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Practical application of newly gained knowledge and skills,
also referred to as transfer of training, is an issue of great
concern in training issues generally and in Master of Business
Administration (MBA) programs particularly. This empirical
study examined the influence of the trainees’ work environment
on their transfer of training, taking into account the role of
trainees’ transfer strategies. The study was conducted on 167
trainees from eight MBA programs in Vietnam in 2007–2008.
Path analysis and structural equation modeling were applied
to examine the effects of potential factors on transfer of train-
ing. The results showed that work environment factors such
as supervisory support, job autonomy and preferred support
(support as needed by the trainee) were significantly associated
with the training transfer. Additionally, trainee’s use of trans-
fer strategies mediated the work environment and training
transfer relationship.

Introduction
A concern that training dollars are wasted because only some knowledge, skills and
attitudes taught in training courses are actually transferred back to the workplace and
put into use (e.g. Baldwin & Ford, 1988; Burke & Hutchins, 2007; Curry et al., 1994) has
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been well documented. This problem, also referred to as transfer of training, has
attracted attention from many researchers during the past decade.

It is generally agreed that the problem is related to training design, trainee char-
acteristics and the work environment (Baldwin & Ford, 1988; Cheng & Hampson,
2008; Ford & Weissbein, 1997; Pugh & Bergin, 2006). Indeed, it has been shown that
work environment factors are important for understanding the transfer process (e.g.
Baldwin & Ford, 1988; Kirwan & Birchall, 2006; Rouiller & Goldstein, 1993; Tracey
et al., 1995). Nevertheless, work environment factors have been investigated less often
than training design and trainee characteristics (Alvarez et al., 2004; Baldwin & Ford,
1988; Holton et al., 1997). Moreover, studies have shown contradictory findings
about that. For example, some studies found that social support – an aspect of work
environment – has an effect on transfer (e.g. Holton et al., 2000; Olsen, 1998; Xiao,
1996). Other studies found nonsignificant relationships between a supportive envi-
ronment and transfer of training (e.g. Rouiller & Goldstein, 1993; Tziner et al., 1991;
Van der Klink et al., 2001). As a result, there is a dearth of empirical evidence of
specific aspects of work environment influence on training transfer (Clarke, 2002).
Therefore, a thorough study of training transfer from a work environment perspec-
tive might contribute to a better understanding of factors that affect it.

Additionally, Cheng and Hampson (2008, p. 335) suggest the need to explore the
other essential but hidden variables related to the transfer process. In fact, learning in
training does not automatically result in transfer. Trainees, therefore, should have
intention to transfer. When re-entering the workplace after training, trainees have to
cope with the dynamics of the workplace that might support or inhibit the use of
learned knowledge and skills. Hence, it has been argued that, in order to apply suc-
cessfully the acquired trained knowledge to the job, trainees need to use appropriate
strategies to transfer learned skills and knowledge, i.e. a (training) transfer strategy
(Burke & Baldwin, 1999). Research revealed that the use of transfer strategies is a
crucial prerequisite for transfer (Burke, 1997; Ford & Weissbein, 1997; Machin &
Fogarty, 2003). A number of studies suggested transfer strategies as the key mediators
between influencing factors and transfer (e.g. Gollwitzer, 1999; Latham, 1997). Recent
evidence has revealed the mediating role of transfer strategies in relation to transfer
design and transfer (Pham et al., 2011), and between trainees’ motivation and transfer
(Pham et al., 2010). In these studies, the key players of transfer training strategy are seen
as trainees, training providers and employers. For instance, trainees should actively
plan to apply what they have learned; trainers should help trainees to formulate
transfer strategies and be well prepared for transfer; and employers should facilitate
trainees to transfer their training by informing them that transfer is valued by the
organization, rewarding trainees for their training transfer, or by identifying organi-
zational reasons behind the failure to transfer.

However, it is still unclear to what extent transfer strategies play a role in the relation
between work environment factors and transfer. Therefore, in order to better under-
stand the relation between the trainee’s work environment and transfer, this study
sought to examine the role of transfer strategies in the relationship between work
environment and transfer. We hypothesize that work environment affects trainee’s use
of transfer strategy which, in turn, influences transfer.

Conceptual framework
Work environment factors influencing transfer

Generally, research on work environment factors distinguishes three levels of related
work environmental factors: (a) general environmental factors; (b) factors generally
related to training; and (c) factors specifically related to training (e.g. Baldwin & Ford,
1988; Richey, 1992). According to Richey, these factors are considerably related to each
other, as general environmental factors influence factors generally related to training
which, in turn, affect the factors specifically related to training. Nijman et al. (2006)
further considered three separate components of the influence of the work environ-
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ment on transfer: (a) general characteristics of the work environment; (b) work envi-
ronment (or transfer climate) that have a specific and intentional role regarding transfer;
and (c) supervisor support, meaning the supervisor’s behavior to optimize transfer. It
should be emphasized that Nijman et al. (2006) considered supervisor as a separate
component of the work environment, whereas it is seen as one of the features of the
transfer climate in other studies (Holton et al., 1997, 2000; Rouiller & Goldstein, 1993).

In this study, general work environment is viewed as different from specific work
environment factors (transfer climate) to enhance transfer. This is consistent with other
studies such as Ford et al. (1992), Lim and Johnson (2002), and Russ-Eft (2002). Exam-
ples of the general work environment factors are job autonomy, level of freedom, inde-
pendence and discretion to employees in planning and determining the procedures to
their job (Robbins, 2001), budget restrictions and coordination within organizations,
overlapping work assignment, lenience for mistakes, lack of technical assistance (Lim
& Johnson, 2002). Examples of specific work environment factors (transfer climate) are
opportunities to use training content, peer and supervisor support, supervisor sanc-
tions, positive and negative personal outcomes, and resistance to change (Holton et al.,
2000; Rouiller & Goldstein, 1993).

General work environment

One general work environment variable with some empirical support is job autonomy,
found to influence transfer (e.g. Robbins, 2001) such that the more autonomous the
work environment, the more effectively transfer occurs (Axtell & Maitlis, 1997).

Specific work environment (transfer climate)

Burke and Baldwin (1999) mention that characteristics of the work environment are
factors that may facilitate or inhibit the use of trained skills, the so-called transfer
climate. According to Nijman et al. (2006), the difference between general work envi-
ronment and specific work environment (transfer climate) is that the latter is ‘specifi-
cally and intentionally directed at the transfer of training’ (p. 535). Prior studies have
indicated the relevance of different components of the specific work environment
factors such as supervisor support, opportunity to use, peer support, supervisor sanc-
tions, positive and negative personal outcomes, and resistance to change (e.g. Holton
et al., 2000; Rouiller & Goldstein, 1993). Additionally, other studies have demonstrated
that the extent to which trainees prefer support (Nijman, 2004) and have sufficient time
and resources available also affect transfer outcomes (Noe & Schmitt, 1986; Russ-Eft,
2002).

Supervisor support, the extent to which supervisors reinforce and support employees
to transfer their training, is an important work environment variable influencing train-
ing transfer. For example, Russ-Eft (2002) and Locke and Latham (2002) stated that
supervisory support, such as setting goals with trainees and encouraging learning on
the job, would facilitate transfer. Baldwin et al. (2009) emphasized the active participa-
tion in supervisor support, meaning supervisors not only need to state the importance
of learning, but also should actively participate in training, e.g. setting learning goals
and offering positive feedback. Moreover, previous studies have confirmed the posi-
tive relationship between supervisory support and transfer (Gilpin-Jackson & Bushe,
2007; Kontoghiorghes, 2001; Saks & Belcourt, 2006). When trainees perceive supportive
supervisors, they believe that training will be useful and help them to perform their job
effectively and be rewarded, thus suggesting a positive connection between supervisor
and transfer (e.g. Cohen, 1990; Salas & Stagl, 2009). Recently, Blume et al. (2010) stated
supervisor support emerged as one of the strongest predictors of training transfer.

Opportunities to use training on the job is ‘the extent to which a trainee is provided with
or actively obtains work experiences relevant to the tasks for which he or she was
trained’ (Ford et al., 1992, p. 512). Previous research indicated that transfer is limited
when trainees have less opportunity for application (Lim & Morris, 2006). For instance,
Clarke (2002) identified opportunity to perform skills on the job as the strongest factor
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influencing transfer. Gilpin-Jackson and Bushe (2007) demonstrated that having
adequate time for training transfer to take place is critical, otherwise, it prohibits
transfer (Cromwell & Kolb, 2004). Burke and Hutchins (2007) confirm that trainees
need opportunities to transfer. Moreover, other studies have shown the important role
of these opportunities to transfer in terms of enhancing trainees’ motivation to transfer
(Mathieu et al., 1993; Seyler et al., 1998).

Peer support refers to the level to which peers’ behavior produces reinforcement for
trainees’ transfer (Holton et al., 1997; Nijman et al., 2006). Especially, peer support has
been reported as a factor that relates to other characteristics of the work environment.
For example, positive peer support predicts opportunities to transfer (Quinones et al.,
1995) or colleagues’ behavior was a stronger predictor of transfer than trainee’s actual
learning outcomes at the end of the training (Rouiller & Goldstein, 1993). Hawley and
Barnard (2005) state that peer support though networks facilitated transfer. Blume et al.
(2010) and Van den Bossche et al. (2010) emphasize that peer support should be made
to increase transfer.

Preferred support relates to ‘the level of support that can best be given, in order to
achieve intended transfer outcomes’ (Nijman, 2004, p. 95). According to him, transfer
might be influenced by preferred support because it relates to trainee’s motivation to
transfer. In this study, preferred support was interpreted as a desire of trainees to
have (more) support and help from others that facilitate transfer. We argue that the
need of the trainee for support from supervisor and peers (beside the actual support
given by them) is a work environment relevant predictor of transfer. In fact, trainees
will logically transfer most when they get the specific help that they are looking
for.

Personal outcomes – positive is ‘the degree to which application of training on the job
leads to positive outcomes or payoffs for the individual’ (Holton et al., 1997, p. 110).
Trainees with positive personal outcomes from training will get higher salary and
positions (Holton et al., 1997) as well as positive performance evaluations (Facteau et al.,
1995). Concretely, verbal praise and promotion chances increase transfer (Xiao, 1996),
and transfer rewards enhance trainees’ motivation to learn (Cheng, 2000).

Personal outcomes – negative refers to the negative consequences for trainees if they are
not using learned knowledge and skills on the job after training (Holton et al., 2000).
According to them, when not using new knowledge or skills on the job, trainees are
under the pressure of negative outcomes, i.e. being criticized and overlooked for pay
increases. However, Ruona et al. (2002) have revealed that perceiving personal out-
comes – negative in turn leads to increased trainee motivation to transfer. Research on
these negative consequences, nevertheless, has hardly been examined (Nijman et al.,
2006).

Sanctioning of transfer is defined as the extent to which individuals perceive negative
responses from others when transferring training (Holton et al., 1997, 2000). For
example, it can be experiencing supervisors’ indifference, even being seen as outra-
geous by others (Russ-Eft, 2002) when transferring training on the job. As a result,
sanctions lead to reduced trainee motivation to transfer (Facteau et al., 1995; Seyler et al.,
1998).

Resistance to change refers to ‘the extent to which prevailing group norms are per-
ceived by individuals to change the way they do things to change resist or discourage
the use of skills and knowledge acquired in training’ (Holton et al., 2000). Coming back
to the workplace from the training, trainees have to confront environmental and situ-
ational factors, that not only support but also that might challenge the transfer process.
For example, they may have to experience the negative attitudes from their coworkers
and/or from their organization (Nikandrou et al., 2009; Taylor, 2000). In this study,
resistance to change was seen as resistance of coworkers/peers either skeptical of new
knowledge and skills of training or rather doing the work in the usual manner instead
of applying new learning. Nijman et al. (2006) see resistance as opposite to openness
when trainees transfer. Previous studies concretely indicated that coworkers’ openness
will increase trainee motivation to transfer (Ruona et al., 2002) and transfer outcomes
(Cheng, 2000).
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Use of transfer strategy

As mentioned above, reentering the workplace after training, trainees will have to cope
with environmental and situational factors that not only support but also possibly
inhibit the transfer process. Therefore, trainees need to apply appropriate strategies to
training transfer.

Transfer strategies are cognitive and behavioral techniques including setting goals,
analyzing work situations, overcoming difficulties, absorbing support, and seizing
opportunities to use acquired knowledge and skills on the job (Noe et al., 1990; cited in
Roberson et al., 2009).

There are several transfer strategies outlined in the literature, that can possibly be
incorporated into training courses such as (1) trainees’ situation (e.g. identifying situ-
ations at work to apply the trained skills); (2) trainees’ thoughts/feelings (e.g. thoughts
about support needed in order to use the trained skills; retaining self-confidence when
experiencing resistance or burdens); (3) trainees’ behavior (e.g. creating and maintain-
ing a social network); and (4) consequences of trainees’ behavior (e.g. being prepared
to deal with skepticism of colleagues) (Burke & Baldwin, 1999). Researchers have
consistently emphasized the need for better understanding of the role of use of transfer
strategies by trainees (e.g. Ford & Weissbein, 1997; Machin & Fogarty, 2004). Although
the evidence on transfer strategies is scarce, there are some encouraging results, for
example the mediating role of transfer strategies in relation between transfer design
and transfer (Pham et al., 2011), and between trainees’ motivation and transfer (Pham
et al., 2010). In both studies, the key players of transfer training strategy are seen as
trainees (by active planning to apply what they have learned), employers (by facilitat-
ing trainees to transfer, such as informing trainees that transfer is valued by the
organization, rewarding trainees for their transfer, and so on).

Transfer of training

Many practitioners and researchers refer to Kirkpatrick’s (1998) taxonomy to evaluate
training effects. Kirkpatrick discerns four ‘levels’: (1) how trainees felt about training;
(2) whether or not they have learned anything; (3) whether or not learning was
transferred to the job or the extent of behavior and capability improvement and
implementation/application; and (4) effects on the business or environment. Here, we
focus on the third level by questioning if the application of the trained knowledge,
skills and attitudes in the workplace improves the performance of the job tasks as well
as the work performance in general. In this respect, Xiao (1996) refers to the improve-
ment of the productivity efficiency of the employee through training. Additionally,
DeSimone et al. (2002) claim that training programs aim at opportunities to enhance
necessary skills to handle current and future jobs. This implies training programs do
not only aim at enhancing current assignment quality and work performance but also
support trainees in competence development to cope with the future.

Given the results of the aforementioned studies and following Nijman et al.’s (2006)
empirical study, the conceptual framework of study will be as depicted in Figure 1.

For general work environment factors in transfer, we will explore the influence of job
autonomy. For specific work environment factors, we will identify the role of trainees’
opportunities to use training on the job; supervisor and peer support; preferred support;
perceived positive and negative personal outcomes; sanctioning of transfer; and resistance
to change.

Work environment

- General work environment 
- Specific work environment 

Trainees’
transfer strategy Transfer of 

training (ToT)

Figure 1: Conceptual framework.
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Research question and hypotheses

The study aims at understanding how a trainee’s transfer is influenced by work
environment factors. Moreover, we study the contribution of trainees’ use of transfer
strategies.

The following research question is raised: ‘To what extent do work environment
factors, taking into account the role of the trainees’ transfer strategies, contribute to
transferring newly acquired knowledge, skills and attitudes on the job?’ Two hypoth-
eses were tested:

Hypothesis 1: Work environment factors are positively related to the extent of
transfer training.

Hypothesis 2: The effect of work environment factors on the training transfer effects
is mediated by trainee’s transfer strategies.

Method and research design
Participants

Participants were MBA students enrolled in eight different MBA programs, provided
by core universities in Vietnam (Appendix A). These participants were combining a job
with an MBA study, and about 50 per cent of them were managers. Most participants
were administered a self-report questionnaire during class sessions. The rest were
answered by email.

Data were collected at the end of the MBA program (T1) and again three months later
after the MBA program ended (T2). A total of 167 MBA students participated in this
study at T1 and of those, 126 participated at T2. The majority of the sample was male
(n = 102; 61%). The average age was 32.

Also, supervisory ratings of transfer (with the same questionnaire, either self-report
or by email) were also collected from a total of 33 trainees’ supervisors at T2 to avoid
the potential acquiescent bias from self-report data (e.g. Velada & Caetano, 2007).

Setting

The study was conducted in the setting of MBA programs in Vietnam. The MBA setting
provides a good opportunity to study transfer of training due to the following rationale.

First, MBAs are booming in the era of the global business environment. It has been
one of the most popular official business training programs in the world, with the
number of MBA students graduating each year increasing across the globe. This brings
us to the question of how the knowledge and skills obtained by MBA trainees are
transferred into their work.

Second, MBAs are professionally oriented and focus on the development of profes-
sional competence (Mintzberg, 2004). They aim to improve the functional and mana-
gerial competencies of trainees (Camuffo et al., 2006). Most MBA participants are
professionals, working while taking the MBA, so they can instantly apply what they
have been learning to their workplace. Moreover, they are (already or potential) man-
agers. Thus, they may have greater opportunities to make use of their newly acquired
skills and knowledge in a real job setting. Therefore, the possibilities these training
programs offer trainees to transfer are of utmost importance for the trainees.

Third, MBAs provide not only academic knowledge but also practical preparation for
trainees, ‘a highly analytical approach to managerial problem solving, and the ability to
approach new problems in a structured fashion’ (Cameron, 2005, p. 14). Thus, the
question is if and under what conditions MBA programs really reach these high
ambitions.

Fourth, the cost of MBA programs is quite high, about $132,600 for a participant
including living cost, course fees, books, PC, loss of earnings while studying, etc.
(Jacobs, 2011). Therefore, there is a need to emphasize the importance on transferable
knowledge and skills among MBA graduates to make effective use of what they or their
boss/organization have invested in.
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Fifth, although costly, MBA qualification produces both economic benefits and career
success to MBA trainees. An MBA degree is standardized as a precondition for man-
agement position. For example, MBA graduates command a salary two or more times
bigger than those who are non-MBA graduates (Cameron, 2005), or MBA graduates
receive more promotions than those who did not receive an MBA degree (Herrington,
2010; Inderrieden et al., 2006).

Finally, MBA programs are a major industry and, due to the generalization of
accreditation schemes, are now more and more standardized across countries and
offering curriculums that are very comparable. They therefore meet the demands of a
globalized economy. However, the competition for MBA programs around the globe
has been increasing. Therefore, transfer of training will be an important selling point
for training providers, telling the business community their credentials, which in turn
increase their market value, thus maintaining competitive advantages.

All of the above make the MBA context different from a training transfer point of
view and become an important issue in business education.

There are several studies about transfer of training taken from MBA programs. For
example, the empirical study of Legge et al. (2010) on corporate MBAs finds that
transfer depends on the facilitation of organizations and the interactions between
individuals. They indicate key factors that limit transfer from MBA to organization,
such as individual objectives (self-interest in keeping gained knowledge to himself/
herself and in seeking for another job), and organizational objectives (lack of support
from boss and/or avoid running a risk). Moreover, Pham et al. (2011) and Pham et al.
(2010) have revealed the relation between MBA training design and transfer, and MBA
trainee’s motivation and transfer respectively, taking account of the mediating role of
transfer strategies. However, it is still unclear to what extent transfer strategies influ-
ence the relations among work environment factors and transfer, especially with the
MBA programs. Therefore, further research into the role of transfer strategy and its
interaction with work environment factors influencing transfer is needed to fully
understand the transfer issue.

Measures

All measures were based on instruments validated in previous studies.
To measure work environment factors, we used (1) Nijman et al.’s (2006) question-

naires, which contain 17 items for measuring specific work environment factors (trans-
fer climate); (2) four items for measuring general work environment (job autonomy);
and (3), Xiao’s (1996) questionnaire, which comprises six items for measuring super-
visor support (sample item and resultant factors are presented in Appendix B).

To explain correlations among observed variables with hypothetical variables and to
examine the structure of the data in the Vietnamese MBA context, a confirmatory factor
analysis (CFA) was conducted. The adequacy of the models was assessed using EQS
(Bentler, 2002). Models were all tested with standardized coefficients obtained from
the maximum likelihood method of estimation. The values of the fit indices indicate a
good fit to the data (chi-square/degrees of freedom (d.f.) = 2.6; Tucker-Lewis index
(TLI) = 0.87; comparative fit index (CFI) = 0.90; root mean square error of approxima-
tion (RMSEA) = 0.09). The results of CFA revealed that work environment can be
explained by five factors: sanctioning transfer, peer support, preferred support, supervisor
support and job autonomy (sample item and resultant factors are presented in Appen-
dix B). These five factors are consistent with previous studies, such as Colquitt et al.
(2000) and Holton et al. (2000). Based on the results from the CFA, we used these five
factors to test the aforementioned hypotheses.

To measure the transfer strategy, we used Burke and Baldwin’s (1999) measure. As
this instrument has been validated in many studies in comparable settings, including
Pham et al. (2010, 2011), so with this study, we did not conduct a factor analysis on the
data for this instrument. The Ca is high for our sample (0.88) and therefore confirms
prior validation studies.
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To measure transfer, Xiao’s (1996) measure was used. The results revealed three
factors: (1) task performance improvement, Ca = 0.90; (2) capacity building, Ca = 0.92;
and (3) job performance in general, Ca = 86.

The research model in this study is shown in Figure 2.

Procedure

The original questionnaires were translated into Vietnamese. Then the Vietnamese
versions were translated back to English to assure the consistency of meaning.

At T1, we measured (a) demographic variables; (b) trainees’ perception of work
environment variables; and (c) trainees’ use of training transfer strategies.

At T2, we measured (d) trainees’ perception of the work environment again; and (e)
perception of trainees and supervisors of transfer. Age, gender, years of work experi-
ence, job position, reasons for pursuing the MBA course and the source of MBA fees
served as control variables.

In this study, transfer strategy was placed at the center of the research model explain-
ing output measure is transfer. Transfer strategy is considered to be a mediation
variable of the transfer process (transfer strategy is explained by several input vari-
ables, for example as supervisor support, job autonomy and preferred support, which
influences transfer strategies) and not an output variable. Therefore, it does not make
sense to measure transfer strategies at T2. Also, MBA participants are managers. There-
fore, they have power in using and maintaining transfer strategy. That explains why in
this study, transfer strategies were measured at T1.

Moreover, MBA trainees already have experience of the work environment.
However, in the training process, the influences of content of training, the training
methods and training design as well as interactions between the trainers and the
trainees, and between trainees, will influence these trainees’ perceptions. As a result,
these interactions can influence their perception of the work environment. Thus, it is
relevant to measure trainees’ perception of work environment both at T1 and T2.

Additionally, transfer is changed by time (Awoniyi et al., 2002). Especially, the period
after training is considered the most important in facilitating positive transfer (Wexley
& Baldwin, 1986). Alliger et al. (1997, p. 355) noted: ‘By gathering reaction data one,
three, or six months after training, trainees will have experienced whether the training
was in fact useful, and should be in a better position to judge the utility of the training’.
In fact, at the end of the training, trainees usually do not fully master the newly learned
knowledge and skills. ‘They need to practice and learn more in their job context to
internalize what they have learned’ (Vermeulen, 2002, p. 369). Therefore, transfer was
measured at T2, three months after training.

Methods of analysis

To test whether or not work environment variables influence transfer, and whether or
not the participants’ transfer strategies contribute to transfer, we used path analysis via
EQS version 6.0 (Bentler, 2002).

- Sanctioning transfer

- Peer support

- Preferred support

- Supervisor support

- Job autonomy

Transfer of 
training 

- Task performance 

improvement

- Capacity building

- Job performance in 

general

Trainees’ 
transfer
strategy

Work 
environment

Figure 2: Research model.
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Results
Descriptive statistics, Pearson correlations and internal consistencies of the variables
are presented in Table 1. The results revealed that:

1. Most of the work environment variables (both at the end of the training and three
months after the training) were significantly associated with transfer, but this was
not the case for peer support and job autonomy at the end of training.

2. The strong significant correlations of these work environment factors with transfer
did not only appear at the end of training (E) but also three months after the training
(A). Even correlations of work environment factors three months after training with
transfer were found to be stronger at the end of the training. For example, correla-
tion with task performance improvement of preferred A, r = 0.468, whereas
for preferred E, it was r = 0.359. Similarly, correlations of Sup. A and Sup. E with job
performance in general were r = 0.706 and r = 0.355, respectively.

3. Most of the work environment variables were significantly associated with the
transfer strategies. This is clearly not the case for both sanctioning transfer and job
autonomy three months after training.

4. The transfer strategies was related to the transfer (task performance improvement,
capacity building and general job performance) with r = 0.463, r = 0.276 and
r = 0.380, respectively.

Additionally, the results of regression analysis showed that the control variables such as
age, gender, years of work experience, job position, reason for pursuing the MBA and
the source of MBA fees had no significant effects on transfer. Therefore, we did not
include these control variables in the path analysis.

As mentioned above, this study measured transfer by both trainees’ own evaluation
and their supervisors’ evaluations to avoid bias and to achieve comparability. An
independent sample t-test was conducted to compare the training transfer score for
trainees and that of their supervisors. The results reveal that there is no significant
difference in scores between trainees and their supervisors in terms of three perspec-
tives of training transfer (task performance improvement, capacity building and
general job performance): t(150) = 1.58, P = 12; t(151) = 1.71, P = 0.09; t(151) = 1.81,
P = 0.07, respectively). Also, in terms of the effect size for independent sample t-test
(Cohen, 1988), the magnitude of the differences in means (in terms of above three
perspectives of training transfer) is very small (q2 = 0.016; 0.019 and 0.021, respec-
tively). In summary, the nonsignificant difference in scores between trainees and their
supervisors in terms of transfer provided evidence of no self-report bias effect.

Testing the model

As recommended by Anderson and Gerbing (1988), the present model was compared
with several competing models. The ‘best fitting’ model was achieved having the
following goodness of fit indices (chi-square = 47; d.f. = 25; P = 0.005; TLI = 0.87;
RMSEA = 0.10). The results are as presented in Figure 3 (only significant relations are
shown).

Figure 3 indicates the following results:

1. Trainees’ perceptions of work environment (including preferred support, supervi-
sor support and job autonomy) at the end of the course (E) were significantly related
to their perceptions three months later (A) (b = 0.33, 0.54 and 0.40, respectively).

2. Trainee’s perceptions of work environment posttraining (preferred support A, job
autonomy A and especially supervisor support A) affected transfer directly and
indirectly. For example, 50 per cent of the variance in job performance in general
(item example is ‘In general, I think this training course has helped me increase my work
performance’) were directly predicted by supervisor support A (b = 0.71). Forty-two
per cent of the variance in task performance improvement (item example is ‘I can
accomplish my job task better by using new KSA’) was directly predicted by (a)
supervisor support A directly (b = 0.47) (and also indirectly, b = 0.21*0.20 = 0.04);
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(b) preferred support A (b = 0.27), and (c) transfer strategy (b = 0.20). Similarly, 20
per cent of the variance in capacity building (item example is ‘My ability to implement
work in general is increased’) were directly predicted by supervisor support A
(b = 0.31), job autonomy A (b = 0.23) and preferred support A (b = 0.16).

3. None of preferred support E, supervisor support E and job autonomy E directly
influence transfer. Instead, they only directly influence preferred support A,
supervisor support A and job autonomy A or transfer strategies. In turn, preferred
support A, supervisor support A, job autonomy A and transfer strategies directly
influence transfer. For example, supervisor support E influences supervisor
support A (b = 0.54), and then supervisor support A directly influences transfer
(b = 0.47, 0.31, and 0.71 in terms of task performance improvement, capacity build-
ing, and job performance in general, respectively).

4. Job autonomy A directly influences capacity building, and job autonomy E influ-
ences task performance improvement through transfer strategy.

These results partly support the first hypothesis: ‘Work environment factors are posi-
tively related to the extent of transfer training’.

5. Transfer strategy is directly influenced (in order of importance) by preferred
support E (b = 0.55), job autonomy E (b = 0.29), and supervisor support A
(b = 0.21). Additionally, transfer strategy directly influences transfer in terms of
task performance improvement (b = 0.20). Also, the relation between supervisor
support A and task performance improvement is strengthened when trainees use
transfer strategies (supervisor support A directly (b = 0.47) and also indirectly,
b = 0.21 * 0.20 = 0.04).

Therefore, the second hypothesis is partly supported: ‘The effect of work environment
factors on the training transfer effects is mediated by trainees’ transfer strategies’.

Conclusion and discussion
The purpose of this study was to explore the relationship of work environment factors
and the participants’ transfer strategies with the transfer process. The findings support

Preferred support 
E

Supervisor support 
E

Job autonomy E

0.55

0.33

0.14

0.29

0.16

0.21 0.47
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0.71
0.23

0.20

0.40
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0.50
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E5 E6
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Job performance 
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Trainees’ transfer 
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Preferred support 
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Supervisor support 
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0.40

0.50
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Figure 3: Comprehensive model toward transfer of training (ToT).
Note: E = End of training; A = After three months of training.
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that work environment factors (i.e. preferred support, supervisor support and job
autonomy) affected transfer in different ways. Especially these effects were shown to be
different when tested at two points in time: at the end of the training program (E) and
three months after the end of the training (A). Additionally, the participants’ transfer
strategies, playing the role of mediator, contribute to the relation between work envi-
ronment and transfer.

The results of the path analysis confirmed prior research indicating that work envi-
ronment variables influenced transfer (e.g. Axtell & Maitlis, 1997; Baldwin & Ford,
1988; Blume et al., 2010; Ford & Weissbein, 1997; Holton et al., 2000; Nijman et al., 2006)
with supervisory support as a powerful predictor (Brinkerhoff & Montesino, 1995;
Cohen, 1990; Cromwell & Kolb, 2004).

Based on the above conclusions, there are a number of issues that are worth
discussing.

First, the significant findings of this study confirm the importance of what happens
at the workplace after the training. In other words, how trainees perceive the work
environment three months after training (A) is a stronger indicator of transfer than at
the end of the training (E). For example, we found that none of preferred support E,
supervisor support E and job autonomy E directly influenced transfer of training.
Especially, supervisor support E was neither related to transfer strategy nor transfer.
Given the fact that MBA trainees work during the training, this can be explained by the
possibility that perhaps during training, the trainees depend less on their supervisors
in the workplace than they do when they return to their job (after training). It became
apparent that in order for trainees to transfer their training, they must have supervisory
support after the training period. Consequently, how they experience the support by
the work environment when returning to their workplace will influence their extent of
transfer of training. Similarly, none of preferred support, supervisor support and job
autonomy at the end the training directly influence transfer, whereas preferred
support, supervisor support and job autonomy after training do. The power of trainees’
perceptions three months after the training might be explained by the various interac-
tions during as well as after the training that shape trainees’ perceptions of the work
environment. The results confirm the importances of what happens at the workplace
after the training (Kontoghiorghes, 2004; Tannenbaum & Yukl, 1992; Vermeulen, 2002;
Wexley & Baldwin, 1986) and support the suggestions by Alliger et al. (1997) and
Nikandrou et al. (2009) that repeated measures of trainees’ perceptions are relevant in
order to better understand transfer.

The role of preferred supports directly affecting transfer (task performance
improvement) after the training and indirectly at the end the training through trans-
fer strategy, demonstrates the practical implications: managers should recognize that
trainees who believe and know in advance that they will have the necessary support,
and who have transfer strategy, will apply their learned knowledge and skills to their
work.

Second, the impact of the trainee’s job autonomy on transfer implies that the more the
trainees’ degree of freedom in carrying out their job, the greater their ability to organize
and execute their work, resulting in more effective transfer. This confirms prior
research mentioning the role of job autonomy (Axtell & Maitlis, 1997; Blume et al., 2010;
Nijman, 2004).

We found that supervisor support E influences job autonomy A (b = 0.14). This
can be explained by the possibility that when an employee is allowed autonomy,
it means (a) the supervisor trusts the employee; and (b) the supervisor ‘covers
for’ the employee and defends the employee when the employee takes unauthorized
initiatives.

Third, trainees’ transfer strategy plays a significant role. It directly influences transfer
in terms of task performance improvement (b = 0.20). It also plays an indirect effect in
the relationships between supervisor support after training and transfer. In other
words, transfer strategy strengthens the relationships between supervisor support
after training and transfer.

Finally, the present study makes several further contributions:
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1. Although there has traditionally been a focus on the relation either between work
environment factors with transfer, or between the participants’ transfer strategies
with transfer, this study includes the simultaneous incorporation of the work
environment and transfer strategies that influence transfer. It provides an empiri-
cal study that indicates the validity of a model that presents the simultaneous joint
influence of factors on transfer of training. It adds to the existing knowledge base
and might stimulate further research in the way of using a complete conceptuali-
zation of work environment to predict transfer, both at the end and three months
after the training.

2. This study indicates that the use of transfer strategies strengthens transfer. The
result supports the outcomes of previous studies such as those by Machin and
Fogarty (2004) and Pham et al. (2010, 2011), which found that the use of transfer
strategies is a strong predictor of transfer. More precisely, this finding emphasizes
the importance of transfer strategies as the mediation, interacting with other
factors resulting in an effective transfer practice.

3. The questionnaire used in this study extends to 11 the number of items used to
measure the transfer effect. Although a number of previous studies have used a
few items to measure transfer, our study goes beyond that by extending the Xiao
(1996) questionnaire. This addition presents a strengthened self-report measure
with a more robust instrument.

4. The study adds a preferred support construct in the set of work environment
components, adding an additional tool for measuring work environment influ-
ences on transfer.

5. Unlike previous studies that used only self-report questionnaires to measure trans-
fer, we have measured training transfer from the point of view of (33) trainees’
supervisors as well. It helped to reduce the possibility of common method bias and
to increase the reliability and validity of the relationships examined.

Implications for practice and research
Implications for practice

Based on the results, we suggest several recommendations to enhance transfer of
training for the educational practice of MBA programs.

Work environment
1. Training providers/trainers should train supervisors about how to (a) support

trainees during and after training; and (b) allow successful trainee ‘graduates’ to
exercise more autonomy on the job.

2. Training providers, as part of the negotiation on the content and targets of the
training program, should focus on the role of the work environment in enhancing
transfer effects. They should make organizations aware of their responsibility in
making transfer happen. At the same time, supporting trainees in overcoming
resistance should be on the agenda of the training program.

3. Employers are advised to keep facilitating trainees during and after training and
respond to their need for support (preferred support). Concurrently, allow them to
exercise more autonomy on the job. It is also important for organizations to be
aware of their responsibility in making transfer happen by letting trainees know
that they will receive the necessary support from the organization (preferred
support), supervisor, as well as having job autonomy to successfully transfer the
training. It influences the trainees’ perception that their need for support is rel-
evant and of high value. It influences the trainees’ perception that their supervisors
trust them in their ability to transfer their training to improve job performance.

Trainees’ transfer strategy
4. Trainers should encourage trainees to formulate transfer strategies during the

training process. They should collect examples of training transfer strategies from
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previous trainees and present these explicitly as part of the training. This helps
trainees to be well prepared for applying new knowledge and skills to their work.

5. Employers should allow, encourage and reward successful trainee graduates to
apply learning on the job. Transfer rewards have been acknowledged for their
effects on motivating employees to achieve certain goals (Cheng, 2000). Along
with informing employees that transfer is valued by the organization, supervisors
should identify any organizational reasons behind the failure to apply the training.
By doing so, organizations and supervisors will facilitate trainees’ transfer
(Richman-Hirsch, 2001).

Directions for future research

First, this study offers evidence for the validity of work environment and the trainees’
use of transfer strategies influencing transfer in a Vietnamese MBA context. Therefore,
it may not immediately be generalized to different educational contexts. For further
research, replication studies in MBA programs in different countries can confirm
cross-national validity of our findings.

Second, with respect to transfer, we included the ratings of 33 supervisors in this
study to avoid bias and to achieve comparability. However, for future research, we
suggest the use of not only supervisor evaluation, but also additional measures based
on multiple sources (e.g. peers, subordinates and customers), especially adding quali-
tative measures (e.g. interview) in order to confirm results.

Finally, although our sample provided statistical power to conduct our hypotheses
testing, a larger sample is suggested to achieve a greater sophistication in statistical
analysis, in turn having stronger evidence for the validation of the measure.

Appendix A: Descriptions of MBA programs in Vietnam

No Program Instructional approach Language

1 Vietnam – Belgium1 MBA Lecture; Tutoring English
2 NEU2 MBA Lecture Vietnamese
3 CFVG3 MBA Lecture; Consultancy project;

Simulation; Practical cases;
Problem solving; Conferences
competing

English/
French

4 VNU Ie4 MBA5 Lecture; Team working; Seminars;
Business consulting; Group study;
Guest speakers

Vietnamese

5 VNU Re5 MBA Lecture; Team working; Seminars;
Business consulting, Group study;
Guest speakers

English

6 FTU6 MBA Lecture Vietnamese
7 MsM7 MBA Lecture; Teaching assistants; Project

assignments
English

8 HCMC UT8 MBA Lecture Vietnamese

1 Solvay Business School (Univ. Libre de Bruxelles, Belgium).
2 Hanoi National Economics University.
3 Centre Franco-Vietnamien de Formation à la Gestion.
4 Vietnam National University International Executive.
5 Vietnam National University Regular Executive.
6 Foreign Trade University.
7 Maastricht School of Management in Vietnam.
8 Ho Chi Minh City University of Technology.
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Appendix B: Variables, scales and examples

Variables Scales name and number
of items

Example items

Independent
variables

Work
environment

Nijman et al.
(2006)

– Sanctioning transfer
(n = 3)

– My colleagues/
supervisor are against
my applying what has
been learnt

Transfer
climate

– Peer support (n = 4) – My colleagues seem to
trust in my application
of what has been
learnt

– Preferred support
(n = 2)

– I would rather have
more support and help
from others with my
training.

– Supervisor support
(n = 6)

– My supervisor helps
me set goals for
applying new
knowledge, skills and
attitude to my job

Xiao (1996)
Job autonomy

– Job autonomy (n = 4) – I can determine by
myself how I can
execute my work

Mediator
variable

Trainees’
transfer
strategy

Burke and
Baldwin
(1999)

– Transfer strategy
(n = 19)

– I identified the
appropriate setting
for applying what I
have learnt

Dependent
variables

Training
transfer
effect

Xiao (1996)

– Task performance
improvement (n = 6)

– I can accomplish my
job task better by
using new knowledge,
skills and attitude

– The authors – Capacity building
(n = 6)

– My ability to
implement work in
general is increased

– The authors – Job performance in
general (n = 5)

– In general, I think this
training course has
helped me increase my
work performance

Note: The scale names and their items are indicated as they resulted from the factor analyses.

References
Alliger, G. M., Tannenbaum, S. I., Bennett, W., Traver, J. H. and Shotland, A. (1997), ‘A meta-

analysis of the relations among training criteria’, Personnel Psychology, 50, 2, 341–58.
Alvarez, K., Salas, E. and Garofano, C. M. (2004), ‘An integrated model of training evaluation and

effectiveness’, Human Resource Development Review, 3, 385–416.
Anderson, J. C. and Gerbing, D. W. (1988), ‘Structural equation modeling in practice: a review and

recommended two-step approach’, Psychological Bulletin, 103, 411–23.
Awoniyi, E. A., Griego, O. V. and Morgan, G. A. (2002), ‘Person-environment fit and transfer of

training’, International Journal of Training and Development, 6, 1, 25–35.

16 International Journal of Training and Development
© 2012 Blackwell Publishing Ltd.



Axtell, C. M. and Maitlis, S. (1997), ‘Predicting immediate and longer-term transfer of training’,
Personnel Review, 26, 30, 201–13.

Baldwin, T. T. and Ford, J. K. (1988), ‘Transfer of training: a review and directions for future
research’, Personnel Psychology, 41, 1, 63–105.

Baldwin, T. T., Ford, K. J. and Blume, B. D. (2009), ‘Transfer of training 1988–2008: an updated
review and agenda for future research’, International Review of Industrial and Organizational
Psychology, 24, 41–70.

Bentler, P. M. (2002), EQS 6 Structural Equations Program Manual (Encino, CA: Multivariate Soft-
ware, Inc.).

Blume, B. D., Ford, J. K., Baldwin, T. T. and Huang, J. L. (2010), ‘Transfer of training: a meta-
analytic review’, Journal of Management, 36, 4, 1065–105.

Brinkerhoff, R. O. and Montesino, M. U. (1995), ‘Partnerships for training transfer: lessons from
a corporate study’, Human Resource Development Quarterly, 6, 263–74.

Burke, L. A. (1997), ‘Improving positive transfer: a test of relapse prevention training on transfer
outcomes’, Human Resource Development Quarterly, 8, 2, 115–28.

Burke, L. A. and Baldwin, T. T. (1999), ‘Workforce training transfer: a study of the effect of relapse
prevention training and transfer climate’, Human Resource Management, 38, 3, 227–41.

Burke, L. A. and Hutchins, H. (2007), ‘Training transfer: an integrative literature review’, Human
Resource Development Review, 6, 263–96.

Cameron, S. (2005), The MBA Handbook: Skills for Mastering Management, 5th edn (Harlow:
FT-Prentice-Hall).

Camuffo, A., Gerli, F. and Chiara, F. (2006), ‘Tracking Careers to Improve Competency-Based
Management Education: A Longitudinal Study of Italian MBAs’, in C. Wankel and R. DeFillippi
(eds), New Vision of Graduate Management Education (Greenwich, CT: IAP-Information Age
Publishing), pp. 23–64.

Cheng, E. (2000), ‘Test of the MBA knowledge and skills transfer’, International Journal of Human
Resource Management, 11, 4, 837–52.

Cheng, E. and Hampson, I. (2008), ‘Transfer of training: a review and new insights’, International
Journal of Management Reviews, 10, 4, 327–41.

Clarke, N. (2002), ‘Job/work environment factors influencing training transfer within a human
service agency: some indicative support for Baldwin and Ford’s transfer climate construct’,
International Journal of Training and Development, 6, 3, 146–62.

Cohen, D. J. (1988), Statistical Power Analysis for the Behavior Science (Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum).
Cohen, D. J. (1990), ‘What motivates trainees?’, Training and Development Journal, 36, 1, 91–3.
Colquitt, J. A., Lepine, J. A. and 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, 5, 678–707.

Cromwell, S. E. and Kolb, J. A. (2004), ‘An examination of work-environment support factors
affecting transfer of supervisory skills training to the workplace’, Human Resource Development
Quarterly, 15, 4, 449–70.

Curry, D. H., Caplan, P. and Knuppel, L. (1994), ‘Transfer of training and adult learning
(TOTAL)’, Journal of Continuing Social Work Education, 6, 1, 8–14.

DeSimone, R. L., Werner, J. M. and Harris, D. M. (2002), Human Resource Development (Mason, OH:
South-Western).

Facteau, J. D., Dobbins, G. H., Russell, J. E. A., Ladd, R. T. and Kudisch, J. D. (1995), ‘The influence
of general perceptions of the training environment on pre-training motivation and perceived
transfer of training’, Journal of Management, 21, 1–25.

Ford, J. K., Quiñones, M. A., Sego, D. J. and Speer Sorra, J. (1992), ‘Factors affecting the oppor-
tunity to perform trained tasks on the job’, Personnel Psychology, 45, 3, 511–27.

Ford, J. K. and Weissbein, D. A. (1997), ‘Transfer of training: an updated review and analysis’,
Performance Improvement Quarterly, 10, 22–41.

Gilpin-Jackson, Y. and Bushe, G. R. (2007), ‘Leadership development training transfer: a case
study of post-training determinants’, Journal of Management Development, 26, 10, 980–1004.

Gollwitzer, P. M. (1999), ‘Implementation intentions: strong effects of simple plans’, American
Psychologist, 54, 493–503.

Hawley, J. and Barnard, J. (2005), ‘Work environment characteristics and implications for training
transfer: a case study of the nuclear power industry’, Human Resource Development International,
8, 1, 65–80.

Herrington, J. D. (2010), ‘MBA: past, present and future’, Academy of Educational Leadership Journal,
14, 1, 14.

Holton, E. F., Bates, R. A. and Ruona, W. E. A. (2000), ‘Development of a generalized learning
transfer system inventory’, Human Resource Development Quarterly, 11, 4, 333–60.

Work environment and transfer of training 17
© 2012 Blackwell Publishing Ltd.



Holton, E. F., Bates, R. A., Seyler, D. L. and Carvalho, M. B. (1997), ‘Toward construct validation of
a transfer climate instrument’, Human Resource Development Quarterly, 8, 2, 95–113.

Inderrieden, E. J., Holtom, B. C. and Bies, R. J. (2006), ‘Do MBA Programs Deliver?’, in C. Wankel
and R. DeFillipi (eds), New Vision of Graduate Management Education (Greenwich, CT: IAP-
Information Age Publishing), pp. 3–22.

Jacobs, M. (2011), ‘MBA worth the cost say graduates’, Financial Times.
Kirkpatrick, D. L. (1998), Evaluating Training Programs: The Four Levels, 2nd edn (San Francisco, CA:

Berrett-Koehler).
Kirwan, C. and Birchall, D. (2006), ‘Transfer of learning from management development pro-

grammes: testing the holton model’, International Journal of Training and Development, 10, 4,
252–68.

Kontoghiorghes, C. (2001), ‘Factors affecting training effectiveness in the context of the introduc-
tion of new technology – a US case study’, International Journal of Training and Development, 5,
4, 248–60.

Kontoghiorghes, C. (2004), ‘Reconceptualizing the learning transfer conceptual framework:
empirical validation of a new systemic model’, International Journal of Training and Development,
8, 3, 1–25.

Latham, G. P. (1997), ‘Overcoming mental models that limit research on transfer of training in
organisational settings’, Applied Psychology: An International Review, 46, 371–5.

Legge, K., Sullivan-Taylor, B. and Wilson, D. (2010), ‘Management learning and the corporate
MBA: situated or individual?’, Management Learning, 38, 4, 440–57.

Lim, D. H. and Johnson, S. D. (2002), ‘Trainee perceptions of factors that influence learning
transfer’, International Journal of Training and Development, 6, 1, 36–48.

Lim, D. H. and Morris, M. L. (2006), ‘Influence of trainee characteristics, instructional satisfaction,
and organizational climate on perceived learning and training transfer’, Human Resource Devel-
opment Quaterly, 17, 1, 85–115.

Locke, E. A. and Latham, G. P. (2002), ‘Building a practically useful theory of goal setting and task
motivation. A 35-year odyssey’, The American Psychologist, 57, 9, 705–17.

Machin, M. A. and Fogarty, G. J. (2003), ‘Perceptions of training-related factors and personal
variables as predictors of transfer implementation intentions’, Journal of Business and Psychology,
18, 1, 51–75.

Machin, M. A. and Fogarty, G. J. (2004), ‘Assessing the antecedents of transfer interventions in a
training context’, International Journal of Training and Development, 8, 3, 222–36.

Mathieu, J. E., Martineau, J. W. and Tannenbaum, S. I. (1993), ‘Individual and situational influ-
ences on the development of self-efficacy: implications for training effectiveness’, Personnel
Psychology, 46, 125–47.

Mintzberg, H. (2004), Managers Not MBAs: A Hard Look at the Soft Practice of Managing and Man-
agement Development (San Francisco, CA: Berrett-Koehler).

Nijman, D. (2004), Supporting transfer of training: effects of the supervisor. Unpublished Doctoral
dissertation, University of Twente, Enschende.

Nijman, D., Nijhof, W., Wognum, A. and Veldkamp, B. (2006), ‘Exploring differential effects of
supervisor support on transfer of training’, Journal of European Industrial Training, 30, 7, 529–49.

Nikandrou, I., Brinia, V. and Bereri, E. (2009), ‘Perspective on practice. Trainee perceptions of
training transfer: an empirical analysis’, Journal of European Industrial Training, 33, 3, 255–70.

Noe, R. A. and Schmitt, N. (1986), ‘The influence of trainee attitudes on training effectiveness: the
importance of the work environment’, Journal of Applied Psychology, 80, 1, 239–52.

Noe, R. A., Sears, J. and Fullenkamp, A. M. (1990), ‘Relapse training: does it influence trainees’
post training behavior and cognitive strategies?’, Journal of Business and Psychology, 4, 3, 317–28.

Olsen, J. H. J. (1998), ‘The evaluation and enhancement of training transfer’, International Journal
of Training and Development, 2, 1, 61–75.

Pham, N. T. P., Gijselaers, W. H. and Segers, M. S. R. (2011), ‘The Effect of the Trainees’s Perception
of the Training Design on Transfer of Training: The Case of Master of Business Administration
(MBA) of Vietnam’, in P. van den Bossche, W. Gijselaers and R. Milte (eds), Advances in Business
Education and Training (Dordrecht: Springer), pp. 215–33.

Pham, N. T. P., Segers, M. S. R. and Gijselaers, W. H. (2010), ‘Understanding transfer of training
effects from a motivational perspective: a test of MBA programs’, Business Leadership Review, 7,
3, 1–25.

Pugh, K. J. and Bergin, D. A. (2006), ‘Motivational influences on transfer’, Educational Psychologist,
41, 3, 147–60.

Quinones, M. A., Ford, J. K., Sego, D. J. and Smith, E. M. (1995), ‘The effects of individual and
transfer environment characteristics on the opportunity to perform trained tasks’, Training
Research Journal, 1, 29–48.

18 International Journal of Training and Development
© 2012 Blackwell Publishing Ltd.



Richey, R. C. (1992), Designing Instruction for the Adult Learner (London: Kogan Page).
Richman-Hirsch, W. L. (2001), ‘Posttraining interventions to enhance transfer: the moderating

effects of work environments’, Human Resource Development Quarterly, 12, 2, 105–20.
Robbins, S. P. (ed.) (2001), Organizational Behavior, 9th edn (Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice-Hall).
Roberson, L., Kulik, C. T. and Pepper, M. B. (2009), ‘Individual and environmental factors

influencing the use of transfer strategies after diversity training’, Group & Organization Man-
agement, 34, 1, 67–89.

Rouiller, J. Z. and Goldstein, I. L. (1993), ‘The relationship between organizational transfer climate
and positive transfer training’, Human Resource Development Quarterly, 4, 4, 377–90.

Ruona, W. E. A., Leimbach, M., Holton, E. F. I. and Bates, R. A. (2002), ‘The relationship between
learner utility reactions and predicted learning transfer among trainees’, International Journal of
Training and Development, 6, 4, 218–28.

Russ-Eft, D. (2002), ‘A typology of training transfer design and work environment factors affect-
ing workplace learning and transfer’, Human Resource Development Review, 1, 1, 45–65.

Saks, A. M. and Belcourt, M. (2006), ‘An investigation of training activities and transfer of training
in organizations’, Human Resource Management, 45, 4, 629–48.

Salas, E. and Stagl, K. C. (2009), ‘Design Training Systematically and Follow the Science of
Training’, in E. Locke (ed.), Handbook of Principles of Organizational Behavior: Indispensable Knowl-
edge for Evidence-Based Management, 2nd edn (Chichester: John Wiley & Sons), pp. 59–84.

Seyler, D. L., Holton, E. F. I., Bates, R. A., Burnett, M. F. and Carvalho, M. A. (1998), ‘Factors
affecting motivation to transfer training’, International Journal of Training and Development, 2, 1,
2–16.

Tannenbaum, S. I. and Yukl, G. (1992), ‘Training and development in work organizations’, Annual
Review of Psychology, 43, 399–441.

Taylor, M. C. (2000), ‘Transfer of learning in workplace literacy programs’, Adult Basic Education,
10, 3–20.

Tracey, J. B., Tannenbaum, S. I. and Kavanagh, M. J. (1995), ‘Applying trained skills on the job: the
importance of the work environment’, Journal of Applied Psychology, 80, 2, 239–52.

Tziner, A., Haccoun, R. R. and Kadish, A. (1991), ‘Personal and situational characteristics influ-
encing the effectiveness of transfer of training improvement strategies’, Journal of Occupational
Psychology, 64, 2, 167–77.

Van den Bossche, P., Segers, M. and Jansen, N. (2010), ‘Transfer of training: the role of feedback
in supportive social networks’, International Journal of Training and Development, 14, 2, 81–94.

Van der Klink, M., Gielen, E. and Nauta, C. (2001), ‘Supervisory support as a major condition to
enhance transfer’, Human Resource Development Quarterly, 5, 52–63.

Velada, R. and Caetano, A. (2007), ‘Training transfer: the mediating role of perception of learning’,
Journal of European Industrial Training, 31, 4, 283–96.

Vermeulen, R. C. M. (2002), ‘Narrowing the transfer gap: the advantages of “as if” situations in
training’, Journal of European Industrial Training, 26, 8, 366–74.

Wexley, K. N. and Baldwin, T. T. (1986), ‘Post-training strategies for facilitating positive transfer:
an empirical exploration’, Academy of Management Journal, 29, 503–20.

Xiao, J. (1996), ‘The relationship between organizational factors and the transfer of training in the
electronics industry in Shenzhen, China’, Human Resource Development Quarterly, 7, 55–73.

Work environment and transfer of training 19
© 2012 Blackwell Publishing Ltd.


