Bates (1998) by utilizing information from Holton,
Bates, and Ruona’s (2000) validation study in the Korean context. The third was to
examine the transfer system characteristics in Korean culture across organizations,
training types, and participant demographics.
Evaluation is a current main practice in workplace learning and performance
(WLP); at the same time, evaluation has been one of the most critical issues in WLP
history (Kirkpatrick, 2007; Phillips, 2003; Wang & Spitzer, 2005). Gray and Herr (1998)
contended that evaluation in WLP is one of the issues predicted to be a continuing
concern because many workforce education practitioners in the private sectors will face
pressure to demonstrate the effectiveness of their efforts. In this context, return on
investment (ROI) (Phillips, 2003) and transfer of learning (Baldwin & Ford, 1988; Ford
& Weissbein, 1997) have been the primary research agenda in WLP because training
efforts need to show the linkage with bottom-line results by analyzing the financial costs
and benefits of training programs; furthermore, if knowledge and skills are not
transferred to the job, training efforts could be viewed as useless.
There are several factors that affect transfer of learning such as learner
characteristics, transfer design, and transfer environment (Baldwin & Ford, 1988; Burke
& Hutchins, 2007; Ford & Weissbein, 1997; Lim & Morris, 2006; Holton, 1996). Based
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on these transfer of learning factors, Holton (1996, 2005) proposed a comprehensive
evaluation model which has three WLP outcomes: individual employee learning,
individual performance, and organizational performance. In this model, he argued that
more research is needed to examine the relationship between the variables that affect
transfer of learning and the variables related to individual performance and organizational
performance.
With regard to this, several studies investigated the relationships among learning
organization, transfer of learning climate and elements of organizational performance
using innovation and turnover intention as key evaluation indicators (Bates & Khasawneh,
2005; Egan, Yang, & Bartlett, 2004). However, there exist few studies that explore the
relationships between transfer of learning variables and organizational performance
outcomes.
Several studies have maintained that WLP practitioners should focus on transfer
of learning issues as their primary concern in order to improve organizational
performance (Baldwin & Ford, 1988; Holton, 2003; Holton & Baldwin, 2003).
Nevertheless, there have not been empirical research studies which document the
relationships between transfer of learning factors and organizational performance.
Furthermore, WLP practitioners have difficulty conducting level 3 transfer of
learning evaluations because they not only do not have enough time to do so, but also
they do not know how to do level 3 evaluation in practice (Kirkpatrick, 2007; Spitzer,
2005). In addition, it is impossible for HRD practitioners to control all the potential
intervening factors at one time because there are so many variables that may affect
transfer of learning in an organization (Burke & Hutchins, 2008). The present study, by
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identifying the relationships between transfer of learning factors and organizational
knowledge performance, provides in implications for creating WLP strategies aimed at
improving the effectiveness of training interventions. Further, a validation study of the
LTSI in the Korean context also contributes to development of WLP practice for WLP
practitioners in Korea. To address these purposes, the following research questions here
formulated to guide the study.

Research Questions
This study investigated the following six research questions to address the
previous the problem statements.
1. To what extent is Holton, Bates, and Ruona’s instrument for transfer of learning
valid and reliable in the Korean organizational context?
2. Are there differences in Korean transfer system characteristics among different
organizational types: private, privatized, and public organizations?
3. Are there differences in Korean transfer system characteristics among different
training types: management training, leadership training, general business skill
training, professional training, and organizational change training?
4. Are there differences in Korean transfer system characteristics among
demographics of participants: gender, age, education, and work experiences?
5. To what extent do transfer of learning factors affect perceived individual level
transfer results?
6. To what extent do transfer of learning factors affect perceived organizational
knowledge performance?

41

Based on these research questions, a research framework has been proposed. This
research framework was derived from previous validation studies of the LTSI in five
countries (Bates, Kauffeld, & Holton, 2007; Chen, Holton, & Bates, 2005; Holton, Bates,
& Ruona, 2000; Khasawneh, Bates, & Holton, 2006; Yamnill, 2001), cross-cultural
studies of transfer system characteristics (Bates & Holton, 2004; Chen, Holton, & Bates,
2006; Holton, Chen, & Naquin, 2003), and the integrative literature review on the
influences of individual employee learning, individual performance, and organizational
performance (Bates, Kauffeld, & Holton, 2007; Bates & Khasawneh, 2005; Egan, 2002;
Ellinger, Ellinger, Yang, & Howton, 2002; Lim & Morris, 2006; Montesino, 2002; Yang,
Watkins, & Marsick, 2004). Figure 3.2 shows the research framework which was used in
this research.

Transfer
system

Transfer of
learning
factors

Q 2, 3, 4

Q5

• Organizational
Types
• Training Types
• Demographics

Individual level
transfer
results

Figure 3.2. Suggested research framework

Learning
Transfer System
Inventory
(LTSI)

Q6

Organizational
knowledge
performance
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Target Population and Sample
This study used a non-experimental, descriptive correlational survey methodology.
The target population of this study was employees who participated in training programs
that were within their organizations in the private, privatized, and public sectors and that
were provided by trainers in Korea. As a research sample, thirteen companies were
recruited. Sampling techniques can be divided into two designsprobability sampling
and non-probability sampling. In general, probability sampling has stronger validity than
non-probability sampling (Ary, Jacobs, & Razavieh, 1996). Probability sampling was
initially considered. However, first, a list of all trainees in Korea does not exist; therefore,
random sampling was not feasible. Proportional stratified random sampling, which would
select a sample from a list of organizations in Korea, was also considered, but it was
impossible to use based on availability of training and types of training provided by the
selected organizations. Therefore, this research employed non-probability sampling and
purposive sampling (Patton, 2002) to determine the participating companies. First of all,
a list of possible organizations which could participate in this study was created among
WLP practitioners who are members of the Society for Korean Human Resource
Development. Then, based on the nomination criteria below, samples representing
different organizations, organizational types, and training types were contacted
purposively according to their availability.
Three nomination criteria were used for selecting the appropriate sample in this
study. First, this sample included employees from a wide range of private, privatized, and
public organizations such as food, communication, credit card, insurance, banking, and
steel and iron in order to be as heterogeneous as possible. Second, participants were
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limited to people who participated in training programs within the past 6 months.
Because this research examined transfer of leaning, participants from a variety of training
programs were utilized. The training programs included programs with context in
management training, leadership training, general business skill training, professional
training, and organizational change training. Third, participants included employees who
were working for different business divisions such as marketing and sales, manufacturing,
customer service, research and development, human resources, and finance.
In terms of sample size, Hair, Anderson, Tatham, and Black (1998) suggested that
an adequate sample size for factor analysis is a five-to-one to ten-to-one ratio of
observations to items. As the latest version of the LTSI has two domains which consist of
the training-specific domain (34 items) and the general training domain (17 items), the
range of the smallest adequate sample size for this study was 170 to 340. In this study,
2,693 employees were selected as a potential sample group from the thirteen
heterogeneous companies. Then, 484 responses, which were sufficient for this study,
were collected as a final data set. The response rate was 18%. Furthermore, this sample
size was also more than 384 which was the suggested sample size given a 95%
confidence level of the target population size of about 1,000,000 employees based on
Kruger’s proposition (Kruger, 2001, p. 250).

Research Variables
This study largely consisted of three parts of analysis. The first part of this study
was assessment of the construct validity and reliability of the LTSI in the Korean context.
The second part was an examination of the transfer system characteristics in terms of
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organizational types, training types, and the demographics of participants. The third part,
which was the primary concern of the research, was an investigation of the relationships
between transfer of learning factors and perceived organizational knowledge performance
as well as perceived individual level transfer results. Based on the suggested research
framework, each part of the study has different independent variables and dependent
variables.
Independent Variables
One of the independent variables of this study was transfer system
characteristicsorganizational types, made up of private, privatized , and public
organizations; training types, which were categorized as management training, leadership
training, general business skill training, professional training, and organizational change
training; and the demographics of participants, including gender, age, educational level,
and work experience. Another independent variable of this study was the transfer of
learning factors (Holton & Bates, 1998; Holton, Bates, & Ruona, 2000). These factors,
which include learner characteristics, motivation, work environment, and ability, include
various aspects for transfer of learning in an organization. These transfer of learning
construct factors, which are all interval/ratio scales, were validated and modified in order
to be employed for this study in the Korean context.
Dependent Variables
One of the dependent variables of this study was the transfer of learning factors
which were also used as independent variables for the analysis of the transfer system
characteristics. Another dependent variable of this study, which was main focus of this
research, was individual level transfer results and organizational knowledge performance.
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In terms of the measure of individual level transfer results, Bates, Kauffeld, and Holton
(2007) developed a two-item measure that assesses individual perceptions of the extent to
which the application of training on the job resulted in individual performance, and this
measure was adopted for dependent variable. Watkins and Marsick (1993; 1996)
proposed the seven dimensions of the learning organization construct factors for
organizational performance improvement. They also suggested organizational
performance components which include organizational practical performance (financial
improvement) and learning-related organizational performance (knowledge performance)
(Ellinger, Ellinger, Yang, & Howton, 2002; Yang, Watkins, & Marsick, 2004). In this
study, the second componentinterval and ratios scalewas adopted as the dependent
variable. Table 3.1 shows research variables which were utilized in this study.

Table 3.1.
Summary of the Research Variables
Research Questions

Variables

Scale of
Measurement

Learner Characteristics
Learner Readiness

Interval

Performance Self-Efficacy

Interval

Motivation

1. To what extant is Holton, Bates,
and Ruona’s instrument for
transfer of learning valid and
reliable in the Korean
organizational context?

Motivation to Transfer Learning

Interval

Transfer Effort-Performance Expectations

Interval

Performance-Outcomes Expectations

Interval

Work Environment
Feedback/Performance Coaching

Interval

Supervisor/Manager Support

Interval

Supervisor/Manager Sanction

Interval

Peer Support

Interval

Resistance/Openness to Change

Interval

Personal Outcomes-Positive

Interval

Personal Outcomes-Negative

Interval

(Continued)
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Research Questions

Variables

Scale of
Measurement

Ability

2. Are there differences in Korean
transfer system characteristics
among different organizational
types: private and non-private
organizations?

3. Are there differences in Korean
transfer system characteristics
among different training types:
professional training, general
training, management/leadership
training, and computer training?

4. Are there differences in Korean
transfer system characteristics
among demographics of
participants: gender, age,
education, and work
experiences?

Opportunity to use Learning

Interval

Personal Capacity for Transfer

Interval

Perceived Content Validity

Interval

Transfer Design

Interval

Independent
q Organizational types (3)

Nominal

q Training types (5)

Nominal

q Gender (2)

Nominal

q Age (4)

Interval

q Education level (4)

Nominal

q Work experience (5)

Interval

Dependent
Learner Characteristics
Learner Readiness

Interval

Performance Self-Efficacy

Interval

Motivation
Motivation to Transfer Learning

Interval

Transfer Effort-Performance Expectations

Interval

Performance-Outcomes Expectations

Interval

Work Environment
Feedback/Performance Coaching

Interval

Supervisor/Manager Support

Interval

Supervisor/Manager Sanction

Interval

Peer Support

Interval

Resistance/Openness to Change

Interval

Personal Outcomes-Positive

Interval

Personal Outcomes-Negative

Interval

Ability

5. To what extent do transfer of
learning factors affect perceived
individual level transfer results?

6. To what extent do transfer of
learning factors affect perceived
organizational knowledge

Opportunity to use Learning

Interval

Personal Capacity for Transfer

Interval

Perceived Content Validity

Interval

Transfer Design

Interval

Independent
Learner Characteristics
Learner Readiness

Interval

Performance Self-Efficacy

Interval

Motivation
Motivation to Transfer Learning

Interval

Transfer Effort-Performance Expectations

Interval

(Continued)

47

Research Questions
performance?

Variables
Performance-Outcomes Expectations

Scale of
Measurement
Interval

Work Environment
Feedback/Performance Coaching

Interval

Supervisor/Manager Support

Interval

Supervisor/Manager Sanction

Interval

Peer Support

Interval

Resistance/Openness to Change

Interval

Personal Outcomes-Positive

Interval

Personal Outcomes-Negative

Interval

Ability
Opportunity to use Learning

Interval

Personal Capacity for Transfer

Interval

Perceived Content Validity

Interval

Transfer Design

Interval

Dependent
Individual Level Transfer Results(Q5)
q Quality of my work
q Client satisfaction
Organizational Knowledge Performance(Q6)
q Customer Satisfaction
q Suggestions implemented
q New products or services
q Skilled workers
q Spending to technology and information
q Individual learning new skills

Interval
Interval
Interval
Interval
Interval
Interval
Interval
Interval

Research Instrument
The main instruments which were employed in this study use a 5-point, Likerttype response scale and all of the measures are reported perceptions. The instruments of
this study have already been developed and validated in the United States context as well
as in the context of four different countries (Bates, Kauffeld, & Holton, 2007; Chen,
Holton, & Bates, 2005; Ellinger, Ellinger, Yang, & Howton, 2000; Holton, Bates, &
Ruona, 2000; Khasawneh, Bates, and Holton, 2006; Yamnill, 2001; Yang, Watkins, &
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Marsick, 2004). These instruments are translated into Korean versions following accepted
translation procedures.
Transfer of Learning Instrument
In order to investigate transfer of learning factors, a well-validated instrument
called the LTSI is used (Holton, Bates, & Ruona, 2000). Holton, Bates, and Ruona
conducted research on validating transfer factors and an instrument to measure factors
affecting transfer of learning using factor analysis. This study was conducted on 1,616
people who were selected from a variety of industries, organizations, and training
programs in order to produce a heterogeneous sample which would lend to the
development of a generalized instrument appropriate for broad usage.
This instrument represents two construct domains. The first domain measured
eleven factors consisting of seventy-six items, and the second domain measured five
factors composed of thirty-six items. Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) results of the
sixteen-factor structure are an exceptionally clean and interpretable and closely
resembled the hypothesized factors, but significant modification to the measurement
model was necessary. The results of factor analysis showed that forty-four items were
dropped and sixty-eight items remained for the sixteen factors in the original version of
the LTSI. Currently, the latest version of the LTSI is made up of two domains: specific
training domain which measures eleven factors consisting of thirty-four items and general
training domain which measures five factors consisting of seventeen items. Table 3.2
represents the LTSI scale descriptions.
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Table 3.2.
Learning Transfer System Inventory (LTSI) Scale Descriptions
Scale name
Learner Readiness
Performance Self-Efficacy

Scale Description
Learner Characteristics Scales
The extent to which individuals are prepared to enter and
participate in a training program.
An individual’s general belief that he or she is able to change his
or her performance when he or she wants to.

Domain
Specific
General

Motivation Scales
Motivation to Transfer
Learning
Transfer EffortPerformance Expectations
Performance-Outcomes
Expectations

The direction, intensity, and persistence of effort toward using in
a work setting skills and knowledge learned in training.
The expectation that effort devoted to transferring learning will
lead to changes in job performance.
The expectation that changes in job performance will lead to
outcomes valued by the individual.

Feedback/Performance
Coaching
Supervisor/Manager
Support
Supervisor/Manager
Sanction

Formal and informal indicators from an organization about an
individual’s job performance.
The extent to which supervisors/managers support and reinforce
the use of training on the job.
The extent to which individuals perceive negative responses
from supervisors/managers when applying skills learned in
training.
The extent to which peers reinforce and support use of learning
on the job.
The extent to which prevailing group norms are perceived by
individuals to resist or discourage the use of skills and
knowledge acquired in training.
The degree to which applying training on the job leads to
outcomes that are positive for the individual.
The extent to which individuals believe that not applying skills
and knowledge learned in training will lead to negative personal
outcomes.

Specific
General
General

Work Environment Scales

Peer Support
Resistance/Openness to
Change
Personal Outcomes-Positive
Personal OutcomesNegative

General
Specific
Specific
Specific
General
Specific
Specific

Ability Scales
Opportunity to Use
Learning
Personal Capacity for
Transfer
Perceived Content Validity
Transfer Design

The extent to which trainees are provided with or obtain
resources and tasks on the job enabling them to use training on
the job.
The extent to which individuals have the time, energy, and
mental space in their work lives to make changes required to
transfer learning to the job.
The extent to which the trainees judge training content to
accurately reflect job requirements.
The extent to which (a) training has been designed and delivered
to give trainees the ability to transfer learning to the job, and (b)
training instructions match job requirements.

Specific

Specific
Specific
Specific
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Individual Level Transfer results Instrument
Bates, Kauffeld, and Holton (2007) used a two-item measure in their validation
study of the LTSI in the German context in order to assess individual perceptions of the
extent to which the application of training on the job resulted in individual performance.
This measure was developed based on the assumption that individuals who are working
in more favorable or supportive transfer of learning systems will perceive a great ability
to apply new skills in the workplace, and, as a result, will improve various dimensions of
their job performance by doing so. In order to investigate the relationship with transfer of
learning factors, this measure was employed. Table 3.3 shows the scale of individual
level transfer results.
Table 3.3.
The Scale of Individual Level Transfer Results
Scale name

Sub-questionnaires
•

Individual level Transfer
results

By using training contents on the job, the quality of my work
has improved

•

By using training contents on the job, client satisfaction has
increased.

Organizational Knowledge Performance Instrument
Watkinson and Marsick (1993) proposed an instrument called dimensions of
learning organization questionnaire (DLOQ) for measuring the levels of organizational
performance improvement, in both organizational financial achievement and
organization’s knowledge performance. Based on this expanded instrument, Ellinger,
Ellinger, Yang, and Howton (2002) and Zhang, Zhang, and Yang (2004), conducted
research in order to determine the empirical connection between the learning organization
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components (seven dimensions) and organizational performance improvement which
include six items for financial performance and six items for gaining organizational
knowledge.
In this instrument, organizational knowledge performance is measured by the
respondent’s perception about his or her organization’s improvement in customer
satisfaction, numbers of implemented suggestions, numbers of new products and services,
percentage of skilled workers, investment in technologies for learning or knowledge
management, and numbers of actively learning individuals. This instrument has been
reported to have sufficient validity and reliability in Korean contexts (Song & Chermack,
2008). Similar results were reported from Western cultures (Ellinger, Ellinger, Yang, &
Howton, 2002; Yang, Watkins, & Marsick, 2004) and Eastern cultures (Lien, Hung,
Yang, & Li, 2006; Song & Chermack, 2008; Zhang, Zhang, & Yang, 2004). Table 3.4
represents the scale of organizational knowledge performance.
Table 3.4.
The Scale of Organizational Knowledge Performance
Scale name

Sub-questionnaires
•
•
•

Organizational
Knowledge
Performance

•
•
•

Customer satisfaction is greater than last year’s
The number of suggestions implemented is greater than last
year’s
The number of new products or services is greater than last
year’s
The percentage of skilled workers compared to the total
workforce is greater than last year’s
The percentage of total spending devoted to technology and
information processing is greater than last year’s
The number of individuals learning new skills is greater than
last year’s
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Instrument Translation
In the creation of the Korean version of the LTSI, the quality of the translation is
essential to guarantee the functional equivalence of the English version and the Korean
version because the equivalence of measurement is one of the critical issues of crosscultural research (Harkness, van de Vijver, & Mohler, 2003; Presser, Rothgeb, Couper,
Lessler, Martin, & Singer, 2004). To ensure the quality of the translation, forward
translation and backward translation, subjective evaluation and objective evaluation, and
pilot study evaluations were conducted based on the literature related to cross-cultural
research methods (Brislin, 1976; Harkness, van de Vijver, & Mohler, 2003; Presser,
Rothgeb, Couper, Lessler, Martin, & Singer, 2004).
First, two bilingual translators who have a Master’s degree in HRD, one of whom
is the author, separately translated the English version of the LTSI into Korean. After
completion of the translation, they compared their outputs item by item to ensure the
consistency of the translation. Second, another bilingual translator who received a
Master’s degree in English literature in the United States translated the Korean version of
the LTSI back into English. Third, in terms of subjective evaluation, the author reviewed
the reverse translation to assess the English LTSI with regard to the English backtranslated version of the LTSI. Fourth, in terms of objective evaluation, two
measurements, the comparability of language and the similarity of interpretability, were
assessed by five monolingual raters familiar with training evaluation research, including
two developers of the original version of the LTSI, in order to verify equivalencies
between the original English version of the LTSI and the back translation version of the
LTSI. Then the Korean LTSI was examined by five WLP practitioners who have more
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than five years of experience in WLP in Korea to provide feedback on the instrument.
After all of these steps, the final Korean version of LTSI was established.

Validity
Ormrod and Leedy defined validity as “the extent to which the instrument
measures what is it actually intended to measure” (2005, p. 52). In this study, the main
concern of validity was content validity. Content validity can be determined by a subject
matter expert (SME) panel through careful examination of a questionnaire for its
adequacy (Best and Kahn, 2005). For this reason, five Korean WLP practitioners who
have more than five years of experience were used to assess the content validity of the
instrument. Based on their comments, possible problems regarding the instrument were
addressed and the instrument also was revised for the Korean context.
Reliability
Internal consistency reliability of the instrument is defined as “the extent to which
it yields consistent results when the characteristics being measured have not changed”
(Ormrod & Leedy, 2005, p. 93). The reliability estimates providing Cronbach’s
coefficient alpha of the LTSI instrument in previous studies range from .60 to .92 (Bates,
Kauffeld, & Holton, 2007; Chen, Holton, & Bates, 2005; Holton, Bates, & Ruona, 2000;
Khasawneh, Bates, & Holton, 2006; Yamnill, 2001). The reliability estimates of the
instrument for organizational knowledge performance which were adopted from the
DLOQ in previous studies range from .75 to .85 (Ellinger, Ellinger, Yang, & Howton,
2002; Song & Chermack, 2008; Yang, Watkins, & Marsick, 2004). Those reliability
estimates show the empirical results of the acceptable reliability coefficient alpha.
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According to Borg and Gall (1989), if the reliability coefficient is above .90, the
instrument is regarded as highly reliable; between .79 and .89, it is regarded as
moderately reliable; below .60 generally signals inadequate or at least weak reliability.

Data Collection
Data collection for this study was executed using the following process. First, the
questionnaire for this study was developed using three instruments, the translated Korean
version of the LTSI, individual level transfer result, and the DLOQ regarding
organizational knowledge performance throughout the translation process.
Second, a total of 30 organizations were contacted to solicit participation in this
study. The organizations were chosen based on selection criteria among members of the
Society for Korean Human Resource Development or personal relationship with the
researcher. The individuals who represent the organizations were contacted by phone or
e-mail in order to assess possible interest in this research. Then, an e-mail describing the
study and benefits to the organization was sent to individuals who showed an interest. A
main benefit was to provide a report which summarizes the results of the survey free of
charge. Throughout this process, thirteen organizations decided to participate in the study.
Third, approval for human subject protection was conducted based on regulations
of The Pennsylvania State University. Then, survey packets including the questionnaire
and an individual consent form were distributed by an internet survey tool through
Survey Monkey to the participants of this study. In order to increase response rate,
various strategies were employed such as reminders with the cooperation of the HRD
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departments of the selected organizations. Finally, after completion of data gathering, the
response rate was calculated and the data were coded for data analysis.

Data Analysis
The main focus of this study was to examine the relationship between transfer of
learning factors and perceived organizational knowledge performance as well as
individual level transfer results. The second focus was to validate the LTSI in the Korean
context. The last focus was to examine the transfer system in Korean culture across
organizations, training types, and participant demographics. Therefore, firstly, descriptive
statistics, scale reliability, correlation, and multiple regression analysis were used in order
to address the proposed research questions. Secondly, exploratory factor analysis (EFA)
was employed to determine the measurement model fit of the LTSI in the Korean context.
Lastly, MANOVA was used to investigate the differences of transfer system
characteristics. Table 3.5 shows the statistical analysis plans for the research questions.
Table 3.5. Summary of the Statistical Analysis Plans
Research Questions
1. To what extant is Holton, Bates, and Ruona’s instrument for
transfer of learning valid and reliable in the Korean
organizational context?
2. Are there differences in Korean transfer system characteristics
among different organizational types: private and non-private
organizations?
3. Are there differences in Korean transfer system characteristics
among different training types: professional training, general
training, management/leadership training, and computer
training?
4. Are there differences in Korean transfer system characteristics
among demographics of participants: gender, age, education,
and work experiences?
5. To what extent do transfer of learning factors affect perceived
individual level transfer results?
6. To what extent do transfer of learning factors affect perceived
organizational knowledge performance?

Analysis Technique
Descriptive:
Mean, SD
Inferential:
Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA)

Descriptive:
Mean, SD
Inferential:
Correlation, MANOVA, ANOVA

Descriptive:
Mean, SD
Inferential:
Multiple Regression (Hierarchical)
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In terms of research question 1, there are two possible kinds of factor analysis
techniques: exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). In
this study, EFA was adopted for two reasons. First, even though the LTSI was validated
in several countriesthe United States (Holton, Bates, & Ruona, 2000), Thailand
(Yamnill, 2001), Taiwan (Chen, Holton, & Bates, 2005), Germany (Bates, Kauffeld, &
Holton, 2007), and Jordan (Khasawneh, Bates, & Holton, 2006)the LTSI framework
had not been tested in Korea. In general, the CFA is more appropriate when a study is
supported by strong theoretical latent factors (Hair et al., 2006; Kline, 2005). However,
no evidence has shown that there were no variations among psychological factors across
countries. Second, this study used exploratory factor analysis with oblique rotation
because the validation of the LTSI aspect of the study is a replication of Holton et al.’s
(2000) study. The researchers in that study used EFA and oblique rotation because the
interfactor relationship was assumed (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996). In addition, three
valueseigenvalues, factor loading levels, and internal-consistency reliabilitieswere
examined in order to measure model fit (Hair et al., 1998; Graham and Lilly, 1984).
Regarding research questions 2–4, multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA)
was utilized because these research questions have multiple dependent variables.
According to Hair et al. (1998), MANOVA is an adequate analysis technique when
research questions are related to multiple dependent variables; if each dependent variable
is tested alone, it can create a problem when trying to control for the effect of overall type
I error. In MANOVA, correlated dependent variables are considered concurrently,
reducing the potential error problem (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996).
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A post hoc test with univariate analysis of variance was used to investigate the
findings in more detail. A bonferroni adjustment was used because it is most appropriate
for multiple analyses when overall type I error is taken into account (Keselman, Huberty,
Six, Olejnik, Cribbie, Donahue, Kowalchuk, Lowman, Petoskey, & Keselman, 1998).
In terms of research questions 5–6, basic correlation and multiple regression
analysis were conducted. Correlation analysis is appropriate in examining the relationship
between variables. In this study, because all variables are interval and ratio scales, the
Pearson correlation coefficient is used in order to assess the magnitude and direction of
correlations (Cohen, 1998; Urdan, 2005). McMillan and Schumacher (2000)
demonstrated that an item-correlation coefficient level between .10 and .30 is a weak
positive correlation; between .31 and .70 is a moderate range; and .71 and above presents
a high positive relationship.
Multiple regression analysis is appropriate when the problem entails a single
dependent variable and two or more independent variables, and the main objective of
multiple regression analysis is to predict changes in the dependent variables in
conjunction with change in the dependent variables (Hair, Black, Babin, Anderson, &
Tatham, 2006). The result of multiple regression analysis is shown by analysis of the
regression coefficient (R) value (Urdan, 2005). In addition, the general descriptive
approach and scale reliability analysis was utilized.
The tolerance and variance inflation factor (VIF) were applied to measure
multicollinearity which occurs when intercorrelations among variables are too high (Hair,
Black, Babin, Anderson, & Tatham, 2006). Results of multicollinearity may be a
regression equation with a significant R square and none of the partial regression
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coefficients significantly different from zero. A tolerance value of less than 0.10 and a
VIF value of larger than 4.0 were used as indicators of multicollinearity (Hair, Black,
Babin, Anderson, & Tatham, 2006). Also, Durbin Watson values were examined to
determine whether these values fall within a range of 1.5 to 2.5 in order to check
autocorrelation, which refers to the residuals (errors) and the relationship of those error
terms with previous values in the data set (Hair, Black, Babin, Anderson, & Tatham,
2006).
In this study, hierarchical regression analysis was used which enabled the
researcher to assess relative contribution of blocks of variables. For example, the first
block of variables was demographic variables followed by learner characteristics,
motivation, work environment and so forth.
Additionally, quantitative content analysis procedures were conducted to code the
open-ended short questions in this survey. Content analysis is a research method that
facilitates the examination of written and oral communications (Insch, Moore, & Murphy,
1997). In this study, four transfer of learning domainslearner characteristics,
motivation, work environment, and abilitywere used to develop an initial category
schema with subcategories of sixteen transfer of learning factors from the original LTSI
to begin the analysis and then emergent and appropriate subjects were added as new
subcategories. Specifically, this study adopted the quantitative content analysis
framework used in Burke and Hutchins (2008) in examining the data set. The unit of
analysis was at the phrase level but the responses were divided into discrete and separate
segments. A single classification, which means each phrase was assigned to only one
category, was used for grouping data.
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Chapter 4

FINDINGS
This chapter reports the results of the statistical analysis of the surveys proposed
in the previous chapters. The main intent of this study was to investigate the relationship
between transfer of learning factors and perceived organizational knowledge performance
in thirteen organizations in Korea. For the purpose of this research objective, the
following six research questions were presented.

Research Questions:
1. To what extent is Holton, Bates, and Ruona’s instrument for transfer of learning
valid and reliable in the Korean organizational context?
2. Are there differences in Korean transfer system characteristics among different
organizational types: private, privatized, and public organizations?
3. Are there differences in Korean transfer system characteristics among different
training types: management training, leadership training, general business skill
training, professional training, and organizational change training?
4. Are there differences in Korean transfer system characteristics among
demographics of participants: gender, age, education, and work experiences?
5. To what extent do transfer of learning factors affect perceived individual level
transfer results?
6. To what extent do transfer of learning factors affect perceived organizational
knowledge performance?
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In this chapter, first the demographic data of the respondents are described. Then,
the reliability of the instrument is reported. Last, the results of the exploratory factor
analysis (EFA), MANOVA, and hierarchical multiple regression analysis are presented
by research questions.
Analysis for Respondents
Descriptive statistics for the personal characteristics of survey respondents were
reported. This data included gender, age, level of education, years of work experience in
the organization, types of organization, and types of training. The results of this study are
based on a 17.8 % response rate (n=484/2,693) to a web-based survey. Initially, 642 cases
were collected from thirteen organizations but there were a lot of missing values for
several variables. In order to have the cleaned data set, missing values were identified and
158 cases having missing values were excluded in the following analyses. Table 4.1
represents the results of the descriptive analyses for research respondents. The research
data consisted of 415 males (85.7%) and 69 females (14.3%). 77.9% (n = 377) of
respondents were in their 30s and 40s. Overall, 60.5% (n = 293) of the respondents had a
four-year university degree, 13.4% (n = 65) had a high school degree, 13.6% (n = 66) had
a two-year college degree, and 12.4% (n =60) had a master or doctoral degree. In terms
of work experience in the organization, 21.1% (n = 102) of the respondents had less than
5 years, 18.2% (n = 88) had 6 to 10 years, 29.8% (n = 144) had 11 to 15 year, 15.1% (n =
73) had 16 to 20 years, and 15.9% (n = 77) had more than 21 years. The research data
included private organizations (n = 187, 38.6%), privatized organizations (n = 176,
36.4%), and public organizations (n = 121, 25.0%). In terms of types of training, 14.3%
(n = 69) of the respondents had management training, 25.4% (n = 123) had leadership
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training, 9.5% (n = 46) had general business skill training, 30.0% (n = 145) had
professional training, and 20.9% (n = 101) had organizational change training.
Table 4.1.
The Results of the Descriptive Analyses for Research Respondents (n = 484)
n

Valid %

Cumulative %

Male

415

85.7

85.7

Female

69

14.3

100.0

21 – 30

69

14.3

14.3

31 – 40

213

44.0

58.3

41 – 50

164

33.9

92.1

51 & over

38

7.9

100.0

High school

65

13.4

13.4

2yrs college

66

13.6

27.1

4yrs university

293

60.5

87.6

Graduate degree

60

12.4

100.0

1 – 5 years

102

21.1

21.1

6 – 10 years

88

18.2

39.3

11 – 15 years

144

29.8

69.0

16 – 20 years

73

15.1

84.1

21 & over

77

15.9

100.0

Private

187

38.6

38.6

Privatized

176

36.4

75.0

Public

121

25.0

100.0

Management

69

14.3

14.3

Leadership

123

25.4

39.7

General Business Skill

46

9.5

49.2

Professional Training

145

30.0

79.1

Organizational Change

101

20.9

100.0

Gender

Age

Education

Work Experience

Types of Organization

Types of Training
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Research Question One
To what extent is Holton, Bates, and Ruona’s instrument for transfer of learning
valid and reliable in the Korean organizational context?
Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was used to identify latent variables when
applying the LTSI to the Korean business context. As the LTSI consists of the training
specific domain and the general training domain, the findings are presented separately.
Training specific domain
The 34 items in the training specific domain presented responses to items ratios of
approximately 14.2 to 1 which were above the recommended minimum ratio for factor
analysis. Hair, Anderson, Tatham, and Black (1998) proposed the measure of sampling
adequacy (MSA) which assesses the degree of inter-correlations among the variables and
the suitability of factor analysis. An MSA above 0.60 is considered acceptable for factor
analysis. The MSA for individual items was examined in order to confirm whether the
items meet the minimum suggested value of 0.60 or higher. All items had adequate MSA
values; no items were deleted. The MSA for the training specific domain was 0.85,
indicating that it was adequate for factor analysis. The Bartlett Test of Sphericity
indicates whether the correlation matrix is an identity matrix which shows that the factor
model is inappropriate (Hair et al., 1998). P value of < 0.05 represents that the data does
not provide an identity matrix. The Bartlett Test of Sphericity (7936.68, p < 0.01) in this
factor analysis indicated that the data were appropriate for factor analysis.
Two major criteria were used in determining the number of factors to be extracted.
These included eigenvalue greater than 1 and factor loadings equal to or greater than 0.40.
In addition, scree plot was examined and the evaluation of several analyses was executed.
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This procedure resulted in the extraction of 8 factors accounting for 71.16 percent of the
common variance. The initial analysis was conducted without identifying how many
factors should be extracted. Eight factors with 66.85 percent of the common variance
were extracted. However, items 29, 30, 34 were below a minimum loading of 0.40; these
items were deleted from the initial analysis result, and a second analysis was run. In the
second analysis, as items 27 and 28 did not have a minimum loading of 0.40, these items
were also dropped. There were no items loaded on different factors. Consequently, based
on the results of the EFA for training specific domain, 29 items of the original 34 items
were retained and eight factors of the original eleven LTSI factors were validated on the
Korean version of the LTSI.
Table 4.2 shows that eight factors emerged in this study. Six factors were clearly
identical with the original version of the LTSI (Learner Readiness, Personal OutcomesNegative, Personal Capacity for Transfer, Peer Support, Supervisory/Manager Support,
Supervisory/Manager Sanction). Two factors (Motivation to Transfer Learning, Personal
Outcomes-Positive) were exactly merged to a new factor with six items. The researcher
named this factor as Motivation to Transfer. Two factors (Transfer Design, Opportunity
to Use Learning) were merged to a new factor containing three items. The researcher
named this factor Transferability. One factor did not emerge at all (Perceived Content
Validity). Factor loadings for items retained in this analysis ranged from 0.42 to 0.97
with an average loading of 0.588 on the major factor and 0.003 on the rest of the factors.
All factors showed acceptable reliability ranging from 0.75 to 0.90 with an average alpha
of 0.79. Table 4.3 indicated factors, reliabilities, and item comparisons of the extended
analyses between the LTSI and KLTSI.
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Table 4.2.
Rotated Factor Loading Table for the KLTSI Training Specific Domain (n = 484)
Factor
Items
19
18
20
15
16
12
9
8
1
23
24
25
14
11
10
13
17
32
31
33
22
21
26
5
7
4
6
3
2
Eigenvalues
Percentage of
variance

1

2

Peer
Support

Personal
OutcomesNegative

3
Learner
Readiness

4

5

Supervisory/ Personal
Manager Capacity for
Sanction
Transfer

6
Transferability

7

8

Supervisory/
Motivation
Manager
to Transfer
Support

.945
.759
.707
.974
.939
.671
.850
.826
.792
.911
.902
.487
.652
.571
.568
.553
.533
.920
.792
.424
.902
.887
.684

7.42

3.91

2.39

1.86

1.63

1.30

1.11

-.752
-.704
-.676
-.645
-.636
-.548
1.01

25.59

13.47

8.25

6.43

5.63

4.49

3.83

3.47

Note: Loadings less than 0.40 are not listed.
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Table 4.3.
Factors, Reliabilities, and Item Comparisons of the Extended Analyses between the LTSI and KLTSI

Training Specific Domain

LTSI Number

KLTSI Number

(11 factors)

(8 factors)

1, 8, 9

Motivation to Transfer Learning

2, 3, 4

Personal Outcomes-Positive

5, 6, 7

Personal Outcomes-Negative

12, 15, 16

12, 15, 16

0.76

0.90

0.65

0.86

0.04

0.01

Personal Capacity for Transfer

10, 11, 13, 14, 17

10, 11, 13, 14, 17

0.68

0.75

0.56

0.58

0.04

-0.02

Peer Support

18, 19, 20

18, 19, 20

0.83

0.89

0.66

0.8

0.04

0.01

Supervisory/Manager Support

21, 22, 26

21, 22, 26

0.91

0.88

0.75

0.82

0.04

0.01

Supervisory/Manager Sanction

23, 24, 25

23, 24, 25

0.63

0.77

0.46

0.77

0.06

-0.001

Perceived Content Validity

27, 28, 29

Transfer Design

30, 31, 32

Opportunity to Use Learning

33, 34
(5 factors)

2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7

0.73
0.83
0.69

0.88
0.86

0.84
31, 32, 33

0.85
0.7

0.64
0.65
0.56

0.82

Avg. Other
Factors

Learner Readiness

Training General Domain

1, 8, 9

Avg. Major
Factor

Alpha

-0.66

0.58
0.80

0.7
0.54

0.04
0.04
0.05

0.02
0.00

0.05
0.71

0.03
0.06

0.003

(4 factors)

Transfer Effort-Performance Expectations

35, 36, 39, 40

Performance-Outcomes Expectations

37, 38, 41

Resistance/Openness to Change

42, 43, 44

42, 43, 44

0.85

0.80

0.7

0.76

0.04

-0.02

Performance Self-Efficacy

47, 48, 49, 50

47, 48, 49, 50

0.76

0.87

0.58

0.78

0.08

0.04

Feedback/Performance-Coaching

45, 46, 51

45, 46, 51

0.7

0.77

0.56

0.66

0.08

0.01

35, 36, 37, 38, 39, 40

0.81
0.83

0.85

0.65
0.65

0.68

0.05
0.06

0.03

Note: Average major factor indicates average of the factor loadings for items on this factor. Average other factors indicate average of the factor loadings for these
items on factors other than the major factor.
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Training general domain
The 17 items in the training general domain indicated responses to items ratios of
approximately 28.5 to 1 which were above the recommended minimum ratio for factor
analysis. For the training general domain, the same criteria for factor analysis used in the
training specific domain were employed in determining the number of factors to be
extracted. The initial analysis was executed without identifying how many factors should
be extracted. Four factors with 65.35 percent of the common variance were extracted.
However, item 41 was deleted from the initial analysis result because this value was
below a minimum loading of 0.40. There were no items loaded on different factors. The
second analysis was run. This procedure resulted in the extraction of 4 factors accounting
for 67.5 percent of the common variance. The measure of sampling adequacy (MSA)
(0.866) and the Bartlett Test of Sphericity (3656.28, p < 0.01) identified that the data
were suitable for factor analysis. The MSA for individual items in the training general
domain were examined, and all items had adequate MSA values. As a result, 16 items of
the original 17 items for the training specific domain were retained and four factors of the
original five LTSI factors were validated on the Korean version of the LTSI.
Table 4.4 shows that four factors emerged in this study. Three factors were
exactly identical with the original version of the LTSI (Resistance/Openness to Change,
Performance Self-Efficacy, Feedback/Performance-Coaching); two factors (Transfer
Effort-Performance Expectations, Performance-Outcomes Expectations) were merged to
a new factor with one missing item. The researcher named this factor Transfer for
Performance Expectations. Factor loadings for items retained in this analysis ranged from
0.52 to 0.85 with an average loading of 0.718 on the major factor and 0.014 on the rest of
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the factors. All factors showed acceptable reliability ranging from 0.77 to 0.87 with an
average alpha of 0.74. Table 4.3 indicated factors, reliabilities, and item comparisons of
the extended analyses between the LTSI and KLTSI.
Table 4.4.
Rotated Factor Loading Table for the KLTSI Training General Domain (n = 484)
Factor
Items

1

2

3

4

Transfer for Performance
Expectations

Resistance/Openness
To Change

Performance SelfEfficacy

Feedback/PerformanceCoaching

36

.853

40

.761

35

.745

39

.677

38

.527

37

.517

44

.849

43

.818

42

.613

48

.851

47

.815

49

.749

50

.688

45

.814

46

.685

51

.466

Eigenvalues
Percentage of
variance

5.87

1.84

1.74

1.36

36.69

11.48

10.89

8.49

Note: Loadings less than 0.40 are not listed.
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Table 4.5.
KLTSI Scale Definitions and Sample Items
Scale name

Scale Description

Sample item

Number
of Item

Alpha

Domain

Learner Characteristics Scales
Learner Readiness

The extent to which individuals are
prepared to enter and participate in a
training program.

Before the training I had a good
understanding of how it would fit my
job-related development.

3

0.88

Specific

Performance SelfEfficacy

An individual’s general belief that he or
she is able to change his or her
performance when he or she wants to.

I am confident in my ability to use
newly learned skills on the job.

4

0.87

General

I get excited when I think about
trying to use my new learning on my
job.

6

0.86

Specific

My job performance improves when
I use new things that I have learned.

6

0.85

General

After training, I get feedback from
people about how well I am applying
what I learned.

3

0.77

General

Motivation Scales

Motivation to Transfer

Transfer for
Performance
Expectations

The extent to which an individual’s
willingness and excitement to try out new
learning to the job and belief in new skills
will help him or her improve job
performance.
The expectation that effort devoted to
transferring learning will lead to changes
in job performance. The changes in job
performance will also lead to outcomes
valued by the individual.

Work Environment Scales
Feedback/Performance
Coaching

Formal and informal indicators from an
organization about an individual’s job
performance.

(Continued)
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Scale Description

Sample item

Number
of Item

Alpha

Domain

Supervisor/Manager
Support

The extent to which supervisors/managers
support and reinforce the use of training
on the job.

My supervisor sets goals for me that
encourage me to apply my training
on the job.

3

0.88

Specific

Supervisor/Manager
Sanction

The extent to which individuals perceive
negative responses from
supervisors/managers when applying skills
learned in training.

My supervisor opposes the use of the
techniques I learned in training.

3

0.77

Specific

Peer Support

The extent to which peers reinforce and
support use of learning on the job.

My colleagues encourage me to use
the skills I have learned in training.

3

0.89

Specific

Experienced employees in my group
ridicule others when they use
techniques they learn in training.

3

0.80

General

If I do not utilize my training I will
be cautioned about it.

3

0.90

Specific

My workload allows me time to try
the new things I have learned.

5

0.75

Specific

The way the trainer(s) taught the
material made me feel more
confident I could apply it.

3

0.80

Specific

Scale name

Resistance/Openness to
Change

Personal OutcomesNegative

The extent to which prevailing group
norms are perceived by individuals to
resist or discourage the use of skills and
knowledge acquired in training.
The extent to which individuals believe
that not applying skills and knowledge
learned in training will lead to negative
personal outcomes.

Ability Scales
Personal Capacity for
Transfer

Transferability

The extent to which individuals have the
time, energy, and mental space in their
work lives to make changes required to
transfer learning to the job.
The extent to which an individual
perceives that training is designed to
facilitate opportunities to apply what he or
she learns to the job. Opportunities may
include resource availability in the job.
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To summarize, using a cut off for the eigenvalues greater than 1.00, the results of
the EFA showed that twelve factors were validated on the LTSI version 3 in the Korean
business context. Forty-five of 51 LTSI items were retained in the instrument to assess
twelve factors by applying a criterion for factor loadings above 0.40. There were no items
loaded on different factors. Nine factors were identical to original factors in the LTSI.
Three emerged as a new factor (Motivation to Transfer, Transferability, Transfer for
Performance Expectations), and one did not emerge at all (Perceived Content Validity).
Based on the result of this EFA analysis, scale definitions for the Korean version of the
LTSI (KLTSI) were redefined in the Korean business context. Table 4.5 shows the
KLTSI scale definitions, sample items, number of items and reliability for each scale.

Research Question Two
Are there differences in Korean transfer system characteristics among different
organizational types: private, privatized, and public organizations?
Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) was used to respond to this
research question. The twelve validated factors of the Korean version of the LTSI
(KLTSI) representing transfer system characteristics were utilized as the dependent
variables. Hair et al. (1998) maintained that factor scores can be created on each factor
extracted in the factor analysis. An average of items which were extracted in the factor
analysis was calculated to create factor scores. Then these factor scores were used to
represent the factors in the following analysis. Before conducting the MANOVA analysis,
the data was examined to verify normal distribution and the presence of outliers for each
variable. The distributions of the dependent variable values in each level of the
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independent variable were checked. Two indicatorsskewness values and kurtosis
valueswere examined, but no violations were found. Then, normal Q-Q plots and the
box plot were checked to identify normality and extreme outliers. There were no serious
violations of normality and influential outliers except the variable of Transfer for
Performance Expectations in types of training, gender, and age of the independent
variables. This variable needed to be transformed for further analysis. Log 10 was used to
solve this problem, then this corrected variable was used throughout the entire analysis
instead of the original variable (see APPENDIX D).
Organizations that were classified into three types were used as independent
variables. Private, privatized, and public organizations included 187 (38.6%), 176
(36.4%), and 121 (25.0%) respondents, respectively. Hair et al. (1998) suggested that it is
important to have equal or similar group sizes (the ratio of the largest group to the
smallest group = 1.5 or less) in using MANOVA to inspect between-group differences.
Otherwise, a test for equality of covariance (the Box test) is desirable. However,
according to Harris (1985), even though the Box test showed significant difference, it is
not a robust test. Therefore, researchers can use MANOVA. In terms of organizational
types, the ratio of the largest group to the smallest group was 1.55. This was the similar
group size then MANOVA was run.
MANOVA analysis results showed statistically significant differences (Wilks’
lambda = .854, F = 3.227, p < 0.001) on all criteria, indicating that the transfer system
characteristics have differences across organizational types. The results of the Univariate
ANOVA tests demonstrated that seven of the twelve scalesLearner Readiness,
Motivation to Transfer, Peer Support, Supervisory/Manager Sanction, Transferability,
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Transfer for Performance Expectations, and Performance Self-Efficacywere
significantly different across organizational types. Table 4.6 shows univariate
comparisons by organizational type.
Table 4.6.
Univariate Comparisons by Organizational Type
Organizational Type Means
Total

Private

Privatized

Public

F

P

Learner Readiness

3.36

3.33

3.65

3.11

14.94

0.000

Motivation to Transfer

3.87

3.85

4.00

3.81

5.21

0.006

1.74

1.74

1.82

1.64

2.14

0.119

2.73

2.75

2.7

2.69

1.42

0.243

3.20

3.09

3.31

3.2

3.86

0.022

2.8

2.67

2.83

2.89

2.88

0.057

1.91

1.87

1.83

2.04

3.04

0.049

3.58

3.43

3.63

3.68

5.95

0.003

0.58

0.57

0.59

0.57

5.94

0.003

2.27

2.25

2.19

2.37

1.91

0.149

Performance Self-Efficacy

3.67

3.59

3.74

3.68

3.01

0.05

Feedback/PerformanceCoaching

3.45

3.35

3.49

3.50

2.98

0.052

Training Specific Domain

Personal OutcomesNegative
Personal Capacity for
Transfer
Peer Support
Supervisory/Manager
Support
Supervisory/Manager
Sanction
Transferability
Training General Domain
Transfer for Performance
Expectations*
Resistance/Openness to
Change

*Note: The mean of Transfer for Performance expectations is the mean of log 10 value.
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Post hoc comparisons were then conducted for differences among pairs of
organizational types. When comparing private organizations with privatized ones, only
six of twelve paired comparisons showed significant differences. The results showed that
Learner Readiness (M = 3.33 versus 3.65), Motivation to Transfer (M = 3.85 versus 4.00),
Peer Support (M = 3.09 versus 3.31), Transferability (M = 3.43 versus 3.63), Transfer for
Performance Expectations (M = 0.57 versus 0.59), and Performance Self-Efficacy (M =
3.59 versus 3.74) scales in privatized organizations were significantly higher than those
in private organizations. When comparing private organizations with public ones, only
one of twelve paired comparisons showed significant differences. The results indicated
that the Transferability (M = 3.68 versus 3.43) scale in public organizations was
significantly greater than that in private organizations. When comparing privatized
organizations with public ones, only three of twelve paired comparisons showed
significant differences. The results showed that Learner Readiness (M = 3.65 versus 3.11),
Motivation to Transfer (M = 4.00 versus 3.81), and Transfer for Performance
Expectations (M = 0.59 versus 0.57) scales in privatized organizations were significantly
different from those in public organizations.
When using the four major domains of transfer of learning (learner characteristics,
motivation, work environment, and ability) to compare the differences across
organizational types, the results revealed that privatized organizations were significantly
higher on one of two scales in the learner characteristics domain, Learner Readiness, than
private and public organizations (M = 3.65 versus 3.33 and 3.31, respectively). For the
motivation domain, the results showed that privatized organizations were significantly
higher on both scalesMotivation to Transfer (M = 4.00 versus 3.85 and 3.81,
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respectively) and Transfer for Performance Expectations (M = 0.59 versus 0.57 and 0.57,
respectively)than private and public organizations. In the work environment domain,
the results indicated that privatized organizations were significantly greater on one of six
scales, the Peer Support scale, than private organizations. In terms of the ability domain,
the results revealed that privatized and public organizations were significantly higher on
one of two scales, the Transferability scale, than private organizations (M = 3.63 and 3.68
versus 3.43, respectively). To summarize, the results illustrated that the highest number
of scale differences across organizational types was between private and privatized
organizations. Overall, respondents in privatized organizations rated their transfer system
better than did those in private and public organizations.

Research Question Three
Are there differences in Korean transfer system characteristics among different
training types: management training, leadership training, general business skill training,
professional training, and organizational change training?
MANOVA was used to address this research question. Five different types of
training were used as independent variables. These included management training (e.g.,
management academy, middle level manager training, etc.), leadership training (e.g., self
leadership and general leadership), general business skill training (e.g., presentation skill,
communication skill, negotiation skill, etc.), professional training (e.g., data analysis,
high technology development, and distribution professional training), and organizational
change training (e.g., organizational value sharing training and six sigma). Management
training, leadership training, general business skill training, professional training, and
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organizational change training included 69 (14.3%), 123 (25.4%), 46 (9.5%), 145
(30.0%), and 101 (20.9%) respondents, respectively. The ratio of the largest group to the
smallest group was 3.2. The Box test of equality of covariance matrix showed statistically
significant differences (Box’s M = 575.64, F = 1.727, p < 0.001). As the Box’s test is not
a robust test, MANOVA was run.
MANOVA analysis results showed that statistically significant differences were
found (Wilks’ Lambda = .521, F = 6.937, p < 0.001). Univariate ANOVA analysis
showed that all KLTSI factors were significantly different across training types. Table 4.7
shows univariate comparisons by training type.
Post hoc result showed that significant differences were identified on all scales
except for Supervisory/Manager Sanction in the paired comparisons. When comparing
management training with other types of training, respondents rated the Personal
Capacity for Transfer scale significantly higher than those who received any other types
of training (M = 3.12 versus 2.75, 2.74, 2.58, and 2.68, respectively). Respondents rated
the Personal Outcomes-Negative scale significantly greater than leadership, general
business skill, and organizational change training (M = 2.21 versus 1.46, 1.66, and 1.62,
respectively). Also, respondents rated the Learner Readiness scale significantly higher
than leadership and organizational change training (M =3.37 versus 2.97 and 2.95,
respectively).
When comparing leadership training with other types of training, respondents
rated the Learner Readiness scale significantly lower than management, general business
skill, and professional training (M = 2.99 versus 3.39, 3.49, and 4.00, respectively). The
Supervisory/Manager Support scale was significantly lower than general business skill,
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professional training, and organizational change training (M = 2.46 versus 2.91, 3.03, and
2.87, respectively). Respondents rated the Feedback/Performance Coaching scale
significantly lower than management, professional training, and organizational change
training (M = 3.17 versus 3.48, 3.58, and 3.53, respectively). When comparing general
business skill with other types of training, respondents rated the Learner Readiness scale
significantly higher than leadership and organizational change training but lower than
professional training (M = 3.49 versus 2.99, 2.95, and 4.00, respectively).
When comparing professional training with other types of training, the Learner
Readiness scale was significantly greater than any other type of training (M = 4.00 versus
3.39, 2.99, 3.43, and 2.95, respectively). Also, respondents rated the Peer Support scale
significantly greater than leadership, general business skill, and organizational change
training (M = 3.49 versus 2.89, 3.13, and 3.16, respectively). When comparing
organizational change training with other types of training, the Learner Readiness scale
was significantly lower than other types of training including management, general
business skill, and professional training (M = 2.95 versus 3.39, 3.43, and 4.00,
respectively).
When using the four major domains of transfer of learning (learner characteristics,
motivation, work environment, and ability), the results revealed that professional training
was significantly higher on the Learner Readiness scale in the learner characteristics
domain than other types of training. For the motivation domain, the results showed that
professional training was significantly greater on the Motivation to Transfer scale than
leadership and organizational change training (M = 4.07 versus 3.79 and 3.78,
respectively). The results also revealed that leadership training was significantly lower on
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the Transfer for Performance Expectations scale than general business skill and
professional training (M = 0.57 versus 0.60 and 0.59, respectively). In the work
environment domain, Feedback/Performance Coaching, Personal Outcomes-Negative,
Supervisory/Manager Support, and Peer Support scales showed significant differences
across training types. In terms of the ability domain, the results revealed that management
training was significantly higher in the Personal Capacity for Transfer scale than those
people who received any other type of training. Also, the results identified that
professional training was significantly greater in the Transferability scale than
management and leadership training (M = 3.78 versus 3.38 and 3.31, respectively). In
summary, the results showed that respondents in professional training rated their transfer
system better than did those in other types of training.
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Table 4.7.
Univariate Comparisons by Training Type
Training Type Means
Total

No.1

No.2

No.3

No.4

No.5

F

P

Learner Readiness

3.36

3.39

2.99

3.49

4.00

2.95

39.82

0.000

Motivation to Transfer

3.87

3.86

3.79

3.93

4.07

3.78

5.82

0.000

Personal OutcomesNegative

1.77

2.21

1.46

1.66

1.89

1.62

14.82

0.000

Personal Capacity for
Transfer

2.77

3.12

2.75

2.74

2.58

2.68

10.08

0.000

Peer Support

3.18

3.22

2.89

3.13

3.49

3.16

11.56

0.000

Supervisory/Manager
Support

2.78

2.66

2.46

2.91

3.03

2.87

9.27

0.000

Supervisory/Manager
Sanction

1.89

1.81

1.94

1.80

1.80

2.07

2.43

0.047

Transferability

3.55

3.38

3.31

3.57

3.78

3.70

9.73

0.000

Transfer for Performance
Expectations*

0.58

0.58

0.57

0.60

0.60

0.57

3.63

0.000

Resistance/Openness to
Change

2.27

2.23

2.39

2.28

2.10

2.34

2.65

0.033

Performance Self-Efficacy

3.67

3.66

3.44

3.72

3.84

3.69

7.94

0.000

Feedback/PerformanceCoaching

3.45

3.48

3.17

3.47

3.58

3.53

7.98

0.000

Training Specific Domain

Training General Domain

*Note: The mean of Transfer for Performance Expectations is the mean of log 10 value.
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Research Question Four
Are there differences in Korean transfer system characteristics among
demographics of participants: gender, age, education, and work experiences?
MANOVA was used to answer this research question. Four demographic
variablesgender, age, education, and work experiencewere used as independent
variables. Each MANOVA analysis result is presented separately.
Gender
Two groups, male and female, were used as independent variables. The number of
male and female respondents were 415 (85.7%) and 69 (14.3%), respectively. The ratio
of male and female was 6.01. Though the Box test of equality of covariance matrix
showed statistically significant differences (Box’s M = 152.37, F = 1.828, p < 0.001),
MANOVA was conducted.
MANOVA analysis results indicated statistically significant differences (Wilks’
Lambda = .915, F = 3.630, p < 0.001), suggesting that transfer system characteristics
were different between male and female. ANOVA analyses showed only five of twelve
scales were significantly different between male and female participants. As the
independent variables included only two groups, post hoc tests were not executed. Male
respondents rated the Performance Self-Efficacy scale in the learner characteristics
domain; the Motivation to Transfer scale in the motivation domain; and the Personal
Outcomes-Negative, Supervisory/Manager Support, and Feedback/PerformanceCoaching scales in the work environment domain higher than female respondents. Table
4.8 indicates univariate comparisons by gender.
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Table 4.8.
Univariate Comparisons by Gender
Gender Means
Total

Male

Female

F

P

Learner Readiness

3.37

3.41

3.24

2.50

0.115

Motivation to Transfer

3.89

3.92

3.75

5.61

0.018

Personal OutcomesNegative

1.76

1.79

1.57

5.87

0.016

Personal Capacity for
Transfer

2.74

2.73

2.76

0.17

0.683

Peer Support

3.19

3.21

3.06

2.42

0.120

Supervisory/Manager
Support

2.78

2.85

2.41

17.73

0.000

Supervisory/Manager
Sanction

1.91

1.92

1.83

1.02

0.313

Transferability

3.57

3.57

3.52

0.41

0.523

Transfer for Performance
Expectations*

0.58

0.58

0.58

0.12

0.727

Resistance/Openness to
Change

2.26

2.24

2.39

2.36

0.125

Performance Self-Efficacy

3.67

3.71

3.42

15.47

0.000

Feedback/PerformanceCoaching

3.43

3.48

3.16

16.65

0.000

Training Specific Domain

Training General Domain

*Note: The mean of Transfer for Performance Expectations is the mean of log 10 value.
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Age
Four different age groups including 30 and below, 31 to 40, 41 to 50, and 51 and
over were used as independent variables. In each of the age groups, there were 69
(14.3%), 213 (44.0%), 164 (33.9%), and 38 (7.9%) respondents, respectively. The ratio
of the largest group to the smallest group was 5.6. As the Box test of equality of
covariance matrix indicated that there was no statistically significant difference (Box’s M
= 315.12, F = 1.248, p = .006) at the 0.00 level, MANOVA was conducted.
The result of the MANOVA analysis showed that there were significant
differences (Wilks’ Lambda = .845, F = 2.253, p < 0.001), indicating that transfer system
characteristics were different across age groups. Univariate ANOVA analysis suggested
that three of twelve KLTSI scales were significantly different across age groups. Table
4.9 shows univariate comparisons by age groups.
Post hoc comparison indicated that respondents in the 51 and over group rated the
Learner Readiness scale in the learner characteristics domain significantly lower than did
other age groups (M = 2.95 versus 3.47, 3.49, and 3.38, respectively). Also, respondents
in the 51 and over group rated the Personal Capacity for Transfer scale in the ability
domain lower than the 30 and below group (M = 2.51 versus 2.88, respectively). On the
one hand, respondents in the 41 to 50 group rated the Peer Support scale in the work
environment domain higher than the 30 and below group (M = 3.33 versus 2.96,
respectively).
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Table 4.9. Univariate Comparisons by Age Groups
Age Groups Means
Total

30 and
below

31-40

41-50

51 and
over

F

P

Learner Readiness

3.39

3.47

3.49

3.38

2.95

3.79

0.010

Motivation to Transfer

3.90

3.86

3.88

3.94

3.82

0.74

0.527

Personal OutcomesNegative

1.75

1.77

1.72

1.82

1.53

1.69

0.168

Personal Capacity for
Transfer

2.73

2.88

2.72

2.75

2.51

3.11

0.026

Peer Support

3.20

2.96

3.19

3.33

3.10

4.14

0.007

Supervisory/Manager
Support

2.79

2.65

2.74

2.92

2.72

2.40

0.067

Supervisory/Manager
Sanction

1.89

1.71

1.92

1.94

1.91

1.78

0.151

Transferability

3.57

3.51

3.56

3.55

3.75

0.95

0.415

Transfer for Performance
Expectations*

0.58

0.59

0.57

0.59

0.58

2.60

0.052

Resistance/Openness to
Change

2.12

2.23

2.34

2.14

2.40

2.42

0.066

Performance Self-Efficacy

3.67

3.67

3.64

3.70

3.71

0.38

0.770

Feedback/PerformanceCoaching

3.44

3.43

3.41

3.51

3.32

1.25

0.291

Training Specific Domain

Training General Domain

*Note: The mean of Transfer for Performance Expectations is the mean of log 10 value.

Education
Four different levels of education including high school, 2 years of college, 4
years of university, and graduate degree were used as independent variables. In each of
the groups, there were 65 (13.4%), 66 (13.6%), 293 (60.5%), and 60 (12.4%) respondents,
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respectively. The ratio of the largest group to the smallest group was 4.9. The Box test of
equality of covariance matrix showed a statistically significant difference (Box’s M =
329.97, F = 1.311, p < 0.001). Even though the result of the Box test indicated significant
differences, this is not robust, and the MANOVA was run. However, the results of
MANOVA analysis showed that there were no significant differences (Wilks’ Lambda
= .910, F = 1.253, p = 0.147) across education levels.
Work experience
Five different groups of work experience in the current organizations were used as
independent variables. These groups of work experience included 5 years and below, 6 to
10 years, 11 to 15 years, 16 to 20 years, and 21 years and over. In each of these groups,
there were 102 (21.1%), 88 (18.2%), 144 (29.8%), 73 (15.1%), and 77 (15.9%)
respondents, respectively. The ratio of the largest group to the smallest group was 2.0.
The Box test of equality of covariance matrix showed a statistically significant difference
(Box’s M = 464.49, F = 1.405, p < 0.001). Even though the result of the Box test
indicated significant differences, this is not robust, so the MANOVA was run.
The result of MANOVA analysis showed that there were significant differences
(Wilks’ Lambda = .831, F = 1.852, p < 0.001) across groups of work experiences in the
current organizations. Univariate ANOVA analysis showed that two of twelve KLTSI
scales were significantly different across age groups. Table 4.10 illustrates univariate
comparisons by work experience.
Post hoc comparison indicated that respondents in the 6 to 10 years group rated
the Personal Capacity for Transfer scale in the ability domain significantly higher than
the work experience group of 11 to 15 years (M = 2.91 versus 2.66, respectively). In
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contrast, respondents in the 6 to 10 years group rated the Peer Support scale in the work
environment domain lower than the 11 to 15 years group and the 16 to 20 years group (M
= 2.95 versus 3.26, and 3.34, respectively).
Table 4.10.
Univariate Comparisons by Work Experience
Work Experience Means
Total

No.1

No.2

No.3

No.4

No.5

F

P

Learner Readiness

3.39

3.53

3.47

3.39

3.30

3.17

2.22

0.065

Motivation to Transfer

3.90

3.98

3.78

3.85

3.93

3.96

1.92

0.106

Personal OutcomesNegative

1.74

1.86

1.72

1.78

1.77

1.55

2.06

0.086

Personal Capacity for
Transfer

2.73

2.77

2.91

2.66

2.75

2.60

3.51

0.008

Peer Support

3.20

3.20

2.95

3.26

3.34

3.23

3.40

0.009

Supervisory/Manager
Support

2.79

2.78

2.61

2.88

2.80

2.80

1.44

0.219

Supervisory/Manager
Sanction

1.89

1.76

1.88

1.94

1.95

1.95

1.19

0.313

Transferability

3.57

3.61

3.44

3.56

3.63

3.60

1.01

0.401

Transfer for Performance
Expectations*

0.58

0.59

0.57

0.58

0.58

0.59

1.45

0.215

Resistance/Openness to
Change

2.26

2.12

2.38

2.27

2.27

2.28

1.43

0.223

Performance Self-Efficacy

3.67

3.77

3.67

3.56

3.68

3.73

2.09

0.081

Feedback/PerformanceCoaching

3.44

3.59

3.35

3.37

3.51

3.41

2.38

0.051

Training Specific Domain

Training General Domain

*Note: The mean of Transfer for Performance Expectations is the mean of log 10 value.
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Research Question Five
To what extent do transfer of learning factors affect perceived individual level
transfer results?
To answer this research question, correlation analysis and hierarchical regression
analysis were employed. Individual level transfer result was used as the dependent
variable.
Descriptive and Correlation Analyses
The results of descriptive and correlation analyses are presented in Table 4.12 and
Table 4.13, respectively. In the descriptive analysis, mean, standard deviation, range,
minimum value and maximum value were examined. Pearson’s correlation coefficients
were used to inspect the relationship among the variables shown in Table 4.13. There
were statistically significant correlations between the independent variables and transfer
of learning factors except the Supervisory/Manager Sanction variable.
Specifically, individual level transfer results and twelve transfer of learning
factors had a statistically significant moderate relationship ranging from r = - 0.204 to r =
0.585 (Learner Readiness, r = 0.338; Motivation to Transfer, r = 0.502; Personal Capacity
for Transfer, r = -0.263; Peer Support, r = 0.521; Supervisory/Manager Support, r =
0.404; Supervisory/Manager Sanction, r = 0.230; Transferability, r = 0.475; Transfer for
Performance Expectations, r = 0.585; Resistance/Openness to Change, r = -0.204;
Performance Self-Efficacy, r = 0.423; Feedback/Performance-Coaching, r = 0.382). As
such, organizational knowledge performance and transfer of learning factors had a
statistically significant low and moderate relationship ranging from r = 0.142 to r = 0.426
(Learner Readiness, r = 0.207; Motivation to Transfer, r = 0.186; Personal Outcomes-

86

Negative, r = 0.142; Personal Capacity for Transfer, r = -0.158; Peer Support, r = 0.405;
Supervisory/Manager Support, r = 0.443; Transferability, r = 0.426; Transfer for
Performance Expectations, r = 0.474; Resistance/Openness to Change, r = -0.196;
Performance Self-Efficacy, r = 0.356; Feedback/Performance-Coaching, r = 0.443).
Reliability Analyses
In order to assess the internal consistency for each variable, the Cronbach’s alpha
coefficients were calculated. According to Munro (2005), Cronbach’s alpha is the most
general estimate of internal consistency of items in a scale. The results show that
measures for twelve transfer of learning factors, an individual level transfer results
measure, and an organizational knowledge performance measure are internally consistent
and thus tend to be reliable in the Korean context (coefficient alpha ranges from 0.75 to
0.90). Table 4.11 presents the results of the reliabilities analyses.
Table 4.11.
The Results of the Reliability Analysis for the Research
Variable
Learner Readiness
Motivation to Transfer
Personal Outcomes-Negative
Personal Capacity for Transfer
Peer Support
Supervisory/Manager Support
Supervisory/Manager Sanction
Transferability
Transfer for Performance Expectations
Resistance/Openness to Change
Performance Self-Efficacy
Feedback/Performance-Coaching
Individual Level Transfer Results
Organizational Knowledge Performance

Number of items
3
6
3
5
3
3
3
3
6
3
4
3
2
6

Cronbach’s alpha
.88
.86
.90
.75
.89
.88
.77
.80
.85
.80
.87
.77
.83
.88
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Table 4.12.
The Results of Descriptive Analysis Used in Regression Analysis
N

M

SD

Skewness

Range

Min.

Max.

Learner Readiness

484

3.39

0.88

-0.34

4.00

1.00

5.00

Motivation to Transfer

484

3.90

0.57

-0.78

4.00

1.00

5.00

Personal Outcomes-Negative

484

1.74

0.75

0.92

3.33

1.00

4.33

Personal Capacity for Transfer

484

2.73

0.61

0.45

3.60

1.40

5.00

Peer Support

484

3.20

0.76

-0.43

4.00

1.00

5.00

Supervisory/Manager Support

484

2.79

0.84

-0.13

4.00

1.00

5.00

Supervisory/Manager Sanction

484

1.89

0.75

0.63

4.00

1.00

5.00

Transferability

484

3.57

0.72

-0.46

4.00

1.00

5.00

Transfer for Performance Expectations*

484

0.58

0.06

-0.90

0.33

0.37

0.70

Resistance/Openness to Change

484

2.26

0.78

0.21

4.00

1.00

5.00

Performance Self-Efficacy

484

3.67

0.61

-0.07

3.00

2.00

5.00

Feedback/Performance-Coaching

484

3.44

0.64

-0.26

4.00

1.00

5.00

Individual Level Transfer Results

471

3.72

0.64

-0.37

4.00

1.00

5.00

Organizational Knowledge Performance

480

3.44

0.63

-0.25

4.00

1.00

5.00

*Note: Transfer for Performance Expectations scale used log 10 value.
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Table 4.13.
The Results of Correlation Analysis between Variables
M

SD

Learner Readiness

3.39

0.88

Motivation to Transfer

3.90

0.57

.414**

1.74

0.75

.116*

-.065

2.73

0.61

-.143**

-.320**

.297**

3.20

0.76

.327**

.455**

.148**

-.361**

2.79

0.84

.270**

.236**

.317**

-.198**

.541**

1.89

0.75

-.095*

-.186**

.269**

.266**

-.125**

-.057

3.57

0.72

.316**

.397**

.033

-.413**

.451**

.361**

-.123**

0.58

0.06

.250**

.563**

-.030

-.323**

.487**

.305**

-.211**

.458**

2.26

0.78

-.242**

-.254**

.103*

.236**

-.264**

-.243**

.430**

-.203**

-.296**

3.67

0.61

.257**

.342**

.050

-.221**

.376**

.329**

-.139**

.369**

.446**

-.270**

-.039

.392**

.390**

-.329**

.447**

-.078

.475**

.585**

-.204**

.423**

.382**

-.061

.426**

.474**

-.196**

.356**

.443**

Personal OutcomesNegative
Personal Capacity for
Transfer
Peer Support
Supervisory/Manager
Support
Supervisory/Manager
Sanction
Transferability
Transfer for Performance
Expectations*
Resistance/Openness to
Change
Performance Self-Efficacy

1

2

3

4

5

6

Feedback/Performance3.44
0.64
.284**
.260**
.152**
-.156**
.420**
.463**
Coaching
Individual Level Transfer
3.72
0.64
.338**
.502**
.075
-.263**
.521**
.404**
Results
Organizational Knowledge
3.44
0.63
.207**
.286**
.142**
-.158**
.405**
.443**
Performance
*Note: Transfer for Performance Expectations scale used log 10 value. * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001.

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

.488**
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Regression Results for Individual Level Transfer Results
In the hierarchical regression analysis, two variables (types of training and time
since training) were controlled statistically to identify the effects of transfer of learning
factors on individual level transfer results. Specifically, the types of training variable
were dummy coded because this variable was a nominal scale of measurement.
Management training was used as the reference group in this dummy coding. Then the
blocks of learner characteristics variables were entered and followed by blocks of
motivation variables, work environment variables, and ability variables. Before the
examination of the hierarchical regression model, multicollinearity (Tolerance and VIF
values), autocorrelation (Durbin Watson values) and the presence of influential
observations were examined to guarantee the data were appropriate for analysis. The
results of these examinations indicated that the data were suitable for further analysis.
As shown in Tables 4.14a. and b., in the final regression model (step 5), perceived
individual level transfer results was positively related to Learner Readiness (β = 0.120, p
< 0.05), Performance Self-Efficacy (β = 0.099, p < 0.05), Transfer for Performance
Expectations (β = 0.303, p < 0.001), Supervisory/Manager Support (β = 0.112, p < 0.05),
and Supervisory/Manager Sanction (β = 0.120, p < 0.05) but negatively related to
Transferability (β = -0.141, p < 0.005). Overall, the final regression model explains
48.7% of the variance in perceived individual level transfer results. Therefore, there is a
moderate positive relationship between transfer of learning and individual level transfer
results.
In the first step, a block of control variables (types of training and time since
training), which explained 6.5% of the total variance, were significant (F = 6.50; df =
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5/465, p < 0.001) for the individual level transfer results. When two learner
characteristics variables were included as a block in the second step, the result showed a
statistically significant relationship (F = 101.04; df = 2/463, p < 0.001) with the
individual level transfer results, indicating that both Learner Readiness (β = 0.406, p <
0.001) and Performance Self-Efficacy (β = 0.265, p < 0.001) were positively associated
with individual level transfer results. However, the relationship between a block of
control variables and the individual level transfer results lost the statistical significance at
the p = 0.05 level. The addition of this block of variables increased the R square value
from 6.5% to 34.9%an increase of 28.4%.
In the third step, two motivation variables were added as a block to the model.
The result indicated that the third model was significant (F = 38.32; df = 2/461, p <
0.001). Specifically, one of two variables, Transfer for Performance Expectations (β =
0.387, p < 0.001), was positively associated with individual level transfer results. The R
square value was also increased from 34.9% to 44.2%an increase of 9.3%. When six
work environment variables were included as a block in the fourth step, the result showed
a statistically significant relationship (F = 4.78; df = 6/455, p < 0.001). The addition of
this block of variables increased the R square value from 44.2% to 47.5%an increase of
5.3%. Specifically, three of six variables, Personal Outcomes-Negative (β = 0.122, p <
0.005), Supervisory/Manager Support (β = 0.129, p < 0.005), and Supervisory/Manager
Sanction (β = 0.099, p < 0.05), contributed higher values to the individual level transfer
results.
The final step was to add two ability variables as a block to the model (F = 5.46;
df = 2/453, p < 0.001). The addition of these two variables increased the R square value
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to 48.7%, a change of 1.2% from the prior model. Specifically, one of two variables,
Transferability, was negatively associated with the individual level transfer results (β = 0.141, p < 0.005). However, Personal Outcomes-Negative lost the statistical significance
at the p = 0.05 level (β = 0.084, p = 0.057).
Table 4.14a.
Hierarchical Regression Analysis of Transfer of Learning Variables predicting
Individual Level Transfer Results
Dependent variable
Independent variables
Step 1
(Constant)
Training Type
(Management Training ref.)
Leadership Training
General Business Skill Training
Professional Training
Organizational Change Training
Time since Training
Step 2
(Constant)
Training Type
(Management Training ref.)
Leadership Training
General Business Skill Training
Professional Training
Organizational Change Training
Time since Training
Learner Characteristics
Learner Readiness
Performance Self-Efficacy
Step 3
(Constant)
Training Type
(Management Training ref.)
Leadership Training
General Business Skill Training
Professional Training

b

Individual Level Transfer Results
SE b
β

p

3.736

.272

.000

.075
-.049
-.254
.039
.045

.094
.119
.094
.098
.018

3.847

.228

-.102
-.031
-.132
.014
.023

.080
.100
.079
.082
.015

-.069
-.014
-.093
.009
.058

.203
.755
.095
.865
.136

.270
.180

.028
.028

.406
.265

.000
.000

1.612

.336

-.131
.001
-.181

.077
.094
.074

.051
-.023
-.180
.025
.115

.429
.678
.007
.695
.014
.000

.000

-.089
.000
-.128

.090
.993
.015
(Continued)
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Dependent variable
Independent variables
Organizational Change Training
Time since Training
Learner Characteristics
Learner Readiness
Performance Self-Efficacy
Motivation
Motivation to Transfer
Transfer for Performance Expectations*
Step 4
(Constant)
Training Type
(Management Training ref.)
Leadership Training
General Business Skill Training
Professional Training
Organizational Change Training
Time since Training
Learner Characteristics
Learner Readiness
Performance Self-Efficacy
Motivation
Motivation to Transfer
Transfer for Performance Expectations*
Work Environments
Performance Outcomes Negative
Peer Support
Supervisory/Manager Support
Supervisory/Manager Sanction
Resistance/Openness to Change
Feedback/Performance Coaching
Step 5
(Constant)
Training Type
(Management Training ref.)
Leadership Training
General Business Skill Training
Professional Training
Organizational Change Training
Time since Training
Learner Characteristics
Learner Readiness

Individual Level Transfer Results
b
SE b
β
p
-.064
.079
-.041
.417
.016
.014
.042
.261
.165
.094

.029
.028

.247
.139

.000
.001

.036
4.031

.025
.461

.055
.387

.146
.000

1.707

.339

-.132
.049
-.072
-.021
.021

.078
.094
.077
.082
.014

-.090
.023
-.051
-.013
.053

.089
.600
.348
.801
.145

.108
.070

.034
.029

.162
.103

.001
.015

.004
3.578

.030
.473

.006
.344

.888
.000

.083
.007
.088
.066
.036
.015

.029
.034
.030
.033
.028
.031

.122
.010
.129
.099
.051
.021

.004
.827
.004
.047
.197
.618

1.935

.355

-.113
.058
-.070
-.004
.015

.078
.093
.076
.082
.014

-.077
.027
-.049
-.002
.038

.148
.536
.363
.962
.299

.080

.034

.120

.021

.000

.000

(Continued)
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Dependent variable
Independent variables
Performance Self-Efficacy
Motivation
Motivation to Transfer
Transfer for Performance Expectations*
Work Environments
Performance Outcomes Negative
Peer Support
Supervisory/Manager Support
Supervisory/Manager Sanction
Resistance/Openness to Change
Feedback/Performance Coaching
Ability
Performance Capacity for Transfer
Transferability

Individual Level Transfer Results
b
SE b
β
p
.067
.028
.099
.018
.001
3.152

.031
.498

.001
.303

.986
.000

.057
.003
.077
.080
.026
.016

.030
.034
.030
.033
.029
.031

.084
.004
.112
.120
.038
.022

.057
.939
.012
.016
.366
.609

.036
-.097

.027
.032

.055
-.141

.179
.003

*Note: Transfer for Performance Expectations scale used log 10 value.

Table 4.14b. Summary of Model Information
Model

df

F

p

R2

Adjusted R2

One
Two
Three
Four
Five

5/465
2/463
2/461
6/455
2/453

6.50
101.04
38.32
4.78
5.46

0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.005

0.065
0.349
0.442
0.475
0.487

0.055
0.339
0.431
0.458
0.468

Research Question Six
To what extent do transfer of learning factors affect perceived organizational
knowledge performance?
Hierarchical regression analysis was conducted to respond to this research
question. As mentioned in research question five, two variables (dummy coded types of
training and time since training) were controlled statistically to identify the effects of
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transfer of learning factors on organizational knowledge performance. Then blocks of
learner characteristics variables were entered and followed by blocks of motivation
variables, work environment variables, and ability variables.
As shown in Table 4.15a. and b., in the final regression model (step 5), perceived
organizational knowledge performance was positively related to Transfer for
Performance Expectations (β = 0.274, p < 0.001), Supervisory/Manager Support (β =
0.175, p < 0.001), Supervisory/Manager Sanction (β = 0.209, p < 0.001), and Feedback
Performance-Coaching (β = 0.122, p < 0.05). Overall, the fully saturated regression
model explains 41.3% of the variance in perceived organizational knowledge
performance. Therefore, there is a moderate positive relationship between transfer of
learning and organizational knowledge performance.
A block of control variables (types of training and time since training) entered in
the first step were significant (F = 5.90; df = 5/474, p < 0.001) explaining 5.9% of the
total variance for the organizational knowledge performance. When two learner
characteristics variables were included as a block in the second step, the result showed a
statistically significant relationship (F = 66.20; df = 2/472, p < 0.001) with the
organizational knowledge performance, indicating that both Learner Readiness (β = 0.335,
p < 0.001) and Performance Self-Efficacy (β = 0.239, p < 0.001) were positively
associated with organizational knowledge performance. The addition of this block of
variables increased the R square value from 5.9% to 26.5%an increase of 20.6%.
In the third step, two motivation variables were added as a block to the model.
The result indicated that the third model was significant (F = 28.25; df = 2/470, p <
0.001). Specifically, both Motivation to Transfer (β = 0.143, p < 0.001) and Transfer for
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Performance Expectations (β = 0.333, p < 0.001) were positively associated with
organizational knowledge performance. The R square value was also increased from
26.5% to 34.4%an increase of 7.9%. When six work environment variables were
included as a block in the fourth step, the result showed a statistically significant
relationship (F = 9.01; df = 6/464, p < 0.001). The addition of this block of variables
increased the R square value from 34.4% to 41.2%an increase of 6.8%. Specifically,
three of six variables, Supervisory/Manager Support (β = 0.171, p < 0.001),
Supervisory/Manager Sanction (β = 0.214, p < 0.001), and Feedback/PerformanceCoaching (β = 0.122, p < 0.05) contributed higher values to the organizational knowledge
performance. However, two learner characteristics variablesLearner readiness (β =
0.038, p = 0.47) and Performance Self-Efficacy (β = 0.051, p = 0.25) and one
motivation variableMotivation to Transfer (β = 0.036, p = 0.45) lost the statistical
significance at the p = 0.05 level. The final step was to add two ability variables as a
block to the model (F = 0.31; df = 2/462, p = 0.718), but no significant differences were
found.
Table 4.15a.
Hierarchical Regression Analysis of Transfer of Learning Variables predicting
Organizational Knowledge Performance
Dependent variable
Independent variables
Step 1
(Constant)
Training Type
(Management Training ref.)
Leadership Training
General Business Skill Training
Professional Training

Organizational Knowledge Performance
b
SE b
β
p
3.500

.266

.236
-.186
.027

.092
.116
.091

.000

.165
-.087
.019

.010
.112
.771

(Continued)
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Dependent variable
Independent variables
Organizational Change Training
Time since Training
Step 2
(Constant)
Training Type
(Management Training ref.)
Leadership Training
General Business Skill Training
Professional Training
Organizational Change Training
Time since Training
Learner Characteristics
Learner Readiness
Performance Self-Efficacy
Step 3
(Constant)
Training Type
(Management Training ref.)
Leadership Training
General Business Skill Training
Professional Training
Organizational Change Training
Time since Training
Learner Characteristics
Learner Readiness
Performance Self-Efficacy
Motivation
Motivation to Transfer
Transfer for Performance Expectations*
Step 4
(Constant)
Training Type
(Management Training ref.)
Leadership Training
General Business Skill Training
Professional Training
Organizational Change Training
Time since Training
Learner Characteristics
Learner Readiness
Performance Self-Efficacy

Organizational Knowledge Performance
b
SE b
β
p
-.156
.096
-.101
.106
.012
.018
.031
.501
3.591

.236

.000

.093
-.169
.124
-.177
-.006

.082
.103
.081
.085
.016

.065
-.080
.091
-.114
-.015

.261
.102
.128
.039
.708

.219
.158

.029
.029

.335
.239

.000
.000

1.841

.350

.017
-.188
.058
-.284
-.006

.081
.100
.078
.083
.015

.012
-.089
.042
-.184
-.016

.833
.059
.460
.001
.690

.123
.089

.030
.029

.189
.134

.000
.003

.092
3.364

.026
.476

.143
.333

.000
.000

2.008

.344

.026
-.127
.156
-.177
.002

.080
.097
.078
.084
.015

.018
-.060
.114
-.114
.005

.742
.190
.046
.036
.900

.025
.034

.034
.029

.038
.051

.469
.250

.000

.000

(Continued)

97

Dependent variable
Independent variables
Motivation
Motivation to Transfer
Transfer for Performance Expectations*
Work Environments
Performance Outcomes Negative
Peer Support
Supervisory/Manager Support
Supervisory/Manager Sanction
Resistance/Openness to Change
Feedback/Performance Coaching
Step 5
(Constant)
Training Type
(Management Training ref.)
Leadership Training
General Business Skill Training
Professional Training
Organizational Change Training
Time since Training
Learner Characteristics
Learner Readiness
Performance Self-Efficacy
Motivation
Motivation to Transfer
Transfer for Performance Expectations*
Work Environments
Performance Outcomes Negative
Peer Support
Supervisory/Manager Support
Supervisory/Manager Sanction
Resistance/Openness to Change
Feedback/Performance Coaching
Ability
Performance Capacity for Transfer
Transferability

Organizational Knowledge Performance
b
SE b
β
p
.023
2.665

.031
.477

.036
.264

.454
.000

.033
.039
.114
.141
.010
.086

.029
.035
.031
.034
.028
.032

.049
.055
.171
.215
.015
.122

.268
.263
.000
.000
.711
.007

1.956

.365

.020
-.130
.155
-.182
.003

.081
.097
.079
.086
.015

.014
-.061
.113
-.118
.009

.802
.184
.050
.034
.820

.032
.035

.035
.029

.049
.052

.367
.240

.024
2.769

.032
.508

.038
.274

.448
.000

.039
.040
.116
.137
.013
.086

.031
.035
.031
.034
.030
.032

.059
.057
.175
.209
.019
.122

.203
.250
.000
.000
.662
.008

-.010
.024

.028
.033

-.016
.036

.716
.466

*Note: Transfer for Performance Expectations scale used log 10 value.

.000
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Table 4.15b.
Summary of Model Information
Model

df

F

p

R2

Adjusted R2

One
Two
Three
Four
Five

5/474
2/472
2/470
6/464
2/462

5.90
66.20
28.25
9.01
0.33

0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.718

0.059
0.265
0.344
0.412
0.413

0.049
0.254
0.331
0.393
0.391

Ancillary Results
During the regression analysis regarding research questions five and six, given
that Holton (2005) hypothesized that transfer of learning factors affect individual
performance as well as organizational performance, and individual performance also
influences organizational performance, the researcher came to be interested in the
relationships among transfer of learning factors, individual level transfer results which is
one of the measures for individual performance, and organizational knowledge
performance, which is one of indicators for organizational performance. Additional
analyses were conducted by using hierarchical regression and Sobel tests, and,
consequently, ancillary results were found. Individual level transfer results function as a
mediator on the relationship between transfer of learning factors (specifically, three
transfer of learning factors) and organizational knowledge performance.
Mediation effects of individual level transfer results
Concerning the mediation effects of individual level transfer results on the
relationship between transfer of learning factors and organizational knowledge
performance, two research models were proposed. The first model was to investigate the
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mediation effects of individual level transfer results on the relationship between manager
roles for transfer of learning and organizational knowledge performance (see Figure 4.1).
Specifically, two transfer of learning factors (Supervisor/Manager Support and
Supervisor/Manager Sanction) in the work environment domain which have an
association with individual level transfer results as well as organizational knowledge
performance in the regression results of research questions five and six, were used for the
measures of manager roles for transfer of learning.

Manager Roles (x)
• Supervisor/Manager Support
• Supervisor/Manager Sanction

Individual Performance (z)
• Individual Level Transfer
Results

Organizational Performance (y)
• Organizational Knowledge
Performance

Figure 4.1. Mediation effects of individual level transfer results on the relationship
between manager roles for transfer of learning and organizational knowledge
performance

In order to look at mediation effects, hierarchical regression analysis was used
following the four steps suggested by Baron and Kenny (1986). The first step is to regress
the dependent variable (y) on the independent variable (x) to examine if the dependent
variable is significantly correlated with the predictor. The second step is to regress the
mediator on the independent variable to observe if the independent variable is
significantly correlated with the mediating variable. The third step is to regress the
dependent variable on both the independent variable and the mediating variable
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concurrently to investigate if the mediator affects the dependent variable by controlling
the independent variable. The final step is to determine whether the mediator completely
or partially mediates the relationship between the independent variable and the dependent
variables. If there is a complete mediation, the effect of the independent variable on the
dependent variable, controlling for the mediator, should be zero (Baron & Kenny, 1986).
With regard to this, the Sobel test, which is an estimated significance test for the indirect
effect of the independent variable on the dependent variable via the mediator, was
conducted. According to MacKinnon, Lockwood, Hoffman, West, and Sheets (2002), the
Sobel test is much more common and more highly recommended in examining indirect
mediation effects, especially, when samples are large enough.
Table 4.16 indicated the steps and results of the regression tests for mediation
effects. In model 1, the results showed that the manager roles for transfer of learning
were a significant influence on the organizational knowledge performance (R2 = 0.292, p
< 0.001). Model 2 also identified that manager roles for transfer of learning were a
significant influence on the mediator (individual level transfer results) (R2 = 0.291, p <
0.001). In model 3, the mediator (individual level transfer results) explained a significant
amount of variance in perceived organizational knowledge performance (R2 = 0.238, p <
0.001). Lastly, individual level transfer results regressed on organizational knowledge
performance with manager roles for transfer of learning in model 4. The results showed
that individual transfer results were a significant influence organizational knowledge
performance; furthermore, the addition of manager roles for two transfer of learning
factors significantly increased the variance explained (R2change = 0.103, p < 0.001). These
results support the proposed first research model indicating that individual transfer results
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mediated the relationship between manager roles for transfer of learning factors and
organizational knowledge performance.
Table 4.16.
Regression Analyses Results for Mediation
Regression
models
Model 1

Variables

R2

F model

df

R2 change

x1 → y2

0.292

98.197***

2/477

-

Model 2

x → z3

0.291

96.151***

2/468

-

Model 3

z→y

0.238

145.300***

1/465

-

Model 4

x→y
(controlling
for z)

0.341

36.043***

2/463

0.103***

Note: 1 = Manager Roles for transfer of learning as the predictor.
2 = Organizational Knowledge Performance as the dependent variable.
3 = Individual Level Transfer Results as the mediator.
*** p < 0.001.

In addition, the Sobel test was used to test the indirect effect of each of two
transfer of learning factors (Supervisor/Manager Support and Supervisor/Manager
Sanction) for manager roles on organizational knowledge performance via individual
level transfer results. In terms of Supervisor/Manager Support, the result of the Sobel test
was statistically significant (Z value: 7.140, p < 0.001), indicating that a significant
partial relationship between Supervisor/Manager Support and organizational knowledge
performance remains after including the mediator (individual level transfer results) in the
regression (see Figure 4.2 and Table 4.17).

102
Type of Mediation: Partial
Sobel Z value: 7.140, p < 0.001
Direct Influence: 0.249
Indirect Influence: 0.185
Note 1: *** = correlations significant at the level p < 0.001
Note 2: All standardized beta weights are used.
Note 3: Correlations in parentheses indicate standardized beta weights computed after the
mediator has been included in the regression equation.
0.434***

Independent Variable
Supervisor/Manager
Support

Dependent Variable
Organizational Knowledge
Performance

(0.249)***

0.488***
0.475***
(0.369)***
Mediating Variable
Individual Level Transfer
Results

Figure 4.2. Mediation effects of individual level transfer results on the relationship
between Supervisor/Manager Support and organizational knowledge performance

Table 4.17.
Regression Analyses Results for Mediation
Variable
relationship
SMS/OKP
SMS/ILTR
ILTR/OKP
SMS/OKP
(Controlling for
ILTR)

b

SE b

Β

t

R2

F

Df

p

0.288
0.325
0.476

0.027
0.028
0.040

0.434
0.475
0.488

10.530
11.682
12.054

0.188
0.225
0.238

110.873
136.472
145.300

1/478
1/469
1/465

.000***
.000***
.000***

0.166

0.030

0.249

5.581

0.286

31.145

1/464

.000***

Note: *** p < 0.001.

As such, in terms of Supervisor/Manager Sanction, the result of the Sobel test
was statistically significant (Z value: 6.911, p < 0.001), suggesting that a significant
partial relationship between Supervisor/Manager Sanction and organizational knowledge

103

performance remains after including the mediator (individual level transfer results) in the
regression (see Figure 4.3 and Table 4.18).
Type of Mediation: Partial
Sobel Z value: 6.911, p < 0.001
Direct Influence: 0.305
Indirect Influence: 0.157
Note 1: *** = correlations significant at the level p < 0.001
Note 2: All standardized beta weights are used.
Note 3: Correlations in parentheses indicate standardized beta weights computed after the
mediator has been included in the regression equation.
0.462***

Independent Variable
Supervisor/Manager
Sanction

Dependent Variable
Organizational Knowledge
Performance

(0.305)***

0.488***
0.418***
(0.361)***
Mediating Variable
Individual Level Transfer
Results

Figure 4.3. Mediation effects of individual level transfer results on the relationship
between Supervisor/Manager Sanction and organizational knowledge performance

Table 4.18.
Regression Analyses Results for Mediation
Variable
relationship
SMSa/OKP
SMSa/ILTR
ILTR/OKP
SMSa/OKP
(Controlling for
ILTR)

b

SE b

Β

t

R2

F

Df

p

0.303
0.280
0.476

0.027
0.028
0.040

0.462
0.418
0.488

11.397
9.961
12.054

0.214
0.175
0.238

129.897
99.221
145.300

1/478
1/469
1/465

.000***
.000***
.000***

0.199

0.028

0.305

7.212

0.315

52.013

1/464

.000***

Note: *** p < 0.001.

The second mediation research model aims to examine the mediation effects of
individual level transfer results on the relationship between Transfer for Performance
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Expectations and organizational knowledge performance (see Figure 4.4). Specifically,
one transfer of learning factor (Transfer for Performance Expectations) in the motivation
domain which has an association with individual level transfer results as well as
organizational knowledge performance in the regression results of research questions five
and six, were used.
Type of Mediation: Partial
Sobel Z value: 5.845, p < 0.001
Direct Influence: 0.298
Indirect Influence: 0.176
Note 1: *** = correlations significant at the level p < 0.001
Note 2: Transfer for Performance Expectations scale used log 10 value and all standardized beta
weights are used.
Note 3: Correlations in parentheses indicate standardized beta weights computed after the
mediator has been included in the regression equation.
Independent Variable
Transfer for Performance
Expectations*

0.474***

Dependent Variable
Organizational Knowledge
Performance

(0.298)***

0.488***
0.585***
(0.313)***
Mediating Variable
Individual Level Transfer
Results

Figure 4.4. Mediation effects of individual level transfer results on the relationship
between Transfer for Performance Expectations and organizational knowledge
performance

Table 4.19 indicates the steps and results of the regression tests for mediation
effects. In model 1, the result showed that Transfer for Performance Expectations was a
significant relationship on organizational knowledge performance (R2 = 0.224, p < 0.001).
Model 2 also indicated that Transfer for Performance Expectations was a significant
relationship on the mediator (individual level transfer results) (R2 = 0.342, p < 0.001). In
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model 3, the mediator (individual level transfer results) explained a significant amount of
variance in perceived organizational knowledge performance (R2 = 0.238, p < 0.001).
Lastly, individual level transfer results regressed on organizational knowledge
performance with Transfer for Performance Expectations in model 4. The results showed
that individual transfer results were a significant relationship on organizational
knowledge performance; furthermore, the addition of Transfer for Performance
Expectations significantly increased the variance explained (R2 = 0.297, p < 0.001).
These results support the proposed second research model, indicating that individual
transfer results mediated the relationship between Transfer for Performance Expectations
and organizational knowledge performance.
Table 4.19.
Regression Analyses Results for Mediation
Variable
relationship
TPE/OKP
TPE/ILTR
ILTR/OKP
TPE/OKP
(Controlling for
ILTR)

Β

t

R2

F

Df

p

4.789 0.407
6.085 0.390
0.476 0.040

0.474
0.585
0.488

11.758
15.610
12.054

0.224
0.342
0.238

138.242
244.668
145.300

1/478
1/469
1/465

.000***
.000***
.000***

3.018 0.486

0.298

6.207

0.297

38.532

1/464

.000***

b

SE b

Note: *** p < 0.001.

In addition, the Sobel test was conducted to investigate the indirect effect of
Transfer for Performance Expectations on organizational knowledge performance via
individual level transfer results. The result of the Sobel test was statistically significant (Z
value: 5.845, p < 0.001), indicating that a significant partial relationship between Transfer
for Performance Expectations and organizational knowledge performance remains after
including the mediator (individual level transfer results) in the regression (see Figure 4.4
and Table 4.19).
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Content Analysis Results
This study included two short-answer questions. The respondents were asked to
consider the factors most important for enhancing and hindering the transfer of learning
in their organizations and list three factors in declining order of importance for each
question. Four hundred responses were provided from 484 cases of completed survey
questionnaires. The collected data were analyzed by quantitative content analysis (Burke
and Hutchins, 2008; Insch, Moore, & Murphy, 1997).
Factors to Enhance Transfer of Learning
To explore the most important factors to enhance transfer of learning, the original
400 responses were broken down into 773 separate comments deleting ambiguous and
irrelevant meanings. The 773 total items were assigned to only one category among four
major categorieslearner characteristics, motivation, work environment, and
abilityand subcategories of sixteen transfer of learning factors based on the original
LTSI (Holton et al., 2000). Also, emerging factors arising in the data were included in the
appropriate major categories.
Initially, the researcher assigned comments with proper main categories, then
generated transfer of learning factors by clustering contextually similar concepts based on
subcategories. New emerged subcategories were named according to concepts. After
completing this analysis, the researcher asked one peer who is familiar with transfer of
learning research to assign comments with main categories using the same procedure.
After that, the differences were discussed until the two individuals reached agreement.
There was no critical disagreement.
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Table 4.20.
Factors to Enhance Transfer of Learning
Categories
Learner
Characteristics

Subcategories
Learner Readiness
Performance Self-Efficacy
Subtotal
Motivation to Transfer Learning

Motivation

Transfer Effort-Performance Expectations
Performance-Outcomes Expectations
Motivation to Learning
Subtotal
Feedback/Performance-Coaching
Supervisory/Manager Support
Peer Support

Work Environment

Resistance/Openness to Change
Personal Outcomes-Positive
Competitive Environment
Communication
Organizational Learning Culture
Subtotal
Personal Capacity for Transfer
Perceived Content Validity

Ability

Transfer Design
Opportunity to Use Learning
Learning Opportunity
Subtotal
Total

Frequency (%)
6 (0.8%)
67 (8.7%)
73 (9.4%)
53 (6.9%)
37 (4.8%)
91 (11.8%)
36 (4.7%)
217 (28.1%)
14 (1.8%)
69 (8.9%)
38 (4.9%)
21 (2.7%)
6 (0.8%)
8 (1.0%)
36 (4.7%)
77 (10.0%)
269 (34.8%)
42 (5.4%)
59 (7.6%)
52 (6.7%)
37 (4.8%)
24 (3.1%)
214 (27.7%)
773 (100%)

Note: Emergent factors are in italics.

As expected, this data set largely showed categories similar to those presented in
earlier transfer of learning literature (Holton et al., 2000). However, two factors
(Supervisor/Manager Sanction and Personal Outcomes-Negative) in the work
environment category were not identified and five new factors (Motivation to Learning,
Competitive Environment, Communication, Organizational Learning Culture, and
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Learning Opportunity) emerged from the respondents. These emergent factors appeared
in the motivation, work environment, and ability categories and represented 23.5% of the
total coded data (see Table 4.16).
Also, respondents identified that the most important category for improving
transfer of learning was work environment (34.8%). However, the most important factor
for enhancing transfer of learning was Performance-Outcomes Expectations (11.8%) in
the motivation category. Also, Organizational Learning Culture (10.0%),
Supervisory/Manager Support (8.9%), and Performance Self-Efficacy (8.7%) showed
high frequencies.
Factors to Inhibit Transfer of Learning
To discover the most important factors that inhibit transfer of learning, the
original 400 responses were divided into 729 separate comments deleting ambiguous and
irrelevant meanings. The 729 total items corresponded to only one category among four
major categorieslearner characteristics, motivation, work environment, and
abilityand subcategories of sixteen transfer of learning factors based on the original
LTSI (Holton et al., 2000). Also, emerging factors arising in the data were included in the
suitable major categories.
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Table 4.21.
Factors to Inhibit Transfer of Learning
Categories
Learner
Characteristics

Subcategories
Performance Self-Efficacy
Subtotal
Motivation to Transfer Learning

Motivation

Transfer Effort-Performance Expectations
Performance-Outcomes Expectations
Motivation to Learning
Subtotal
Feedback/Performance-Coaching
Supervisory/Manager Support
Supervisory/Manager Sanction

Work Environment

Peer Support
Resistance/Openness to Change
Competitive Environment
Communication
Organizational Learning Culture
Subtotal
Personal Capacity for Transfer
Perceived Content Validity

Ability

Transfer Design
Opportunity to Use Learning
Learning Opportunity
Subtotal
Total

Frequency (%)
89 (12.2%)
89 (12.2%)
5 (0.7%)
20 (2.7%)
39 (5.3%)
18 (2.5%)
82 (11.2%)
3 (0.4%)
69 (9.5%)
2 (0.3%)
10 (1.4%)
94 (12.9%)
30 (4.1%)
16 (2.2%)
42 (5.8%)
266 (36.5%)
181 (24.8%)
42 (5.8%)
19 (2.6%)
29 (4.0%)
21 (2.9%)
292 (40.1%)
729 (100%)

Note: Emergent factors are in italics.

As such, this data set largely indicated categories parallel to those represented in
earlier transfer of learning literature (Holton, Bates, and Ruona, 2000). However, one
factor (Learner Readiness) in the learner characteristics category and two factors
(Personal Outcomes-Positive and Personal Outcomes-Negative) in the work environment
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category were not identified and, as shown above, five new factors (Motivation to
Learning, Competitive Environment, Communication, Organizational Learning Culture,
and Learning Opportunity) emerged from the respondents. These emergent factors
represented 17.5% of the total coded data (see Table 4.17).
However, the responses identified different results compared with factors for
enhancing transfer of learning, indicating that the most important category for inhibiting
transfer of learning was ability (40.1%). Also, the most inhibiting factor was Personal
Capacity for Transfer (24.8%) in the same category. Specifically, many respondents
indicated that workload did not allow them to try the new things in training.
Resistance/Openness to Change (12.9%), Performance Self-Efficacy (12.2%), and
Supervisory/Manager Support (9.5%) had high frequencies.

Chapter Summary
This chapter presented the research findings based on the given research questions.
First, the LTSI was validated in the Korean context by conducting exploratory factor
analysis (EFA). Consequently, twelve factors with 45 items were extracted. The results
indicated that the Korean version of the LTSI was valid and reliable in the Korean
context. Second, Korean transfer system characteristics were analyzed using MANOVA.
The results showed that Korean transfer system characteristics were different depending
on organizational type, training type, gender, age, and work experience. No significant
differences were found in education level. The highest number of factors that varied
among these independent variables were training type (12 factors), organizational type (7
factors), gender (5 factors), age (3 factors), and work experience (2 factors). Third,
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hierarchical regression analyses were used to investigate transfer of learning factors
which influence perceived individual level transfer results and perceived organizational
knowledge performance. The researcher found that six transfer of learning factors affect
perceived individual level transfer results. Overall, these six variables explained 48.7% of
the variance in perceived individual level transfer results. As such, four transfer of
learning factors were positively related to perceived organizational knowledge
performance, explaining 41.3% of the variance. In sum, there is a moderate positive
relationship between transfer of learning factors and perceived organizational knowledge
performance. Further summary of the study, implications, limitations, and final
conclusions are discussed in the following chapter.
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Chapter 5
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The main purpose of this study was to investigate the relationship between
transfer of learning factors and perceived organizational knowledge performance in the
selected Korean organizations. This chapter summarizes the research findings, provides
discussion and conclusions, and suggests recommendations for future research.

Study Summary
Transfer of learning is an important factor in the success of learning efforts which
can result in performance improvement (Holton, 1996; Yamnill & McLean, 2001). In this
sense, transfer of learning has been a critical topic in the HRD field (Baldwin & Ford,
1988; Ford & Weissbein, 1997). Transfer of learning research has paid attention to two
main issues: identifying factors that affect transfer of learning (Baldwin & Ford, 1988;
Burke & Hutchins, 2007; Ford & Weissbein, 1997; Holton, 1996) and validating the
Learning Transfer System Inventory (LTSI) in different settings (Chen, Holton, & Bates,
2005; Holton, Bates, & Ruona, 2000; Holton, Bates, Bookter, & Yamkovenko, 2007;
Holton, Bates, Seyler, & Carvalho, 1997). However, there has been no recent empirical
research on which transfer of learning factors influence organizational performance. Also,
the LTSI has not been validated in the Korean cultural context. In order to enhance the
effectiveness of learning intervention, WLP professionals and organizational decision
makers must understand the factors that facilitate or hinder transfer of learning in an
organization based on the diagnosis results for transfer of learning by using a valid and
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reliable instrument (Holton et al., 2000; Yamnill, 2001). Therefore, this study explored
the relationship between transfer of learning factors and organizational knowledge
performance derived from the Korean version of LTSI.
The main purpose of this study was threefold. The first aim was to investigate the
relationship between transfer of learning factors and perceived organizational knowledge
performance. The second aim was to validate the generalized LTSI within private,
privatized, and public organizations in the Korean organizational context. The third aim
was to examine the transfer system characteristics in Korean culture across organizations,
training types, and participant demographics. The specific research questions are as
follows:
1. To what extent is Holton, Bates, and Ruona’s instrument for transfer of learning
valid and reliable in the Korean organizational context?
2. Are there differences in Korean transfer system characteristics among different
organizational types: private, privatized, and public organizations?
3. Are there differences in Korean transfer system characteristics among different
training types: management training, leadership training, general business skill
training, professional training, and organizational change training?
4. Are there differences in Korean transfer system characteristics among
demographics of participants: gender, age, education, and work experiences?
5. To what extent do transfer of learning factors affect perceived individual level
transfer results?
6. To what extent do transfer of learning factors affect perceived organizational
knowledge performance?
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To respond to the given research questions, this study adopted the quantitative
data analysis method. A web-based survey was distributed to 2,693 training participants
in thirteen Korean organizations. A total of 484 responses were received (17.8% return
rate). In this study, three instruments were employed for assessing variables. The LTSI
(Holton et al., 2000) was used for the transfer of learning variables. The measure of
individual level transfer results (Bates et al., 2007) was adopted for assessing individual
level transfer results. To measure organizational knowledge performance, the
organization’s knowledge performance part in the DLOQ (Watkinson & Marsick, 1993)
was used. English versions of the instruments were translated into Korean versions
throughout the rigorous procedures to guarantee the quality of the translation which
included forward translation and backward translation, and subjective evaluation and
objective evaluation. Additionally, pilot study evaluations were conducted.
Regarding data collection, initially, a total of 30 selected organizations were
contacted by phone or e-mail to assess possible interest in this study. Then, an e-mail
describing the study and benefits to the organization was sent to organizations wishing to
participate in this study. Accordingly, thirteen organizations were recruited. The collected
data were analyzed through different statistical techniques, which include descriptive
statistics and internal consistency reliability, exploratory factor analysis (EFA),
MANOVA, correlation, and multiple regression analysis. The short-answer questions
were analyzed using quantitative content analysis.
The reliability analysis in terms of the Cronbach’s alpha coefficients for the
transfer of learning variables, individual level transfer results , and organizational
knowledge performance showed satisfactory results ranging from α = 0.75 to α = 0.90.
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Pearson’s correlation coefficients indicated that there were statistically significant
correlations between the independent variables and transfer of learning factors except the
Supervisory/Manager Sanction variable. Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was used to
identify latent variables when applying the LTSI to the Korean business context. When
determining the eigenvalues greater than 1.00, twelve factors were validated on the LTSI
version 3 in the Korean business context. Eventually, 45 items were retained in the
instrument to assess twelve factors when using a cut off for factor loadings above 0.40.
There were no items loaded on different factors. Nine factors were identical to original
factors in the LTSI. Three emerged as a new factor (Motivation to Transfer,
Transferability, Transfer for Performance Expectations), and one did not emerge at all
(Perceived Content Validity). Consequently, the results showed that the Korean version
of the LTSI has adequate reliability and validity in the Korean business context.
MANOVA analysis was used to examine Korean transfer system characteristics.
The analysis results demonstrated that the Korean transfer system characteristics were
different depending on organizational types, training types, gender, age, and work
experience in the organization not education level. The highest number of factors that
differed among these independent variables was training types. Regarding organizational
types, the results identified that privatized organizations have a stronger transfer system
than other organizational types in this study. In terms of different training types,
participants in professional training perceived a stronger transfer system than participants
in other training programs. Regarding demographic variables, the Korean transfer system
was different across gender, age, and work experience in the organization. However,
according to post hoc test results, the demographic differences were not much different.
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Hierarchical multiple regression analysis was conducted to investigate the
relationship between transfer of learning factors and perceived individual level transfer
results. The analysis results showed that there is a moderate positive relationship between
transfer of learning factors and the perceived individual level transfer results. Five
regression models were used to investigate the relationship between transfer of learning
factors and the perceived individual level transfer results. In the first regression model,
two variables (types of training and time since training) were controlled statistically to
identify the effects of transfer of learning factors on individual level transfer results. The
second regression analysis examined factors affecting individual level transfer results.
The learner characteristics domain, which has two variables, was included in the
regression analysis. The result showed that both Learner Readiness (β = 0.406, p < 0.001)
and Performance Self-Efficacy (β = 0.265, p < 0.001) were positively related to
individual level transfer results. In the third regression analysis, the motivation domain
with two variables was included. The results showed that Transfer for Performance
Expectations (β = 0.387, p < 0.001) was positively associated with individual level
transfer results. The work environment domain, which has six variables, was added in the
regression analysis. The results indicated that three of the six variables, Personal
Outcomes-Negative (β = 0.122, p < 0.005), Supervisory/Manager Support (β = 0.129, p <
0.005), and Supervisory/Manager Sanction (β = 0.099, p < 0.05), were positively related
to individual level transfer results. In the final regression model, the ability domain with
two variables was included. The results showed that one of the two variables,
Transferability, was negatively associated with the individual level transfer results (β = 0.141, p < 0.005). However, Personal Outcomes-Negative lost the statistical significance

117

at the p = 0.05 level (β = 0.084, p = 0.057). Collectively, the final regression model
accounts for 48.7% of the variance in perceived individual level transfer results.
Hierarchical multiple regression analysis was conducted to investigate the
relationship between transfer of learning factors and perceived organizational knowledge
performance. The analysis results showed that there is a moderate positive relationship
between transfer of learning factors and perceived organizational knowledge performance.
Five regression models were used to examine the relationship between transfer of
learning factors and perceived organizational knowledge performance. In the first
regression model, two variables (types of training and time since training) were
controlled statistically to identify the effects of transfer of learning factors on individual
level transfer results. The second regression analysis examined factors influencing
organizational knowledge performance. The learner characteristics domain, which has
two variables, was entered in the regression analysis. The results showed that both
Learner Readiness (β = 0.335, p < 0.001) and Performance Self-Efficacy (β = 0.239, p <
0.001) were positively related to organizational knowledge performance. In the third
regression analysis, the motivation domain with two variables was included. The results
also showed that both Motivation to Transfer (β = 0.143, p < 0.001) and Transfer for
Performance Expectations (β = 0.333, p < 0.001) were positively associated with
organizational knowledge performance. The work environment domain, which has six
variables, was added in the regression analysis. The results indicated that three of the six
variables, Supervisory/Manager Support (β = 0.171, p < 0.001), Supervisory/Manager
Sanction (β = 0.214, p < 0.001), and Feedback/Performance Coaching (β = 0.122, p <
0.05), were positively related to organizational knowledge performance. However, two
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learner characteristics variablesLearner Readiness (β = 0.038, p = 0.47) and
Performance Self-Efficacy (β = 0.051, p = 0.25)and one motivation
variableMotivation to Transfer (β = 0.036, p = 0.45)lost the statistical significance at
the p = 0.05 level. In the final regression model, the ability domain was entered but no
significant differences were found. Overall, the last regression model explains 41.3% of
the variance in perceived organizational knowledge performance.
In addition, based on hierarchical regression analyses and Sobel tests, ancillary
results showed that individual level transfer results partially mediated the relationship
between manager roles for transfer of learning (Supervisor/Manager Support and
Supervisor/Manager Sanction) and organizational knowledge performance. Also, the
results revealed that individual level transfer results partially mediated the relationship
between Transfer for Performance Expectations in the motivation domain and
organizational knowledge performance.
Finally, the quantitative content analysis result from the open-ended questions
suggested that the most important factor for enhancing transfer of learning was
Performance-Outcomes Expectations in the motivation domain; on the other hand, the
most important factor for inhibiting transfer of learning was Personal Capacity for
Transfer. Three factors (Organizational Learning Culture, Supervisory/Manager Support,
and Performance Self-Efficacy) showed high frequencies in both. In addition, five new
transfer of learning factors (Motivation to Learning, Competitive Environment,
Communication, Organizational Learning Culture, and Learning Opportunity) emerged
from the responses.
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Conclusions
Validation of the LTSI in Korea
RQ1: To what extent is Holton, Bates, and Ruona’s instrument for transfer of
learning valid and reliable in the Korean organizational context?
Exploratory factor analysis results identified that 12 factors of the original 16
LTSI factors were validated when the LTSI was applied in the Korean business culture.
Also, the Korean versions of the LTSI were found to be reliable measures with an
adequate level of item reliability (α ranging from 0.75 to 0.90). For the training specific
domain, 29 items of the original 34 items were retained and 8 factors of the original 11
LTSI factors emerged on the Korean version of the LTSI. Six factors were clearly
identical with the original version of the LTSI (Learner Readiness, Personal OutcomesNegative, Personal Capacity for Transfer, Peer Support, Supervisory/Manager Support,
and Supervisory/Manager Sanction). Two new factors (Motivation to Transfer and
Transferability) were extracted by merging two original factors. One factor did not
emerge at all (Perceived Content Validity). For the training general domain, 16 items of
the original 17 items were retained and 4 factors of the original 5 LTSI factors emerged
on the Korean version of the LTSI. Three factors were exactly identical with the original
version of the LTSI (Resistance/Openness to Change, Performance Self-Efficacy,
Feedback/Performance-Coaching); one new factor (Transfer for Performance
Expectations) was extracted by merging two original factors. These results are somewhat
consistent with other cross-cultural validation studies of the LTSI with some exceptions.
Most LTSI validation studies, which employed the same factor analysis
procedures, showed a clear replication of the original version of the LTSI. Yamnill
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(2001) conducted validation of the LTSI with a sample of 1,029 participants from 60
different organizations in Thailand. The factor analysis results identified that 16 factors
were validated indicating close similarity to the original factors found in the LTSI. Bates,
Kauffeld, and Holton (2007) examined the construct of a German version of the LTSI
which collected data from 569 employees working in 17 private organizations in
Germany. The results indicated 16 factors that were highly consistent with the original
version of the LTSI. An Arabic version of the LTSI, which was administered to 450
employees of 28 different public and private sector organizations in Jordan, identified 18
latent factors that paralleled the factors found in the original LTSI (Khasawneh, Bates, &
Holton, 2006).
However, a validation study for a Taiwanese version of the LTSI, which used a
sample including 583 responses from twenty organizations, identified 11 factors of the
original version of the LTSI (Chen, Holton, & Bates, 2005). The five factors of the
original LTSIPersonal Capacity for Transfer, Supervisor Sanction, Transfer Design,
Opportunity to Use Learning, and Performance Coachingwere not validated in
Taiwan’s cultural context. Even though the final Taiwanese version of the LTSI was
improved to 15 factors with high validity and reliability when the research items were
added in another analysis, this result was similar to that of the Korean version of the
LTSI which did not validate four factors of the original LTSI (Personal OutcomesPositive, Perceived Content Validity, Opportunity to Use Learning, and PerformanceOutcomes Expectations).
According to Chen, Holton, and Bates (2005), the differences in the instrument
items and factor structures resulted from four perspectives: translation, culture,
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implementation, and instrument design. Identical perspectives can be adopted in
explaining the differences between the KLTSI and the LTSI. In terms of translation, the
equivalence of measurement is one of the important issues of cross-cultural study
(Harkness et al., 2003). The differences in the factor structure could result from
translation errors. However, in this study, in order to guarantee the quality of the
translation, rigorous translation processes were used by conducting forward and
backward translation with subjective, objective, and pilot evaluations of the translation.
The subjective evaluation was executed by the original author who is the most qualified
person to enhance the accuracy of the translation. The objective evaluation was
conducted by third-party persons to reduce both the original author’s and the researcher’s
bias. Further, the pilot test with a group of Korean WLP professionals helped enhance the
readability of the instrument. Therefore, all things were considered, and the rigorous
translation processes that were used in this study have decreased the potential biases that
could have occurred in the translation process and increased the quality of this study
endeavor.
The major differences that occur between Korea and the United States are the
mergers of two original LTSI factors. In the training specific domain, two factors
(Motivation to Transfer Learning and Personal Outcomes-Positive) were perfectly
merged into a new factor (Motivation to Transfer) with six items. In the training general
domain, two factors (Transfer Effort-Performance Expectations and PerformanceOutcomes Expectations) were merged into a new factor (Transfer for Performance
Expectations) with one missing item. These differences could result from cultural
differences. In the Korean context, training participants may recognize Motivation to
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Transfer Learning and Personal Outcomes-Positive as a single construct of Motivation to
Transfer, and Transfer Effort-Performance Expectations and Performance-Outcomes
Expectations as a single construct of Transfer for Performance Expectations. These
differences could be explained by a results-driven culture. Since the “IMF Crisis” in 1997,
Korean companies have transformed traditional organizational structures, work patterns,
and values in order to become more competitive and efficient (Kim, Kwon, & Pyun,
2008). With regard to this, most organizations have requested that the HRD function as a
strategic business partner, and the ultimate goal of WLP professionals is to improve
performance at the individual, team, and organizational level for achieving desired results.
Additionally, Korean corporate WLP professionals aim to change informal learning
practices taking place in the workplace setting into a formally structured format of HRD
intervention (Kim, Kwon, & Pyun, 2008). For this reason, training participants may have
perceived transfer of learning efforts as performance expectations for achieving
performance outcomes.
The time of study implementation could be a main cause of the factor structure
differences in transfer of learning research. In this study, two factors (Transfer Design
and Opportunity to Use Learning) were merged into a new factor (Transferability)
containing three items, and one factor (Perceived Content Validity) did not emerge at all.
These differences could be due to a recall issue. In this research, the data were collected
from people who participated in training within the past six months (1 month: n =144,
29.8%, 2 months: n = 98, 20.2%, 3 months: n =101, 20.9%, 4 months: n/a, 5 months: n =
122, 25.2%, 6 months: n = 19, 3.9%). On the contrary, the data for the original LTSI were
all collected at the end of training (Holton et al., 2000). According to Chen, Holton, and
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Bates (2005), respondents two weeks after training may have considered Opportunity to
Use and Transfer Design as one concept as compared to respondents at the end of
training because what they respond was based on their actual experience of whether they
could apply the learning to their job rather than what they expect when they leave the
training. The result of this study is exactly consistent with this argument. In the same
context, it is possible that training participants six months after training may not recall
training content.
Finally, instrument design could have an effect on the differences among
validation studies of the LTSI. Specifically, the version 3 LTSI which is the latest version
with 51 items was used first in this study instead of the version 2 LTSI. Most previous
validation studies for the LTSI utilized the second version of the LTSI which had 68
items or 89 items with 21 additional research items. Therefore, the use of the version 3
LTSI, rather than that of version 2, may possibly make the differences. According to
Chen, Holton, and Bates (2005), when including the additional research items, the
validation result provided more compatible factor structures.

Differences in Korean Transfer System Characteristics
The results of research questions 2 to 4 identified that Korean transfer system
characteristics differ across organizational types, training types, gender, age, and work
experience in the organization not education level. These results were compatible with
other similar studies which were conducted in several countries (Chen, Holton, & Bates,
2006; Holton, Chen, & Naquin, 2003; Yamnill, 2001).
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RQ2: Are there differences in Korean transfer system characteristics among
different organizational types: private, privatized, and public organizations?
When comparing transfer system characteristics across organizational types, the
results showed that privatized organizations have a stronger transfer system than other
organizational types in this study. Respondents in privatized organizations perceived
higher readiness for learning, higher motivation for transfer of learning, and higher
performance expectations through transfer than respondents in private and public
organizations. Also, respondents in privatized organizations had more peer support than
respondents in private and public organizations. This finding was very interesting. These
results could result from the characteristics of privatized organizations. In Korea, these
organizations were big public organizations which had monopoly status in markets under
the protection of the government in the past. However, the government pushed those
organizations to be privatized, and they have invested human resources to have
competitive power in global markets. For this reason, many privatized organizations have
a good learning system.
RQ3: Are there differences in Korean transfer system characteristics among
different training types: management training, leadership training, general business skill
training, professional training, and organizational change training?
In terms of different training types, specifically, employees who participated in
professional training perceived a stronger transfer system than employees who
participated in any other training program. This finding can be explained by the
uniqueness of professional training. Employees may think that professional training
requires higher readiness for learning and has more support from their supervisors as well
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as peers because this type of training is directly connected with performance
improvement. In contrast, employees who attended leadership training perceived
significantly lower readiness for learning and lower support from their supervisors as
well as peers than with other types of trainings. This finding might be also related to the
results-driven culture. Employees tend to think that it is hard to develop leadership only
through training, thus, leadership training might be rated lower than professional training
that provides instant and essential skills for performing jobs. Also, employees in
management training rated the Personal Capacity for Transfer, which enables individuals
to have the time, energy, and mental space to make changes required to transfer learning
to the job, higher than those in any other types of training. In addition, the results also
indicated that many factors were different based on training types.
RQ4: Are there differences in Korean transfer system characteristics among
demographics of participants: gender, age, education, and work experiences?
The comparisons among demographic participants showed that the Korean
transfer system was different across gender, age, and work experience in the organization.
However, based on post hoc test results, the demographic differences were not much.
This result is consistent with previous research. According to Chen, Holton, and Bates
(2006), even though demographic variables appeared to be significant, when considered
together with situational variables such as organizational types and training types, the
demographic variables had little influence. In this study, the only interesting finding is
that trainees in the 51 and over group perceived readiness for learning to be lower than
did other age groups.
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Effects of the Transfer of Learning Factors on Organizational Knowledge Performance
RQ5: To what extent do transfer of learning factors affect perceived individual
level transfer results?
The regression analysis results showed that there is a moderate positive
relationship between transfer of learning factors and individual level transfer results.
Specifically, six factorsLearner Readiness (β = 0.120, p < 0.05), Performance SelfEfficacy (β = 0.099, p < 0.018), Transfer for Performance Expectations (β = 0.303, p <
0.001), Supervisory/Manager Support (β = 0.112, p < 0.05), Supervisory/Manager
Sanction (β = 0.120, p < 0.05), and Transferability (β = -0.141, p < 0.005)were
influenced perceived individual level transfer results. Collectively, the final regression
model accounted for 48.7% of the variance.
Transfer of learning research has been a most interesting topic in the field of
management, HRD, training, adult learning, performance improvement, and psychology
(Burke & Hutchins, 2007). Several integrative and analytical literature reviews have been
done based on a lot of empirical study results to reveal factors impacting transfer of
learning (Baldwin & Ford, 1988; Burke & Hutchins, 2007; Ford & Weissbein, 1997).
These studies identified factors affecting transfer of learning using several categories
such as learner characteristics, intervention design, and work environment.
Moreover, Holton (1996, 2005) proposed three HRD outcomes (learning,
individual performance, and organizational performance) hypothesizing that these are a
function of factors in four construct domains: secondary influences, ability, motivation,
and environmental influences. Based on this model, Holton, Bates, Ruona (2000)
developed the LTSI which has factors that are believed to measure the factors that affect
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transfer of learning. However, little empirical research has been conducted for assessing
the relationship between transfer of learning factors and individual performance.
In this regard, current study results identified that transfer of learning factors have
an impact on perceived individual performance improvement explaining a good portion
of variance (49%) based on the hierarchical regression analysis. Specifically, the results
of this study confirmed previous study results including Holton’s argument that
individual performance is affected by four construct domains (Holton, 2005). According
to regression analysis results, each of the four domains regarding transfer of learning
factors has a relationship with perceived individual level transfer results which was used
as an individual performance measure: learner characteristics (Learner Readiness and
Performance Self-Efficacy), motivation (Transfer for Performance Expectations), work
environment (Supervisory/Manager Support and Supervisory/Manager Sanction), and
ability (Transferability).
Another interesting finding is that Transfer for Performance Expectations (β =
0.303, p < 0.001) in the motivation domain, which refers to the belief that efforts for
transfer of learning will result in changes in job performance, have the most effect on
individual level transfer results among other factors. Also, the results confirmed the
influence of learner characteristics and the importance of the role of the manager and
supervisor in transferring knowledge and skills to the job setting for improving individual
performance. As expected in several articles, the results indicated that supervisory
support and organizational climate are key factors in the transfer of knowledge and skills
learning in training back on the job (Baldwin & Ford, 1988; van der Klink, Gielen, &
Nauta, 2001).
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However, Transferability, which is related to training design and opportunity to
use, negatively affected individual level transfer results. With regard to this, no relevant
literature was found but it might be explained that if a training program is not well
designed or there is no opportunity to use what trainees learn from the training, transfer
of learning seldom occurs.
RQ6: To what extent do transfer of learning factors affect perceived
organizational knowledge performance?
The regression analysis results identified that transfer of learning factors has a
moderate positive effect on perceived organizational knowledge performance. In
particular, four variablesTransfer for Performance Expectations (β = 0.274, p < 0.001)
Supervisory/Manager Support (β = 0.175, p < 0.001), Supervisory/Manager Sanction (β =
0.209, p < 0.001), and Feedback/Performance Coaching (β = 0.122, p < 0.05)were
positively related to perceived organizational knowledge performance. Overall, the last
regression model explains 41.3% of the variance.
As shown above, Holton (1996, 2005) also hypothesized that organizational
performance can be roughly conceptualized as a function of secondary influences, ability,
motivation, and environmental influences. Nevertheless, there is no published study on
factors affecting the transfer of individual performance into organizational performance
because almost research on training has focused on the individual level of analysis
(Holton, 2005).
The results of this study showed an interesting finding: there is a moderate
positive relationship between transfer of learning factors and perceived organizational
knowledge performance accounting for a good portion of variance (41%). However,
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according to the hierarchical regression analysis results, only two of the four domains in
terms of the transfer of learning factors have an association with perceived organizational
knowledge performance: motivation (Transfer for Performance Expectations) and work
environment (Supervisory/Manager Support, Supervisory/Manager Sanction, and
Feedback/Performance Coaching). This finding is also interesting when we compare the
results of research question 5, which confirmed that perceived individual level transfer
results have a relationship with all four domains of transfer of learning, because
perceived organizational knowledge performance has an association with only two
domains (motivation and work environment). Therefore, it can be said that this study
partially corresponds to Holton’s argument.
On the other hand, the result of this study confirmed the role of motivation to
transfer for improving organizational knowledge performance. Transfer for Performance
Expectations (β = 0.274, p < 0.001) in the motivation domain, which has the greatest
effect on individual level transfer results, also showed the most influence on
organizational knowledge performance. This result is consistent with Holton’s hypothesis.
According to Holton, training perceived to be congruent with the organization’s strategy
is expected to have higher utility and therefore to increase the trainee’s motivation to
transfer based on Montesino’s research (2002). Also, the result supports the transfer of
learning research which stresses the great importance of the role of the manager and
supervisor in improving performance (Baldwin & Ford, 1988; Burke & Hutchins, 2007;
Ford & Weissbein, 1997). Specifically, feedback and performance coaching emerged as a
significant factor for influencing organizational knowledge performance.
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In addition, ancillary results confirmed the role of individual level transfer results,
which are regarded as one of the perceived measures for individual performance, as a
mediator between the two transfer of learning factors (Supervisor/Manager Support and
Supervisor/Manager Sanction) related to manager roles in the work environment domain
and organizational knowledge performance, which is one of the perceived indicators for
organizational performance. Also, ancillary results showed the mediation effect of
individual level transfer results on the relationship between Transfer for Performance
Expectations in the motivation domain and organizational knowledge performance.
The results also support Holton’s model (2005) which hypothesizes that
individual performance through transfer of learning factors influences organizational
performance. Further, the results also highlight the above findings which emphasize the
importance of manager roles as well as motivation for transfer of learning in improving
organizational performance through individual performance improvement. Based on this
finding, it could be concluded that organizational knowledge performance requires not
only transfer of learning factors such as Supervisor/Manager Support, but also individual
performance improvement.

Reflections on Research Limitations
There are several limitations which may have affected this study. First of all, the
study relied on self-report data for both the independent and dependent variables.
Specifically, the individual level transfer results measure and organizational knowledge
performance measure were not the actual performance data including financial results
because of the sensitivity and confidentiality of that data. Therefore, there is a potential
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response bias. Second, regarding the sampling issue, this study was limited to private,
privatized, and public Korean organizations that were selected based on specific criteria.
These criteria included participants attended training programs within six months and
organizations that were listed as members of the Society for Korean Human Resource
Development. Thus, the results potentially may not be generalized to all the organizations
in Korea. Lastly, although there are numerous factors related to transfer of learning, this
study focused on the factors that were presented in the LTSI.

Recommendations
Recommendations for WLP Practitioners
One of the major goals of this study was to develop an instrument that is validated
for research purposes as well as helpful for practice. In this sense, this study contributed
to provide WLP professionals with a valuable and practical tool that can be used to
diagnose the strengths and weakness of transfer systems for learning effectiveness in the
Korean context. Further, the study results also identified that different approaches will be
needed for enhancing transfer systems because Korean transfer system characteristics
differ across organizational types and training types. Lastly, this study also contributed to
present practical strategic directions for improving individual and organizational
performance for WLP professionals by suggesting the meaning of motivation level for
transfer as well as the importance of the manager’s role. In this regard, from the practical
perspective, the following recommendations are offered to WLP professionals.
First, as mentioned above, the greatest benefit of KLTSI is that this instrument is
powerfully utilized as a diagnostic tool for both enhancing learning effectiveness and
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performance improvement throughout the enhancement of transfer of learning in the
Korean business context. According to Holton, Bates, Bookter, and Yamkovenko (2007),
the original LTSI is best used as a diagnostic tool in an action research approach to
organization development to discover problem areas. Their suggestion is that after
identifying factors that are possible obstacles within the transfer system, follow-up focus
group and interviews with suitable employees should then be conducted to help
comprehend the meaning of the findings. Subsequently, an action planning strategy and
intervention implementation can be conducted to enhance transfer of learning. In the
same context, WLP practitioners in Korea can use the KLTSI as a diagnostic tool.
Second, as the transfer system characteristics in Korea are different based on the
types of organizations and types of training, WLP professionals in organizations need to
use different interventions considering these situational variables to improve learning
effectiveness. These efforts can be connected with using the KLTSI as a diagnostic
instrument in creating HRD strategic plans. Also, it is recommended to share the best
practices in transfer of learning from different organizational types and training types
with WLP professional in order to improve transfer systems in Korea.
Third, as discussed earlier, evidence exists that work environment factors support
transfer of learning. Specifically, supervisor support is the most influential factor for
behavior change in Korea. WLP professionals need to focus on the learner characteristics
and training contents and design, but also on work environment factors that affect transfer
of learning. Also, the importance of coaching by the manager was identified. Therefore,
WLP practitioners in Korea require taking the lead in nurturing managers on how to
support transfer of learning, and they must recognize the consequence of work
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environment factors that affect individual level transfer results for improving
performance.
Consequently, WLP practitioners and organizational decision makers should
prioritize transfer of learning problems in order to maximize the learning effectiveness
and improve performance. Also, this is the best way to take advantage of training budgets
effectively and efficiently.
Recommendations for Future Researchers
From a research perspective, this study contributed to extend previous validation
research for the LTSI, pointing out that the constructs of transfer of learning may be
similar across cultural contexts. Specifically, this study presents a culturally validated
instrument for assessing transfer of learning factors in the Korean context. Also, this
study could shed light on identifying the relationship between transfer of learning factors
and individual level transfer results as well as organizational knowledge performance.
Although this study has presented an initial effort to develop a valid and reliable
transfer of learning instrument in Korea by conducting the validation study of the LTSI,
additional research is needed to fully understand the psychometric qualities of the transfer
of learning instrument in the Korean context.
First, two new factors (Motivation to Transfer and Transfer for Performance
Expectations) that emerged in the LTSI require further investigation. Therefore, it is
recommended that future validation studies of the LTSI use the second version of the
LTSI with 89 items including 21 research items, which was utilized in previous
validation studies in other countries, rather than the version 3 LTSI because including
more research items may have provided more compatible factor structures with the
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original version of the LTSI. Also, it is preferable in future studies to include five new
transfer of learning factors (Motivation to Learning, Competitive Environment,
Communication, Organizational Learning Culture, and Learning Opportunity) that
emerged from the quantitative content analysis results of the open-ended questions to
identify culture-specific latent variables.
Second, future studies should focus on examining the possible effect of the time
of study implementation, which led to identifying the new factor (Transferability) and the
one original factor that did not emerge at all (Perceived Content Validity). To do this, it is
preferable to collect all data at the end of training to compare the results with this study.
Third, additional study is also recommended by using the structural equation
model (SEM) analysis, specifically, confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) to confirm the
measurement model fit with different data. Moreover, SEM is also needed to evaluate the
hypothesized model’s casual relationship in examining the relationship among transfer of
learning factors, individual performance outcome, and organizational performance
outcome. Furthermore, a different data set should include the actual individual
performance information and organizational revenue-related performance data in order to
ensure the objectivity of the measurement.
Fourth, a qualitative research design would reveal further factors of transfer of
learning in Korea by using interview and observation methods. Specifically, it is
preferable to employ a grounded theory, which refers to when the inquirer generates a
general explanation (a theory) of a process, action, or interaction shaped by the views of a
large number of participants (Strauss & Corbin, 1998).
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Fifth, in terms of sampling strategy, this study has limitations on the
generalization of the findings because this study used purposive sampling. Future
research should adopt the random sampling process to increase the representativeness of
the sample. Moreover, a more heterogeneous sample is recommended in examining the
construct validity of the LTSI as well as the differences of Korean transfer system
characteristics. For example, this study gathered the sample from three types of
organizations (private, privatized, and public organizations); therefore, future studies
should collect data from other types of organizations as well.

136

REFERENCES
Argyris, C., & Schön, D. (1996). Organizational learning II: Theory, method and
practice (Vol. 1). Boston, MA: Addison-Wesley.
Baldwin, T. T., & Ford, J. K. (1988). Transfer of training: A review and directions for
future research. Personnel Psychology, 41, 63-105.
Baron, R.M. & Kenney, D.A. (1986). The moderator-mediator variable distinction in
social psychological research: Conceptual, strategic, and statistical considerations.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 51: 1173-1184.
Bates, R. A., & Holton, E. F., III. (2004). Linking workplace literacy skills and transfer
system perceptions. Human Resource Development Quarterly, 15(2), 385-419.
Bates, R., & Khasawneh, S. (2005). Organizational learning culture, learning transfer
climate and perceived innovation in Jordanian organizations. International
Journal of Training and Development, 9, 96-109.
Bates, R. A., Kauffeld, S. & Holton, E. F., III. (2007). Examining the factor structure and
predictive ability of the German-version of the Learning Transfer Systems
Inventory. Journal of European Industrial Training, 31(3), 153-170.
Bell, B. S., & Kozlowski, S. W. J. (2002). Goal orientation and ability: Interactive effects
on self-efficacy, performance, and knowledge. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87,
497-505.
Best, J. W., & Kahn, J. V. (2005). Research in education (10th ed.). Boston: Allyn and
Bacon.
Borg, W. R., & Gall, M. D. (1989). Educational research (5th ed.). New York: Longman.

137

Brislin, R. (1976). Translation: Applications and research. New York, NY: Gardner
Press.
Burke, L. A., & Hutchins, H. M. (2007). Training transfer: An integrative literature
review. Human Resource Development Review, 6, 263-296.
Burke, L. A., & Hutchins, H. M. (2008). A study of best practices in training transfer and
proposed model of transfer. Human Resource Development Quarterly, 19, 107128.
Carroll, J. S., Rudolph, J. W., & Hatakenaka, S. (2005). Learning from organizational
experience. In M. Easterby-Smith & M. A. Lyles (Eds.), Handbook of
organizational learning and knowledge management (pp. 575-600). Malden, MA:
Blackwell Publishing.
Chen, H. C., Holton, E. F., III, & Bates, R. A. (2005). Development and validation of the
learning transfer system inventory in Taiwan. Human Resource Development
Quarterly, 16, 55-84.
Chen, H. C., Holton, E. F., III, & Bates, R. A. (2006). Situational and demographic
influences on transfer system characteristics in organizations. Performance
Improvement Quarterly, 19, 7-25.
Cohen, J. (1998). Statistical power analysis for the behavioral sciences) (2nd ed.).
Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.
Colquitt, J. A., LePine, J. A., & Noe, R. A. (2000). Toward an integrative theory of
training motivation: A meta-analytic path analysis of 20 years of research.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 85, 678-707.
Costa, P. T., & McCrae, R. R. (1992). Revised NEO personality inventory and the five-

138

factor inventory professional manual. Odessa, FL: Psychological Assessment
Resources.
Cronbach, L. J. (1951). Coefficient alpha and the internal structure of tests.
Psychometrica, 16, 297-334.
Dixon, N. M. (2000). Common knowledge: How companies thrive by sharing what they
know. Boston: Harvard Business School Press.
Drucker, P. (2000). Knowledge work. Executive Excellence, 17(4), 11-12.
Egan, T. M., Yang, B., & Bartlett, K. R. (2004). The effects of organizational learning
culture and job satisfaction on motivation to transfer learning and turnover
intention. Performance Improvement Quarterly, 19, 7-25.
Ellinger, A. D., Ellinger, A. E., Yang, B., & Howton, S. W. (2002). The relationship
between the learning organization concept and firms' financial performance: An
empirical assessment. Human Resource Development Quarterly, 13(1), 5-21.
Ellinger, A. D., Watkins, K. E., & Bostrom, R. P. (2000). Managers as facilitators of
learning in learning organizations: A rejoinder to Dirkx's invited reaction. Human
Resource Development Quarterly, 11(4), 403-409.
Ford, J. K., & Weissbein, D. A. (1997). Transfer of training: An updated review and
analysis. Performance Improvement Quarterly, 10, 22-41.
Gilley, J. W., & Maycunich, A. (1999). Organizational learning, performance and
change: An introduction to strategic human resource development. Cambridge,
MA: Perseus Publishing.
Georgenson, D. L. (1982). The problem of transfer calls for partnership. Training and
Development Journal, 36, 75-78.

139

Graham, J. R., & Lilly, R. S. (1984). Psychological testing. Englewood Cliffs, NJ:
Prentice-Hall.
Gray, K. C., & Herr, E. L. (1998). Workforce education: The basics. Boston: Allyn and
Bacon.
Hair, J. F., Anderson, R. E., Tatham, R. L., & Black, W. C. (1998). Multivariate data
analysis (5th ed.). Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice.
Hair, J. F., Black, W. C., Babin, B. J., Anderson, R. E., & Tatham, R. L. (2006).
Multivariate data analysis (6th ed.). Upper Saddle River, NJ: Pearson Prentice
Hall.
Harkness, J. A., van de Vijver, F., & Mohler, P. P. (2003). Cross cultural survey methods.
Hoboken, NJ: John Wiley & Sons, Inc.
Harris, R. J. (1985). A primer of multivariate statistics (2nd ed.). Orlando: Academic
Press.
Holton, E. F., III. (1996). The flawed four-level evaluation model. Human Resource
Development Quarterly, 7, 5-21.
Holton, E. F., III. (2003). What’s really wrong: Diagnosis for learning transfer system
change. In T. T. Baldwin & E. F. Holton, III (Eds.), Improving learning transfer
in organization (pp. 59-79). San Francisco: Jossy-Bass.
Holton, E. F., Ш. (2005). Holton’s evaluation model: New evidence and construct
elaborations. Advances in Developing Human Resources, 7(1), 37-54.
Holton, E. F., III, & Baldwin, T. T. (2003). Making transfer happen: An action
perspective on learning transfer systems. In T. T. Baldwin & E. F. Holton, III

140

(Eds.), Improving learning transfer in organization (pp. 3-15). San Francisco:
Jossy-Bass.
Holton, E. F., III, Bates, R. A., & Ruona, W. E. A. (2000). Development of a generalized
learning transfer system inventory. Human Resource Development Quarterly, 11,
333-360.
Holton, E. F., III, Chen, H-S., & Naquin, S. S. (2003). An examination of learning
transfer system characteristics across organizational settings. Human Resource
Development Quarterly, 14(4), 459-482.
Holton, E. F., III, Bates, R. A., Bookter, A. I., & Yamkovenko, V. B. (2007). Convergent
and divergent validity of the learning transfer system inventory. Human Resource
Development Quarterly, 18, 385-419.
Holton, E. F., III, Bates, R. A., Seyler, K. L., & Carvalho, M. A. (1997). Toward
construct validation of a transfer climate instrument. Human Resource
Development Quarterly, 8, 95-113.
Insch, G., Moore, J. E., & Murphy, L. (1997). Content analysis in leadership research:
Examples, procedures, and suggestions for future use. Leadership Quarterly, 8(1),
1-25.
Jacobs, R. (1995). Impressions about the learning organization: Looking to see what is
behind the curtain. Human Resource Development Quarterly, 6(2), 119-122.
Kaiser, S. (2000). Mapping the learning organization: Exploring a model of
organizational learning. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Louisiana State
University.
Keeley, B. (2007). Human capital: How what you know shapes your life. Paris: OECD.

141

Keselman, H. J., Huberty, C. J., Six, L. M., Olejnik, S., Cribbie, R. A., Donahue, B.,
Kowalchuk, R. K., Lowman, L. L., Petoskey, M. D., & Keselman, J. C. (1998).
Statistical practices of educational researchers: An analysis of their ANOVA,
MANOVA, and ANCOVA analyses. Review of Educational Research, 68(3),
350-386.
Khasawneh, S., Bates, R. A., & Holton, E. F. (2006). Construct validation of an Arabic
version of the Learning Transfer System Inventory for use in Jordan.
International Journal of Training and Development, 10(3), 180-194.
Kim, H., Kwon, D-B., & Pyun. C. (2008). Korean corporate HRD in transition: Issues
and challenges. Human Resource Development International, 11(1), 81-89.
Kirkpatrick, D. L. (2007). Evaluating training programs (2nd ed.). Amherst: BerrettKoehler Publishers.
Kline, R. B. (2005). Principles and practice of structural equation modeling (2nd ed.). New
York: Guilford Press.
Kofman, F., & Senge, P. M. (1993). Communities of commitment: The heart of learning
organizations. Organizational Dynamics, 22(2), 5-23.
Kontoghiorghes, C. (2004). Reconceptualizing the learning transfer conceptual
framework: empirical validation of a new systemic model. International Journal
of Training and Development, 8(3), 210-221.
Kozlowski, S. W. J., & Salas, E. (1997). A multilevel organizational systems approach
for the implementation and transfer of training. In J. K. Ford (Ed.), Improving
training effectiveness in work organizations (pp. 247-290). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

142

Krueger, P. E. (2001). Determining appropriate sample size. In E. I. Farmer & J. W.
Rojewski (Eds.), Research pathways: Writing professional papers, theses, and
dissertations in workforce education (pp. 247-258). Lanham, MA: University
Press of America.
Leonard, D. (1998). Wellsprings of knowledge: Building and sustaining the sources of
innovation. Boston: Harvard Business School Press.
Lien, B. Y., Hung, R. Y., Yang, B., & Li, M. (2006). Is the learning organization a valid
concept in the Taiwanese context? International Journal of Manpower, 27(2),
189-203.
Lim, D. H., & Morris, M. L. (2006). Influence of trainee characteristics, instructional
satisfaction, and organizational climate on perceived learning and training transfer.
Human Resource Development Quarterly, 17, 85-115.
MacKinnon, D. P., Lockwood, C. M., Hoffman, J. M., West, S. G., & Sheets, V. (2002).
A comparison of methods to test mediation and other intervening variable effects.
Psychological Methods, 7(1), 83-104.
Marquardt, M. J. (2002). Building the learning organization: Master the five elements for
corporate learning. Palo Alto, CA: Davis-Black.
Marsick, V. J., & Watkins, K. E. (1999). Facilitating learning organizations: Making
learning count. Aldershot, England: Gower.
McMillan, J., & Schumacher, S. (2000). Research in education: A conceptual
introduction (5th ed.). Boston: Addison-Wesley.

143

Montesino, M. U. (2002). Strategic alignment of training, transfer-enhancing behaviors,
and training usage: A post training study. Human Resource Development
Quarterly, 13, 89-108.
Munro, B. H. (2005). Statistical methods for health career research (5th ed.).
Philadelphia:
Naquin, S. S., & Holton, E. F., III. (2003). Motivation to improve work through learning
in human resource development. Human Resource Development International, 6,
355-370.
Noe, R. A. (1986). Trainee attributes and attitudes: Neglected influences in training
effectiveness. Academy of Management Review, 11, 736-749.
Noe, R. A., & Schmitt, N. (1986). The influence of trainee attitudes on training
effectiveness: Test of a model. Personnel Psychology, 39, 497-523.
Nonaka, I. (1994). A dynamic theory of organizational knowledge creation. Organization
Science, 5(1), 14-37.
Nonaka, I., & Takeuchi, H. (1995). The knowledge creating company: How Japanese
companies create the dynamic of innovation. New York: Oxford UP.
Nonaka, I., & Toyama, R. (2003). The knowledge creating theory revisited: Knowledge
creating as a synthesizing process. Knowledge and Process Management, 1(1), 210.
Nonaka, I., von Krogh, G., & Voelpel, S. (2006). Organizational Knowledge Creation
Theory: Evolutionary Paths and Future Advances. Organization Studies, 27(8),
1179-1208.
Ormrod, J. E., & Leedy, P. D. (2005). Practical research: Planning and design (8th ed.).

144

Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice Hall.
Phillips, J. J. (2003). Return on investment in training and performance improvement
programs. San Francisco: Berrett-Koehler.
Presser, S., Rothgeb, J. M., Couper, M. P., Lessler, J. T., Martin, E. & Singer, E. (2004).
Methods for testing and evaluating survey questionnaires. Hoboken, NJ: WileyInterscience.
Rothwell, W. J. (1996). Beyond training and development: State-of-the-Art strategies for
enhancing human performance. New York, NY: AMACOM.
Rothwell, W. J., & Sredl, H. J. (2000). The ASTD reference guide to workplace learning
and performance: Present and future roles and competencies (3rd ed.). 2 vols.
Amherst, MA: HRD Press.
Rummler, G. A., & Brache, A. P. (1995). Improving performance: How to manage the
white space in the organization chart (2nd ed.). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.
Sessa, V. I., & London, M. (2006). Continuous learning in organizations: Individual,
group, and organizational perspectives. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum
Association.
Senge, P. M. (1990). The fifth discipline: The art & practice of the learning organization.
New York: Doubleday /Currency.
Song, J. H., & Chermack, T. J. (2008). Assessing the psychometric properties of the
Dimensions of the Learning Organization Questionnaire in the Korean business
context. International Journal of Training and Development, 12(2), 87-99.
Spitzer, D. R. (2005). Learning effectiveness measurement: A new approach for
measuring and managing learning to achieve business results. Advances in

145

Developing Human Resources, 7(1), 55-70.
Strauss, A., & Corbin, J. (1990). Basics of qualitative research: Grounded theory
procedures and thechniques. Newbury Park, CA: Sage.
Swanson, R. A., & Holton, E. F., III (2001). Foundations of human resource
development. San Francisco: Berrett-Koehler.
Tabachnick, B. G., & Fidell, L. S. (1996). Using multivariate statistics (3rd ed.). New
York: HarperCollins.
Urdan, T. C. (2005). Statistics in plain English (2nd ed.). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum
Associate, Publishers.
van der Klink, M., Gielen, E., & Nauta, C. (2001). Supervisory support as a major condition to
enhance transfer. International Journal of Training and Development, 5, 52-63.
von Krogh, G., Ichijo, K., & Nonaka, I. (2000). Enabling knowledge creation: How to
unlock the mystery of tacit knowledge and release the power of innovation.
Oxford; New York: Oxford UP.
Wang, G. G., & Spitzer, D. R. (2005). Human resource measurement and evaluation: Looking
back and moving forward. Advances in Developing Human Resources, 7 (1), 5-15.
Watkins, K. E., & Marsick, V. J. (1993). Sculpting the learning organization: Lessons
in the art and science of systemic change. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.
Watkins, K. E., & Marsick, V. J. (1996). Adult educators and the challenge of the learning
organization. Adult Learning, 7(4), 18-20.
Weldy, T. (2007). An assessment of the relationship between the learning organization
construct and the transfer of training construct. Unpublished doctoral dissertation,
University of South Alabama.

146

Yamnill, S. (2001). Factors affecting transfer of training in Thailand. Unpublished
doctoral dissertation, University of Minnesota.
Yamnill, S., & McLean, G. N. (2001). Theories supporting transfer of training. Human
Resource Development Quarterly, 12, 195-208.
Yang, B., Watkins, K., & Marsick, V. (2004). The construct of the learning organization:
Dimensions, measurement, and validation. Human Resource Development
Quarterly, 15(1), 31-55.
Zhang, D., Zhang, Z., & Yang, B. (2004). Learning organization in Mainland China:
Empirical research on its application to Chinese state-owned enterprises.
International Journal of Training and Development, 8(4), 258-273.

147

APPENDIX A

Survey Instruments (English and Korean Versions)

148

Survey for measuring transfer of learning factors and organizational knowledge
performance
Thank you for your participation. I am Jin Gu Lee, a doctoral student at the Pennsylvania
State University, majoring Human Resource Development (HRD). This survey is a part
of doctoral dissertation research for the data collection procedures in your organization.
The purpose of this dissertation is to investigate the relationship between transfer of
learning factors and perceived organizational knowledge performance in the Korean
context. This questionnaire is designed to assess your perceptions of transfer of learning
factors and organizational knowledge performance in your organization. It is very
important that you answer each question as thoughtfully and frankly as possible to reflect
your accurate opinion. Your information that you provide will be kept anonymously and
confidentially, and the results and summary of the results will be used only for academic
research purpose. The questionnaire would take approximately 20-30 minutes to
complete.
Overview of Questionnaire
This questionnaire has four major sections. The first part asks your current situation
regarding transfer of learning factors in your organization. For that part we are using the
Learning Transfer System Inventory (LTSI) with the permission of the authors. The
second part asks your perception of the organizational knowledge performance in your
organization. The third part of this questionnaire consists of short-answer questions, and
asks your perception of the most important factors to enhance and to hinder the transfer of
learning in your organization. The last section asks for general personal information.
Instructions
This is a general survey asking your perceptions. It is not a test; thus there are no right or
wrong answers. Please check the one response on each survey item that best reflects your
perception.
Contact
During or/and after your survey, if you have any questions please contact one of
researchers through following contact information:
Jin Gu Lee: 814-933-2845 (USA), email: jul213@psu.edu
Dr. William J. Rothwell: 814-863-2581 (USA), email: wjr9@psu.edu
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Section1. Transfer of learning factors
Directions: For each item, please circle the number (1, 2, 3, 4, or 5) on the right that
corresponds to your ideas about learning program. Use the following scale:
1-Strongly disagree; 2-Disagree; 3-Neither agree nor disagree; 4-Agree; 5-Strongly agree.

Please consider items 1-34 by thinking of a training program that you have recently
completed.
1.

Prior to the training, I knew how the program was supposed to
affect my performance.

1

2

3

4

5

2.

Training will increase my personal productivity.

1

2

3

4

5

3.

When I leave training, I can’t wait to get back to work to try what
I learned.

1

2

3

4

5

4.

I believe the training will help me do my current job better.

1

2

3

4

5

5.

If I use what I learn in training, it will help me get higher
performance ratings.

1

2

3

4

5

6.

If I use this training I am more likely to be rewarded.

1

2

3

4

5

7.

I am likely to receive some recognition if I use my newly learned
skills on the job.

1

2

3

4

5

8.

Before the training, I had a good understanding of how it would fit
my job-related development.

1

2

3

4

5

9.

I knew what to expect from the training before it began.

1

2

3

4

5

10.

I don’t have time to try to use this training.

1

2

3

4

5

11.

Trying to use this training will take too much energy away from
my other work.

1

2

3

4

5

12.

Employees in this organization are penalized for not using what
they have learned in training.

1

2

3

4

5

13.

My workload allows me time to try the new things I have learned.

1

2

3

4

5

14.

There is too much happening at work right now for me to try to
use this training.

1

2

3

4

5

15.

If I do not use new techniques taught in training I will be
reprimanded.

1

2

3

4

5
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16.

If I do not utilize my training I will be cautioned about it.

1

2

3

4

5

17.

I have time in my schedule to change the way I do things to fit my
new learning.

1

2

3

4

5

18.

My colleagues appreciate my using new skills I have learned in
training.

1

2

3

4

5

19.

My colleagues encourage me to use the skills I have learned in
training.

1

2

3

4

5

20.

At work, my colleagues expect me to use what I learn in training.

1

2

3

4

5

21.

My supervisor meets with me regularly to work on problems I
may be having in trying to use my training.

1

2

3

4

5

22.

My supervisor meets with me to discuss ways to apply training on
the job.

1

2

3

4

5

23.

My supervisor will object if I try to use this training on the job.

1

2

3

4

5

24.

My supervisor will oppose the use of techniques I learned in this
training.

1

2

3

4

5

25.

My supervisor thinks I am being less effective when I use the
techniques taught in this training.

1

2

3

4

5

26.

My supervisor sets goals for me which encourage me to apply my
training on the job.

1

2

3

4

5

27.

The instructional aides (equipment, illustrations, etc.) used in
training are very similar to real things I use on the job.

1

2

3

4

5

28.

The methods used in training are very similar to how we do it on
the job.

1

2

3

4

5

29.

I like the way training seems so much like my job.

1

2

3

4

5

30.

It is clear to me that the people conducting the training understand
how I will use what I learn.

1

2

3

4

5

31.

The trainer(s) used lots of examples that showed me how I could
use my learning on the job.

1

2

3

4

5

32.

The way the trainer(s) taught the material made me feel more
confident I could apply it.

1

2

3

4

5

33.

There are enough human resources available to allow me to use
skills acquired in training.

1

2

3

4

5

34.

Our current staffing level is adequate for me to use this training.

1

2

3

4

5
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Please consider items 35-51 and indicate your ideas by thinking of “general training” in
your organization.
35.

My job performance improves when I use new things that I have
learned.

1

2

3

4

5

36.

The harder I work at learning, the better I do my job.

1

2

3

4

5

37.

For the most part, the people who get rewarded around here are
the ones that do something to deserve it.

1

2

3

4

5

38.

When I do things to improve my performance, good things happen
to me.

1

2

3

4

5

39.

Training usually helps me increase my productivity.

1

2

3

4

5

40.

The more training I apply on my job, the better I do my job.

1

2

3

4

5

41.

My job is ideal for someone who likes to get rewarded when they
do something really good.

1

2

3

4

5

42.

Experienced employees in my group ridicule others when they use
techniques they learn in training.

1

2

3

4

5

43.

People in my group are not willing to put in the effort to change
the way things are done.

1

2

3

4

5

44.

My workgroup is reluctant to try new ways of doing things.

1

2

3

4

5

45.

People often make suggestions about how I can improve my job
performance.

1

2

3

4

5

46.

I get a lot of advice from others about how to do my job better.

1

2

3

4

5

47.

I am confident in my ability to use new skills at work.

1

2

3

4

5

48.

I never doubt my ability to use newly learned skills on the job.

1

2

3

4

5

49.

I am sure I can overcome obstacles on the job that hinder my use
of new skills or knowledge.

1

2

3

4

5

50.

At work, I feel very confident using what I learned in training
even in the face of difficult or taxing situations.

1

2

3

4

5

51.

People often tell me things to help me improve my job
performance.

1

2

3

4

5
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Section2. Organizational Knowledge performance
Directions: For each item, please circle the number (1, 2, 3, 4, or 5) on the right that
corresponds to your ideas about learning program. Use the following scale:
1-Strongly disagree; 2-Disagree; 3-Neither agree nor disagree; 4-Agree; 5-Strongly agree.

Please consider items 1-2 and indicate your ideas by thinking of “training transfer
results” in your organization.
1.

By using training contents on the job, the quality of my work has

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

improved.
2.

By using training contents on the job, client satisfaction has
increased.

Please consider items 3-8 and indicate your ideas by thinking of “general knowledge
performance” in your organization.
3.

Customer satisfaction is greater than last year’s.

1

2

3

4

5

4.

The number of suggestions implemented is greater than last year’s.

1

2

3

4

5

5.

The number of new products or services is greater than last year’s.

1

2

3

4

5

6.

The percentage of skilled workers compared to the total workforce
is greater than last year’s.

1

2

3

4

5

7.

The percentage of total spending devoted to technology and
information processing is greater than last year’s.

1

2

3

4

5

8.

The number of individuals learning new skills is greater than last
year’s.

1

2

3

4

5
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Section3. Short-Answer Questions
Directions: Please answer for following short-answer questions. These questions are
asking your perceptions about the most important factors for transfer of learning in your
organization.

1. What do you think are the most important factors to enhance the transfer of learning in your
organization? (Please list 3 factors in declining order of importance.)
A.
B.
C.

2. What do you think are the most important factors to hinder the transfer of learning in your
organization? (Please list 3 factors in declining order of importance.)

A.
B.
C.

3. What other comments, if any, do you have about the transfer of learning in your organization?
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Section4. Demographics
1. Gender

1) Male

2. Age

(

2) Female
) years

1) high school

2) 2yrs college

3) 4yrs university

4) Graduate degree

3. Education

1) Private organization
4. Organization-Type

2) Privatized organization
3) Public organization

5. Work experience in that organization

(

) years

6. Training program you attended

(

)

Thank you for your cooperation!

155

학습전이 요인들과 조직의 지식 성과에 관한 설문지
본 연구 참여에 감사 드립니다. 저는 미국 펜실베니아 주립 대학에서 인적 자원 개발
(HRD) 박사 과정 중에 있는 이진구입니다. 본 설문은 본인의 박사 학위 논문을 위한 자료
수집의 일환입니다.
본 연구의 목적은 학습전이 요인들과 조직의 지식 성과에 관한 관계를 조사하는 것입니다.
따라서 본 설문지는 귀하의 조직에서의 학습전이 요인들과 조직의 지식 성과에 대한
귀하의 인식을 알아보기 위하여 만들어졌습니다. 본인이 생각하시기에 최적의 솔직한
답변을 주시는 것이 본 연구에 있어 매우 중요합니다. 여러분들의 답변은 익명으로
처리되어 보안이 유지 될 것이며, 취합된 결과는 오직 학문적인 연구 목적을 위해서만
사용될 것입니다. 본 설문은 대략 20분에서 30분 정도 소요될 것입니다.

설문지 개요
본 설문지는 네 개의 부분으로 되어있습니다. 첫 번째 부분은 개인의 일반적인 인구통계학
정보를 묻는 질문입니다. 두 번째 부분은 귀하의 조직에서의 학습전이 관련 상황에 대한
질문입니다. 본 부분의 설문을 위하여 Holton 박사가 개발한 학습전이 체계 진단지
(Learning Transfer System Inventory: LTSI)를 동의 하에 사용하였음을 알려드립니다. 세
번째 부분은 귀하의 조직에서의 지식관련 성과에 대한 귀하의 인식을 측정하는 질문
입니다. 그리고 마지막 부분은 귀하의 조직에서의 학습전이를 강화하는 요인 및 방해하는
요인을 알아보는 주관식 질문으로 구성되어 있습니다.
답변 요령
본 문항들은 여러분들이 느끼고 있는 의견을 바탕으로 답변해 주시면 됩니다. 본 설문지는
시험 형태가 아니기 때문에 정답이 존재하지 않습니다. 본인의 의견을 가장 잘 대변할 수
있는 응답을 해 주시면 됩니다.
연락처
본 설문과 관련해서 언제든지 질문이 있으시면, 연구자 (이진구) 혹은 논문 지도 교수 (Dr.
Rothwell) 에게 연락해 주십시오.
이진구: 이메일: jul213@psu.edu / 전화: 814-933-2845 (USA),
Dr. William J. Rothwell: 이메일: wjr9@psu.edu / 814-863-2581 (USA)
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파트 1. 학습전이 요인
안내: 일반적으로 학습전이라는 용어는 “교육프로그램에서 학습한 지식이나 기술을 업무에서
사용하는 것”을 일컫는 말입니다. 각각의 문항에 대하여 아래의 척도를 사용하여 교육 프로그램과
관련한 본인의 생각에 가장 알맞은 번호를 선택하여 주시기 바랍니다.
1-전혀 그렇지 않다, 2-그렇지 않다, 3-중간이다, 4-그렇다, 5-매우 그렇다.

다음 1 번에서 34 번까지의 문항에 대해 귀하께서 최근에 수료한 특정 교육 프로그램을 생각하면서
응답해 주시기 바랍니다:
1.

나는 교육에 참여하기 전, 해당 교육 프로그램이 내 업무성과에
어떤 영향을 미치는지를 알고 있었다.

1

2

3

4

5

2.

교육 프로그램은 내 개인의 생산성을 향상시킬 것이다.

1

2

3

4

5

3.

나는 교육 프로그램을 마치면서, 내가 배운 것을 빨리
업무현장으로 돌아가서 시도해보고 싶었다.

1

2

3

4

5

4.

나는 교육 프로그램이 나의 현재 업무를 더 잘 수행하는데 도움을
준다는 것을 믿는다.

1

2

3

4

5

5.

내가 교육 프로그램에서 배운 것을 사용한다면, 보다 높은
성과평가를 받는데 도움이 될 것이다.

1

2

3

4

5

6.

내가 이 교육 프로그램을 사용한다면 더욱 많은 보상을 받을 수
있을 것이다.

1

2

3

4

5

7.

내가 새로 배운 기술을 업무에 사용한다면, 어느 정도 인정을 받을
수 있을 것이다.

1

2

3

4

5

8.

교육 프로그램에 참여하기 전, 교육 프로그램이 얼마나 나의
업무관련 능력개발에 적합한지를 잘 알고 있었다.
나는 교육 프로그램 시작 전에 교육 프로그램으로부터 무엇을
기대해야 할 것인지를 알고 있었다.
나는 이 교육 프로그램을 이용하고자 시도할만한 시간적 여유가
없다.
이 교육 프로그램을 이용하고자 시도하는 것은 기타 나의 다른
업무들에 사용할 에너지를 너무 많이 빼앗아 가 버릴 것이다.
우리 회사의 종업원들은 교육 프로그램에서 배운 것을 사용하지
않는 것에 대하여 벌칙을 받는다.
나의 업무량은 내가 새롭게 배운 것을 시도할만한 시간을 허락해
준다.
내가 이 교육 프로그램을 사용하고자 시도하기에는 지금 업무에
할 일이 너무 많다.
내가 교육 프로그램에서 배운 새로운 테크닉을 사용하지 않는다면
나는 일종의 징계를 받을 것이다.

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
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16.
17.
18.
19.
20.

내가 교육 프로그램을 활용하지 않는다면 나는 그에 대한 경고를
받을 것이다.
나의 업무일정에는 내가 해오던 업무방식을 새로 학습한 내용에
맞도록 변경할 수 있는 시간이 있다.
나의 동료들은 내가 교육 프로그램에서 배워온 새로운 기술을
사용하는 것에 대해 고마워한다.
나의 동료들은 내가 교육 프로그램에서 배워온 기술을 사용하도록
격려한다.
직장에서, 나의 동료들은 내가 교육 프로그램에서 배운 것을
사용하기를 기대하고 있다.

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

21.

나의 상사는 내가 교육 프로그램을 사용하고자 시도하는데 생길
수 있는 문제들을 해결하기 위해 정기적으로 미팅을 한다.

1

2

3

4

5

22.

나의 상사는 내가 교육 프로그램을 업무에 적용할 수 있도록
논의한다.

1

2

3

4

5

23.

나의 상사는 내가 이 교육 프로그램을 업무 현장에서 사용하는
것을 거부할 것이다.

1

2

3

4

5

24.

나의 상사는 내가 이 교육 프로그램에서 배운 기술을 사용하는
것을 반대할 것이다.

1

2

3

4

5

25.

나의 상사는 내가 이 교육 프로그램에서 습득한 테크닉을 사용할
때 덜 효과적일 것이라고 생각한다.

1

2

3

4

5

26.

나의 상사는 내가 교육 프로그램에서 배운 것을 업무에
적용하도록 격려하기 위해 나를 위한 목표를 설정한다.

1

2

3

4

5

27.

교육 프로그램에서 사용한 교육 보조도구 (장비, 예제 등등) 는
내가 업무에서 실제로 사용하는 것들과 매우 유사하다.

1

2

3

4

5

28.

교육 프로그램에서 사용한 방법들은 업무에서 우리가 실제로 하고
있는 방법과 매우 유사하다.

1

2

3

4

5

29.

나는 내 업무와 매우 유사한 내용의 교육 프로그램을 좋아한다.

1

2

3

4

5

30.

교육 프로그램을 운영하는 사람들은 내가 배운 것을 어떻게
사용할지에 대해 명확하게 이해하고 있다.

1

2

3

4

5

31.

강사들은 내가 학습한 것을 나의 업무에서 어떻게 사용할 수
있는지를 보여주는 많은 예제를 사용했다.

1

2

3

4

5

32.

강사가 가르치는 방식은 내가 학습한 내용을 잘 적용할 수 있다고
더욱 확신하도록 만들었다.

1

2

3

4

5

33.

내가 교육 프로그램에서 습득한 기술을 사용하도록 허용하는
충분한 인적자원이 있다.

1

2

3

4

5

34.

현재 우리 회사의 인원수는 내가 이 교육 프로그램을 사용하는데
적절하다.

1

2

3

4

5
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다음 35 번에서 51 번까지의 문항은 귀하 조직의 일반적인 교육 프로그램에 대해 생각하면서
응답하여 주시기 바랍니다.
35.

나의 업무성과는 내가 새롭게 학습한 것을 사용할 때 향상된다.

1

2

3

4

5

36.

내가 학습을 열심히 하면 할수록, 나는 업무를 더욱 잘 할 수 있게
된다.

1

2

3

4

5

37.

일반적으로 우리 조직에서 보상을 받는 사람들은 보상을 받을
만한 무엇인가를 하는 사람들이다.

1

2

3

4

5

38.

나는 나의 업무성과를 향상시키기 위해 무엇인가를 할 때, 좋은
일들이 생긴다.

1

2

3

4

5

39.

교육은 대개 나의 생산성을 향상시키는데 도움을 준다.

1

2

3

4

5

40.

교육에서 배운 것을 업무에 적용시키면 시킬수록, 나는 내 업무를
더욱 잘 수행하게 된다.

1

2

3

4

5

41.

나의 일은 업무를 정말로 잘 수행을 해서 보상받는 것을 좋아하는
사람들에게 이상적이다.

1

2

3

4

5

42.

우리 팀의 경험 있는 직원들은 다른 사람들이 교육에서 학습한
테크닉들을 사용하려 할 때 비웃곤 한다.

1

2

3

4

5

43.

우리 팀은 업무 수행 방식을 바꾸는 데 노력을 기울이려 하지
않는다.

1

2

3

4

5

44.

나의 부서원들은 새로운 업무수행 방식을 시도하는 것을 좋아하지
않는다.

1

2

3

4

5

45.

사람들은 종종 내가 어떻게 하면 업무성과를 향상시킬 수
있는지에 대하여 제안을 한다.

1

2

3

4

5

46.

나는 내 업무를 어떻게 하면 더 잘 할지에 대하여 다른
사람들로부터 많은 조언을 받는다.

1

2

3

4

5

47.

나는 직장에서 새로운 기술을 사용하는 내 능력에 자신이 있다.

1

2

3

4

5

48.

나는 새로 배운 기술을 업무에 사용하는 내 능력에 대하여 결코
의심하지 않는다.

1

2

3

4

5

49.

나는 업무에서 새로운 기술 또는 지식의 사용을 방해하는
장애물들을 극복할 수 있을 것이라 확신한다.

1

2

3

4

5

50.

직장에서, 나는 교육에서 배운 것을 사용하는 것에 대해 비록
어렵거나 부담스러운 상황에 직면해도 자신감을 느낀다.

1

2

3

4

5

51.

사람들은 종종 나의 업무수행 성과를 높이는 데 도움이 되는
이야기를 해주곤 한다.

1

2

3

4

5
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파트 2. 조직의 지식 성과
안내: 각각의 문항에 대하여 아래의 척도를 사용하여 본인의 생각에 가장 알맞은 번호를 선택하여
주시기 바랍니다.
1-전혀 그렇지 않다, 2-그렇지 않다, 3-중간이다, 4-그렇다, 5-매우 그렇다.

다음 1-2 번 문항은 귀하의 학습전이 결과에 대해 생각하면서 응답하여 주시기 바랍니다.
1.

교육에서 학습한 내용을 업무에 사용함으로써, 나의 업무의 질이

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

향상되었다.
2.

교육에서 학습한 내용을 업무에 사용함으로써, 고객의 만족도가
향상되었다.

다음 3-8 번 문항은 귀하의 조직을 생각하면서 응답하여 주시기 바랍니다.
3.

우리 회사에 대한 고객 만족도가 작년에 비해 높아졌다.

1

2

3

4

5

4.

우리 회사에서, 임직원들의 제안이 실행에 옮겨지는 사례가
작년에 비해 높아졌다.

1

2

3

4

5

5.

우리 회사에서 제공되는 서비스의 수가 작년에 비해 늘어났다.

1

2

3

4

5

6.

우리 회사에서, 전체 임직원들에 비해 고과 성과가 좋은 우수
인재의 비율이 작년에 비해 늘어났다.

1

2

3

4

5

7.

우리 회사는 조직의 지식, 정보 공유를 위한 기술력에 투자하는
노력이 작년에 비해 늘어났다.

1

2

3

4

5

8.

우리 회사에서, 업무에 관련된 새로운 기술이나 지식을 학습하는
개개인의 수가 작년에 비해 늘어났다.

1

2

3

4

5
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파트 3. 주관식 문항
안내: 다음의 주관식 문항에 대한 여러분들의 솔직한 답변을 부탁 드립니다. 본 질문은 귀하의
조직에서의 학습전이에 관한 내용입니다.

1. 귀하가 생각하시기에 귀하의 조직에서 학습전이를 촉진하는 가장 중요한 요인은
무엇입니까? (중요도 순서 상관없이 답변 부탁 드립니다.)
A.
B.
C.
2. 귀하가 생각하시기에 귀하의 조직에서 학습전이를 방해하는 가장 중요한 요인은
무엇입니까? (중요도 순서 상관없이 답변 부탁 드립니다.)

A.
B.
C.
3. 본 연구와 관련하여, 의견이 있으시면 말씀해 주시기 바랍니다.
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파트 4. 인구통계관련 질문
1. 귀하의 성별은 어떻게 되십니까?

1) 남자

2. 귀하의 나이는 어떻게 되십니까?

(

2) 여자
)세

1) 고졸

2) 전문대졸

3) 대졸

4) 대학원졸

3. 귀하의 최종 학력은 어떻게 되십니까?

1) 사기업
4. 귀하의 조직은 어떤 유형의 회사입니까?

2) 민영화 기업
3) 공기업

5. 귀하의 현 회사에서의 근속연수는 얼마입니까?

(

) 년

6. 귀하가 참여하신 교육 프로그램은 무엇입니까?

(

)

여러분의 협조에 감사 드립니다!
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APPENDIX B

Recruitment Letter, Informed Consent Form, and IRB Approval
(English and Korean Versions)
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RECRUITMENT LETTER
My name is Jin Gu Lee, and I am a doctoral student at Penn State University. I am
conducting my doctoral dissertation, and I would like to invite you to participate in a
research study. You were selected as a possible participant because your company agreed
to take part in this research under the condition that your participation is completely
voluntary. In order to participate in this research, you need to be currently employed at
your company and be 18 years of age or older. Please read this form carefully and ask
any questions you may have before agreeing to be in the study.
Your decision about whether or not participate will not affect your current or
future relations with Penn State University or your company. No physical or
psychological risks are expected during your participation in this study. The benefit of
participation of your company and participants is to receive a summary of the results if
you and/or your company desire a copy.
All data will be kept in a locked password personal laptop computer. Employers
will NOT have access to any individual responses. In the completed report, we will not
include any information that will make it possible to identify any of your individual
subjects. Further, this survey will be anonymous and not connected to your survey
responses. This will require very little burden on your part. We will only need you to
complete the email survey and hit the submit button. This will forward the survey to the
researchers listed below. No further effort would be required on your part. Simply click
on this link LINK HERE to go directly to the survey.
If you have any questions or concerns or if you need additional information, you
may contact the following individuals at any time: Jin Gu Lee at jul213@psu.edu or 814933-2845 (USA); or Dr. William J. Rothwell (dissertation advisor) at wjr9@psu.edu or
814-863-2581 (USA).
Thank you in advance for your willingness to contribute your information on
transfer of learning.

Sincerely,
Researcher Jin Gu Lee
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연구 참여 초청서
안녕하십니까, 저는 미국 펜실베니아 주립대학교 박사 과정 중에 있는 이진구입니다.
다름이 아니 오라, 저의 박사 학위 논문의 데이터 수집을 위한 설문에 귀하를 초청하고자
합니다. 귀하께서는 귀하의 회사의 동의를 통해 가능한 응답자로 선택되셨습니다. 또한
설문 참여는 전적으로 자발적인 참여에 의해 이루어 집니다. 설문 참여를 위해서 귀하는
현재 근무중인 임직원이어야 하며 18세 이상의 성인이어야 함을 알려드립니다. 본
초청장을 잘 읽어보시고 참여를 결정해 주시면 됩니다.
귀하의 본 설문에 대한 참여는 귀하의 회사와 펜실베니아 주립대학의 관계에 어떠한
영향도 미치지 않음을 알려드립니다. 또한 본 설문 참여에 있어서 어떠한 물리적, 심리적
위험 요소도 존재하지 않음을 알려드립니다. 본 연구의 결과는 요청에 의해 귀하 혹은
귀하의 회사에 제공될 수 있습니다.
본 연구를 위해 수집된 자료는 연구자의 개인 컴퓨터에 보관될 것이며, 귀하의 회사에는
개개인의 응답에 접근 할 수 있는 권한이 없음을 알려드립니다. 본 연구의 진행 중에
수집된 모든 정보는 개인의 사생활 보호를 위해 삭제 됨을 알려 드립니다. 더불어, 본
설문은 익명으로 처리될 것입니다. 설문에 응답하는 것은 어렵지 않으며, 귀하께서 이메일
설문을 완성하신 후 제출버튼을 누르시면 자동으로 연구자에게 전송될 것입니다. 여기
설문으로 바로가기 버튼을 누르시면 바로 설문에 응하실 수 있습니다.
본 연구에 대하여 문의사항이 있으시면 다음의 연락처로 연락 주시기 바랍니다.
연구자: 이진구 – 이메일(jul213@psu.edu), 미국 전화(814-933-2845)
지도교수: Dr. William J. Rothwell – 이메일(wjr9@psu.edu), 미국 전화(814-863-2581)

대단히 감사합니다.

연구자 이진구 올림

165
Informed Consent Form for Social Science Research
The Pennsylvania State University
Title of Project:

An Investigation of the Relationship between Transfer of
Learning Factors and Perceived Knowledge Performance in
Selected Korean Organizations

Principal Investigator:

Jin Gu Lee, Graduate Student
409 J. Orvis Keller Building
University Park, PA 16802
(814) 933-2845; jul213@psu.edu

Advisor:

Dr. William J. Rothwell
305A J. Orvis Keller Building
University Park, PA 16802
(814) 863-2581; wjr9@psu.edu

1. Purpose of the Study: The purpose of this research study is to investigate the relationship

between transfer of learning factors and perceived organizational knowledge
performance in the Korean context.
2. Procedures to be followed: You will be asked to take an online survey, which has four parts:
1 – Transfer of learning factors which consist of specific training domain (34 items) and
general training domain (17 items); 2 – Organizational knowledge performance which
consists of training transfer results (2 items) and general knowledge performance (6 items); 3
– Demographic questions (6 items); and 4 – Short answer questions (3 items).
3. Discomforts and Risks: There are no risks in participating in this research beyond those
experienced in everyday life. Some of the questions are personal and might cause discomfort.
4. Benefits: The benefit of participation of your company and participants is to receive a
summary of the results if your company and any individuals want to. You might learn
importance of the transfer of learning in your organization.
5. Duration: It will take about 20 to 30 minutes to complete the survey.
6. Statement of Confidentiality: Your participation in this research is confidential. The survey
does not ask for any information that would identify who the responses belong to. In the
event of any publication or presentation resulting from the research, no personally identifiable
information will be shared because your name is in no way linked to your responses. Your
confidentiality will be kept to the degree permitted by the technology used. No guarantees
can be made regarding the interception of data sent via the internet by any third parties.
Employers will NOT have access to any individual responses.
7. Right to Ask Questions: Please contact JIN GU LEE at (814) 933-2845 with questions,
complaints or concerns about this research.
8. Voluntary participation: Your decision to be in this research is voluntary. You can stop at
any time. You do not have to answer any questions you do not want to answer. Refusal to
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take part in or withdrawing from this study will involve no penalty or loss of benefits you
would receive otherwise.
You must be 18 years of age or older to take part in this research study. Completion and
submission of the survey is considered your implied consent to participate in this study. Please
print this form for your records.
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Informed Consent Form for Social Science Research
The Pennsylvania State University
연구 제목: 학습전이 요인과 조직의 인식된 지식 성과와의 관계 연구
연구자:

이진구
펜실베니아 주립대학, 409 Keller 빌딩
jul213@psu.edu; 814-933-2845 (미국)

논문 지도교수:

Dr. William J. Rothwell
펜실베니아 주립대학, 305A Keller 빌딩
wjr9@psu.edu; 814-863-2581 (미국)

1. 연구 목적: 본 연구의 목적은 학습전이 요인과 조직의 인식된 지식 성과와의 관계를
조사하는 것입니다.
2. 연구 절차: 귀하께서는 총 네 개의 파트로 구성된 온라인 설문에 참여하시게 됩니다.
첫 번째 파트는 학습전이에 관한 것으로 34 문항은 귀하께서 최근에 참여하신 특정
교육 프로그램에 대한 학습전이 정도를, 17 문항은 일반적인 교육에 대한 학습전이
정도를 진단합니다. 두 번째 파트는 조직의 인식된 지식 성과에 관한 것으로 2 문항은
학습전이 결과에 대하여 6 문항은 일반적인 지식 성과에 대한 귀하의 인식을
진단합니다. 세 번째 파트는 6 문항으로 구성된 기본적인 인구통계학적 정보에 관한
것이며, 마지막 파트에서는 3 문항의 주관식 질문을 통하여 학습전이에 대한 귀하의
의견을 듣고자 합니다.
3. 설문관련 위험요소: 본 연구 참여에 있어서, 어떠한 위험요소도 없음을 알려 드리며,
일과 시간 중에 참여하실 수 있습니다.
4. 연구 혜택: 본 연구의 결과는 요청에 의해 귀사 또는 귀하에게 전달 됩니다. 귀하께서
본 연구에 참여하심으로써 조직 내에서 학습전이의 중요성을 이해하는 기회가 될
수도 있습니다.
5. 소요 시간: 본 연구 참여시간은 대략 20 분에서 30 분 정도 소요 될 것입니다.
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6. 익명성과 개인정보 보호: 연구에 대한 귀하의 참여는 전적으로 비밀이 보장됩니다.
연구자료는 연구책임자의 컴퓨터에 암호로 보호되어 저장될 것입니다. 연구결과가
출판될 경우에는 연구참여자에 대한 모든 확인 가능한 정보는 제외될 것입니다.
귀하의 정보는 현재 기술수준에 입각하여 보호될 것이며, 인터넷 사용 중 제 3 자의
의한 정보 유출 가능성은 존재함을 알려드립니다. 마지막으로 귀하의 회사는 개인별
응답에 대한 접근이 불가함을 알려드립니다.
7. 문의사항에 대한 연락: 연구와 관련된 문의사항이 있을 경우, 연구책임자인
이진구에게 이메일(jul213@psu.edu) 또는 미국 내 전화번호(814-933-2845)로 연락
주시기 바랍니다.
8. 자발적 참여: 연구참여 결정은 전적으로 귀하의 자발적인 의사에 기반하여
이루어집니다. 귀하께서는 언제든지 연구참여를 중단하실 수 있습니다. 또한
귀하께서는 응답하고 싶지 않은 문항에 대해 응답하지 않을 권한을 가지고 계십니다.
연구참여를 거부하시거나 중단하시는 것에 대하여 어떠한 불이익도 없음을
알려드립니다.
본 연구의 참여를 위해 귀하는 반드시 18 세 이상의 성인이어야 합니다. 본 설문을
완성하고 제출하시는 것은 본 연구에 참여하겠다는 의사표시로 간주될 것입니다. 또한
귀하의 기록 보관을 위해서는 본 페이지를 출력하시기 바랍니다.
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From
To
Subject
Date
CC
Safe View

"Hartman, Sara" <sjh246@psu.edu> ⊕
"jul213@psu.edu" <jul213@psu.edu> ⊕
IRB#32357-An investigation of the relationship between transfer of learning
factors and perceived organizational knowledge performance in selected Korean
organizations
Thu, Nov 5, 2009 03:08 PM
"wjr9@psu.edu" <wjr9@psu.edu>
"wjr9@psu.edu" <wjr9@psu.edu> ⊕
On [Turn Off] What is "Safe View"?

Hi Jin Gu,
The Office for Research Protections (ORP) has reviewed the eSubmission application for your research
involving human participants and determined it to be exempt from IRB review. You may begin your
research. This study qualifies under the following category(ies):
Category 2: Research involving the use of educational tests (cognitive, diagnostic, aptitude,
achievement), survey procedures, interview procedures, or observations of public behavior unless: (i)
information obtained is recorded in such a manner that human participants can be identified, directly or
through identifiers linked to the participants; and (ii) any disclosure of the human participants’ responses
outside the research could reasonably place the participants at risk of criminal or civil liability or be
damaging to the participants’ financial standing, employability, or reputation. [45 CFR 46.101(b)(2]
PLEASE NOTE THE FOLLOWING:
•

Include your IRB number in any correspondence to the ORP.

•

The principal investigator is responsible for determining and adhering to additional requirements
established by any outside sponsors/funding sources.

•

Record Keeping
o The principal investigator is expected to maintain the original signed informed consent forms, if
applicable, along with the research records for at least three (3) years after termination of the
study.
o This will be the only correspondence you will receive from our office regarding this modification
determination. This correspondence will also be in PRAMS for you to access at any time.

• Consent Document(s)
o The exempt consent form(s) will no longer be stamped with the approval/expiration dates.
o The most recent consent form(s) that you uploaded for review is the one that you are expected to
use
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•

Follow-Up
o The Office for Research Protections will contact you in three (3) years to inquire if this study will
be on-going.
o If the study is completed within the three year period, the principal investigator may complete and
submit a Project Close-Out Report:
http://www.research.psu.edu/orp/areas/humans/applications/index.asp#other

•

Revisions/Modifications
o Any changes or modifications to the study must be submitted through the eSubmission
application for this protocol in PRAMS (www.prams.psu.edu).

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions or concerns.

Thank you,

Sara Hartman
Research Compliance Coordinator II
Office for Research Protections
The Pennsylvania State University
The 330 Building, Suite 205, University Park, PA 16802
Telephone: 814-865-3696
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APPENDIX C

Permission Letters for Using the Figure and Instruments
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From "permissions (US)" <permissions@sagepub.com>
To JIN GU LEE <jul213@psu.edu>
Subject RE: Permission to use the figure of revised HRD evaluation and research model
Date Wed, Sep 2, 2009 12:01 PM
Dear Jin,

Thank you for your request. Please consider this written permission to use the material
detailed below in your dissertation. Proper attribution to the original source should be
included. The permission does not include any 3rd party material found within the work.
Please contact us for any future usage or publication of your dissertation.

Best,

Adele
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------From: JIN GU LEE [mailto:jul213@psu.edu]
Sent: Monday, August 31, 2009 2:21 PM
To: permissions (US)
Subject: Permission to use the figure of revised HRD evaluation and research model
Dear Sage journals publisher,
I am currently a Ph.D. candidate in Workforce Education and Development at
Pennsylvania State University. I am preparing my COMPS in September, 2009, and I
need to secure your permission on behalf of ADHR to use Dr. Holton's figure of revised
HRD evaluation and research model, which was published in 2005 in ADHR, for my
dissertation. Below is the information on this figure.
Source: Holton, E. F., III. (2005). Holton’s evaluation model: New evidence and
construct elaborations. Advances in Developing Human Resources, 7(1), p. 51
I will be using this figure in my dissertation which investigates the relationship between
transfer of learning factors and perceived organizational knowledge performance in
Korean companies.
Thank you for your expediency in handling this request.
Sincerely,
Jin Gu Lee
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From "Ed Holton" <eholton@eatel.net> ⊕
To 'JIN GU LEE' <jul213@psu.edu>
Subject RE: Equivalency evaluation for Korean version of the LTSI
Date Wed, May 13, 2009 02:41 PM

Now my turn to apologize. Been swamped with end of semester stuff.
Thanks for explaining the use of “educational program….no problem
You have my official permission to use the LTSI
As for the figure, you will have to contact the journal as they own the copyright to the
articles.
I look forward to the results of your study. Keep in touch
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From "Marsick, Victoria" <marsick@exchange.tc.columbia.edu>
To JIN GU LEE <jul213@psu.edu>
Subject Re: Permission to use the knowledge performance measure in the DLOQ
Date Tue, Aug 25, 2009 12:45 PM
CC "Karen E. Watkins" <kwatkins@uga.edu>, "jaoneil@aol.com"
<JAONEIL@aol.com>, ysk281@gmail.com

Hello:
You have our permission to use the DLOQ in your research, as specified below. We do
not charge students for use of the DLOQ but we do request that you share your findings
with us for our own knowledge building.
You may be aware that Dr. Young Saing Kim, who graduated from Teachers College,
has translated the DLOQ into the Korean language and has used the DLOQ extensively in
research in organizations in Korea. I am copying Dr. Young Saing Kim on this email in
case you wish to be in touch with him.
Regards,
Dr. Marsick

On 09/08/24 14:31 , "JIN GU LEE" <jul213@psu.edu> wrote:

Dear Dr. Marsick,
I am currently a Ph.D. candidate in Workforce Education and Development at
Pennsylvania State University. I am preparing my COMPS in September, 2009, and I
need to secure your permission to use the knowledge performance measure in the DLOQ,
in a written form, for my dissertation.
I will be using this measure in my research which investigates the relationship between
transfer of learning factors and perceived organizational knowledge performance in
Korean companies. I will include your letter of permission in the Appendix to my
dissertation.
Thank you for your expediency in handling this request.
Sincerely,
Jin Gu Lee
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From Karen Watkins <kwatkins@uga.edu>
To JIN GU LEE <jul213@psu.edu>
Subject Re: Permission to use the knowledge performance measure in the DLOQ
Date Mon, Aug 24, 2009 04:19 PM
CC Victoria Marsick <Vmarsick@aol.com>

We are delighted to grant you permission to use the knowledge performance metric from
our Dimensions of the Learning Organization Questionnaire for your dissertation
research.
Best Regards,
-Karen E. Watkins
Professor, Human Resource & Organization Development
College of Education
The University of Georgia
406 River's Crossing
Athens, GA 30602
W 706-542-4355
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------From: JIN GU LEE <jul213@psu.edu>
Date: Mon, 24 Aug 2009 14:27:05 -0400
To: Karen Watkins <kwatkins@uga.edu>
Subject: Permission to use the knowledge performance measure in the DLOQ
Dear Dr. Watkins,
I am currently a Ph.D. candidate in Workforce Education and Development at
Pennsylvania State University. I am preparing my COMPS in September, 2009, and I
need to secure your permission to use the knowledge performance measure in the DLOQ,
in a written form, for my dissertation.
I will be using this measure in my research which investigates the relationship between
transfer of learning factors and perceived organizational knowledge performance in
Korean companies. I will include your letter of permission in the Appendix to my
dissertation.
Thank you for your expediency in handling this request.
Sincerely,
Jin Gu Lee
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From "Baiyin Yang" <yangby@sem.tsinghua.edu.cn>
To 'JIN GU LEE' <jul213@psu.edu>
Subject RE: Permission to use the knowledge performance measure in the DLOQ
Date Mon, Aug 24, 2009 08:23 PM

Yes, you can use the DLOQ instrument in your dissertation research. Good luck in your
study!

Baiyin YANG, Ph.D.
Professor and Chair
Department of Human Resources and Organizational Behavior
School of Economics and Management
Tsinghua University
Beijing, P. R. China 100084
Office: 327G, Shunde Building
Telephone: 86-10-62796314
Fax: 86-10-62772021
E-mail: yangby@sem.tsinghua.edu.cn
From: JIN GU LEE [mailto:jul213@psu.edu]
Sent: Tuesday, August 25, 2009 3:01 AM
To: yangby@sem.tsinghua.edu.cn
Subject: Permission to use the knowledge performance measure in the DLOQ
Dear Dr. Baiyin Yang,
I am currently a Ph.D. candidate in Workforce Education and Development at
Pennsylvania State University. I am preparing my COMPS in September, 2009, and I
need to secure your permission to use the knowledge performance measure in the DLOQ,
in a written form, for my dissertation.
I will be using this measure in my research which investigates the relationship between
transfer of learning factors and perceived organizational knowledge performance in
Korean companies. I will include your letter of permission in the Appendix to my
dissertation.
Thank you for your expediency in handling this request.
Sincerely,

Jin Gu Lee
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APPENDIX D

An Example of Box Plots for the Log 10 variable of Transfer for Performance
Expectations
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