








 
 
Figure 3.1: Final Measurement Model 
 
Test of the Structural Model  

 Once the measurement model was confirmed the next step was to test the structural model. The 

test of the structural model involves a model of the hypothesized relationships among the latent 

constructs (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988). When evaluating the structural model, fit indices are 

evaluated along with the statistical significance of the parameter estimates for each path. The full 

structural model is presented in Figure 4.  
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Figure 4: The Complete Structural Model 

 The structural model included nine hypothesized paths. These are associated with the numbers 

assigned to propositions listed in chapter two.  

 Proposition 1: Learning Goal Orientation to Intent to Transfer 

 Proposition 2: Self-Efficacy to Learning Goal Orientation 

 Proposition 3: Conscientiousness to Intent to Transfer 

 Proposition 4: Openness to Experience to Learning Goal Orientation 

 Proposition 5: Conscientiousness to Learning Goal Orientation 

 Proposition 6: Neuroticism/Emotional Stability to Intent to Transfer 

 Proposition 7: Extraversion to Learning Goal Orientation 
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Additional paths from Climate variables to Intent to Transfer were not included in propositions 

but were included in the model as control variables. The Climate variables Learner Readiness and 

Motivation to Transfer add two more paths to the model.  

 Path 8: Learner Readiness to Intent to Transfer 

 Path 9: Motivation to Transfer to Intent to Transfer.  

The hypothesized structural model consisted of two endogenous constructs—Learning Goal 

Orientation and Intent to Transfer. The remaining constructs were all exogenous latent constructs. 

These included: Self efficacy, Extraversion, Conscientiousness, Openness to Experience, Neuroticism, 

Motivation to Transfer, and Learner Readiness.  

  The NEO-FFI constructs were included as single indicator constructs. This is an acceptable 

practice with valid measures, because it allows minimizing the number of parameters to be estimated 

and helps model parsimony (Hair et al., 1998). The indicators were obtained as a composite from all 

items belonging to a given scale. The item responses were averaged and the mean was used as a single 

indicator. The NEO-FFI parameters were set as free. According to Hair et al. (2006), when a single 

indicator is used for a latent construct, the error variance is set to one minus the reliability of the scale 

times the variance. This is one of the best ways of estimating the measurement error. The reliability of 

the NEO-FFI scales was obtained from the NEO PI-R Professional Manual (Costa & McCrae, 1992). 

The variance was calculated from the sample. The reliability, variance, and error variance are 

presented in Table 4.  

Table 4: Reliability, Variance and Error Variance of the Five Factor Model Variables 
Scale Reliability  Variance Error Variance 
Neuroticism  0.86 0.225 0.00315
Extraversion 0.77 0.185 0.04255
Openness 0.73 0.174 0.04698
Conscientiousness  0.81 0.173 0.03287
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The initial fit of the structural model was less than desired and several paths were not 

significant. The fit indices are presented in Table 5.  

Table 5: Fit Indices for Initial Structural Model 

Model CFI RMSEA Chi Square df
Default 
model 0.897 0.072 

722.2
312(p < .001)

Saturated 
model 1       

Independence 
model 0 0.213     

 

The insignificant paths included LGO to Intent to Transfer (p = .420), Extraversion to Intent to 

Transfer (p = .095) and Neuroticism to Intent to Transfer (p = .777). All paths with parameter estimates 

and significance levels are presented in Table 6. 

Table 6: Standardized Parameter Estimates for the Initial Structural Model 
Path  Estimate p value 

Learning Goal Orientation <--- Self Efficacy 0.714 ***
Learning Goal Orientation <--- Openness to Experience 0.137 0.022
Learning Goal Orientation <--- Conscientiousness 0.265 ***
Intent to transfer <--- Motivation to Transfer 0.609 ***
Learning Goal Orientation  <--- Extraversion 0.036 0.617
Intent to transfer <--- Conscientiousness 0.162 0.027
Intent to transfer <--- Neuroticism 0.009 0.892
Intent to transfer <--- Learner Readiness 0.132 0.044
Intent to transfer <--- Learning Goal Orientation -0.067 0.256

*** The probability of getting a given critical ratio in absolute value is less than 0.001 
 

 Modification indices indicated significant changes possible in the chi square statistic if 

additional paths were included. Addition of covariance paths from Self Efficacy to Conscientiousness 

and from Self Efficacy to Extraversion would result in the chi square drop of 47.023. In addition such 

modification is supported by the literature. For example Hartman and Betz (2007) found a strong 

relationship between conscientiousness, extraversion, and a wide range of self-efficacy domains. The 
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structural model was therefore modified and two covariance paths were added. Figure 4.1 shows the 

modified structural model.  

 

Figure 4.1: Modified Structural Model 

Adding the covariance paths between Self Efficacy and Conscientiousness and Self Efficacy 

and Extraversion improved the model fit. The fit indices for the modified model are presented in the 

Table 7.  

Table 7: Fit Indices for Modified Structural Model 

Model CFI RMSEA Chi Square df

Default 
model 0.926 0.062 

605.9

309
(p <.001)

 
Saturated 
model 1       

Independence 
model 0 0.213     
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 The modified model yielded a much better fit. CFI increased from 0.89 to 0.926.  In addition 

error variance was reduced as indicated by the RMSEA, which decreased from 0.072 to 0.062. 

According to Hair et al (2006), for samples over 250 this indicates an acceptable and satisfactory fit.   

At the same time the several paths that were previously not significant still remained not 

significant. These paths were from Learning Goal Orientation to Intent to Transfer, from Extraversion 

to Learning Goal Orientation and from Neuroticism to Intent to Transfer. Therefore, three propositions 

presented in chapter two were not supported. 

Proposition one, regarding the relationship between learning goal orientation and intent to 

transfer, was not supported by the model since the path was not significant. The second proposition, 

suggesting that the relationship between self-efficacy and intent to transfer is mediated by learning 

goal orientation, was not supported. However the path between self efficacy and learning goal 

orientation was significant (p < 0.01). Proposition three, which was about the relationship between 

intent to transfer and conscientiousness, was supported. The path was significant (p = 0.05). 

Proposition four regarding the partial mediation of the conscientiousness and intent to transfer 

relationship by learning goal orientation was not supported because learning goal orientation did not 

manifest a significant relationship with the intent to transfer. Proposition five stated that openness to 

experience relationship to intent to transfer would be mediated by learning goal orientation. The path 

between openness to experience and learning goal orientation was significant (p = 0.01). However the 

mediation hypothesis was not supported. Proposition six, regarding the relationship between emotional 

stability and intent to transfer, was not supported. Finally, proposition seven, regarding the relationship 

of extraversion to intent to transfer, was not supported. The Transfer Climate variable learner readiness 

was significantly and positively related to intent to transfer (p = .046), while motivation to transfer to 
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used in the study. The second step involved the test of the structural model which included all 

hypothesized relationships.  

 The structural model test showed an acceptable fit but only partially supported the 

hypothesized model. The following propositions were supported by the test of the structural model: 

Proposition 3: Conscientiousness will be positively related to intent to transfer. 

Despite the adequate fit, several paths were not significant and therefore the following 

propositions were not supported by the test of the model: 

Proposition 1: Learning goal orientation will be positively related to the intent to transfer.  

Proposition 2:  Learning Goal Orientation will mediate the relationship between Self-efficacy 

and training transfer. 

Proposition 5: Learning goal orientation will partially mediate the relationship between 

conscientiousness and intent to transfer. 

Proposition 4: Learning goal orientation will mediate the relationship between openness to 

experience and intent to transfer.  

Proposition 6: Emotional stability will be positively related to intent to transfer.  

Proposition 7: Extraversion will be positively related to learning goal orientation.  

Discussion 

 Before we get into the discussion of the test of the model it is important to address the results of 

the all-subsets regression. The Transfer Climate variables fall into four categories: Ability factors, 

Motivational factors, Environmental factors, and General factors. The constructs in each category that 

explained the most variance in the intent to transfer were included in the final regression model. This 

regression model included peer support, feedback, training design, opportunity to use learning, 

motivation to transfer, performance self efficacy, and learner readiness. The model explained 37% 
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variance in the intent to transfer. Upon further examination of the all-subsets regression results, it was 

determined that learning readiness and motivation to transfer explained almost as much variance in the 

intent to transfer as all seven factors included in the initial model. In addition, both factors had 

significant standardized beta coefficients and produced a much higher F value than in the initial model.    

 A learning measure was supposed to be included in the model as a control variable. It proved to 

be virtually impossible to collect this measure. In the corporate training setting, learning is not 

measured frequently. Adult learning principles of retention emphasize the practice of learned content. 

However, it does not mention a test of learning as anything critical. It is possible that trainers do not 

use a learning measure as it may take away from the atmosphere of trust and respect where trainees 

and the trainer are equal and all bring a wealth of experience to the table. However, avoiding 

knowledge tests may create more problems than it solves. Learning is one of the outcomes of training 

that is crucial to the success of the program. It is also useful to indicate any necessary modifications to 

the delivery of the class. It is well known that transfer of training cannot occur without learning taking 

place. In some corporate training programs final knowledge tests are simulated and the trainer reviews 

questions on content and understanding with the whole group, but the majority of classes did not have 

any measure of learning at the conclusion of the program. This, in itself, becomes an interesting 

finding for the practitioner and the researcher. The influences of final tests on adult learners should be 

investigated by adult learning research. Practitioners should consider the importance of a learning 

measure and include it in their program design.   

Measurement and Structural Models 

Since the analyses consisted of two steps—test of the measurement model and test of the 

structural model—it is essential to note and discuss the findings at each step of the analyses. The 

measurement model test was done to confirm that all indicator variables loaded on the relevant 
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constructs. Then the structural model test was done to test the hypotheses of relationships between 

constructs.    

The Measurement Model 

The confirmatory factor analysis confirmed that all indicator variables loaded on appropriate 

constructs except one item on the learning goal orientation construct. The learning goal orientation 

comprised of four items had a low loading for item four. The item said “For me, development of my 

work ability is important enough to take risks.” This item was therefore dropped and this resulted in a 

slight increase in model fit. Vandewalle’s (1997) scale has undergone several validation studies and 

boasts better psychometric properties than another popular measure of Learning Goal Orientation by 

Button et al. (1997). Hafsteinsson et al (2007) compared the two measures, and they caution that the 

short scales in Vandewalle’s measure place an added burden on the psychometric properties of each 

individual item in each scale. The Learning Goal Orientation scale consists of four items and has 

shown an internal consistency measure of .89 (Vandewalle, 1997). It is possible that the nature of the 

sample drawn from corporate training participants introduced some added variance due to the 

corporate culture. For instance, if risk taking is not encouraged in the organization and is not viewed 

positively and as a way to personal and professional growth respondents may have associated the item 

with some other less important or favorable concept. In addition the item may have evoked thoughts 

about risk-taking and not about mastery of the learning material. Risk-taking may be a completely 

separate psychological construct and the item that seems to relate more to risk-taking, therefore didn’t 

load on a learning goal orientation construct.  

 The learner readiness construct had an item loading of .49. The item read “Before the training, I 

had a good understanding of how it would fit my job-related development.” This item may differ from 

the other three items in the scale because it focuses on a different type of outcome for an individual. 

 90



The item in question brings up a notion of job-related development. Perhaps some respondents did not 

conceptualize the job-related development as one of the training outcomes. Perhaps training outcomes 

and expectations of the class were associated more with short term changes in the way the job was to 

be done. Job-related development may be ultimately perceived as an individual intrinsic concept as 

opposed to potential changes in the daily tasks. Another alternative explanation may be that training 

was not perceived as something that would affect such a long lasting phenomenon as job-related 

development. Instead it was perceived as a relatively insignificant program that was a requirement and 

not something that will result in long term change. Therefore the item did not trigger the same 

perceptions as the other items in the scale that were more general and addressed general awareness of 

what to expect from the program. The difference among these items is ultimately a supposition and 

other studies may show higher loadings for this item. Because the LTSI has undergone extensive 

validation process in the United States and in other countries and this item hasn’t showed reasons for 

deletion or modification in other studies, it was decided to keep it in the scale.  

The Structural Model 

Learning Goal Orientation 

 The most interesting finding that came from the test of the model revealed that learning goal 

orientation has no relationship with intent to transfer. This finding is contrary to some recent studies 

that identified learning goal orientation as a predictor of the transfer of training (e.g. Chiaburu & 

Marinova, 2005; Tziner, Fisher, Senior & Weisberg, 2007). This finding does not negate the influences 

of dispositional variables of the construct because the path from conscientiousness to intent to transfer 

was significant and it explained 10 percent variance in the intent to transfer. However, these findings 

may suggest that the complex system of dispositional antecedents of goal orientation predicting 
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learning goal orientation, which in turn predicts the intent to transfer, is not the appropriate underlying 

model beyond the dispositional influences and transfer.  

 Of all the dimensions of goal orientation—learning, performance-proving, and performance 

avoidance—learning goal orientation seems to be a very important characteristic for a trainee based on 

previous studies. Learning goal oriented individuals persist in the face of failure and focus on mastery, 

while thriving on feedback. Intuitively, such response to environmental and organizational variables is 

very conducive to transfer. Transfer of training often requires overcoming obstacles and persistence on 

the part of the trainee. However, the data analyses in this study show that learning goal orientation is 

not a significant predictor in the model. 

 One possible explanation is that the actual transfer of training was not a dependent variable. 

Instead, its proxy—intent to transfer—was used as a dependent variable. Other studies discussed in 

chapter two have often measured actual transfer several months after training. It is possible that the 

psychological nature of behavioral intent is such that dispositional differences play a much smaller role 

in the system of influences than constructs like social norms and biodata type constructs. Ultimately, 

intent to transfer is a variable of behavioral intent and it is entirely possible that intent variables are 

predicted best using the Azjen et al. (2000) model which includes very few dispositional constructs and 

therefore wasn’t congruent with the goals of this study.  

Mediation Hypotheses 

 The nomological net of the learning goal orientation proposed by Payne et al. (2006) held up 

well in the model. The paths from several variables of the Five Factor model, including 

conscientiousness and openness to experience, to learning goal orientation were significant. It is 

possible that the mediation occurs not between the personality traits and intent, but learning goal 

orientation mediates the personality traits relationship to some other construct, which then influences 
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transfer of training or its proxy intent to transfer. Holton (1996) showed that motivation to transfer is 

an important motivational construct in the transfer system. This construct was also positively related to 

the intent to transfer in this study. In fact motivation to transfer explained the most variance in the 

intent to transfer of all variables included in the model. Motivation to transfer may be the motivational 

construct that is influenced in some way by learning goal orientation, which therefore mediates the 

relationship of personality traits to motivation to transfer. Motivation to transfer then becomes the 

proximal variable that is central in the dispositional system of influences comprised of more distal 

traits and more proximal motivational constructs.  

Conscientiousness   

 Third, because conscientiousness was significantly related to the intent to transfer in terms of 

behavioral intent, conscientiousness is much more important than goal orientation. This supports the 

third proposition of this study. Conscientious individuals are generally described as persistent, 

dependable, and hard-working. Perhaps it is this trait that influences how well an individual copes with 

the environmental obstacles to transfer. Of all the dispositional variables included in the model, 

conscientiousness is the only significant construct related to intent to transfer.  

 This may indicate that we are overcomplicating the system of dispositional influences on 

transfer. The findings in this study may be taken to suggest that introverted and neurotic individuals 

who are not open to new experience and are not self efficacious are likely to intend to transfer as much 

as anyone else as long as they score high on conscientiousness. Eysenck (1967) advocated the role of 

genetics and upbringing in the formation of personality of an individual. Work ethic, which is often 

subsumed under the domain of conscientiousness, may overpower other individual differences 

developed in the individual over the years when it comes to learning transfer. And whereas learning 
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goal orientation is a malleable construct, which is much less stable than the Big Five traits, 

conscientiousness is an ingrained trait that is stable and firmly instilled in an individual behavior.  

 The relationship between conscientiousness and the intent to transfer was not partially mediated 

by learning goal orientation. Interestingly, conscientiousness related positively to both learning goal 

orientation and intent to transfer. However, since learning goal orientation did not relate significantly 

to intent, partial mediation did not occur. This is another indicator that learning goal orientation is not 

the central construct in the system as was hypothesized. Since conscientiousness showed significant 

parameter estimates for all its paths it may arguably be one of the most important individual 

characteristics when it comes to intent to transfer. This finding is supported by other studies that 

investigated personality influences on training outcomes (Chiaburu & Marinova, 2005).    

Neuroticism 

Another interesting finding was the lack of significance for  neuroticism path to intent to 

transfer. Neurotic individuals respond poorly to environmental stress, are prone to more anxiety, and 

are more likely to interpret ordinary situations as threatening. On the opposite side of the spectrum, 

emotionally stable individuals are more likely to remain composed and calm in threatening situations 

and cope with stress much more effectively than neurotic individuals. In certain circumstances, 

organizations may have conducive and favorable environments for learning and transfer of new skills. 

More often than not, training transfer involves change in the way an individual does the job, change in 

the surroundings, and resistance not just because of an existing mental schema, but also because of the 

peers’ and supervisors’ potential negative attitudes to the training. It would seem the intention to 

transfer training may be significantly hindered by anxiety and fear that are prevalent in neurotic 

individuals.  
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However the lack of a significant relationship between neuroticism and intent, indicates quite 

the opposite. At least when it comes to the intent to transfer, neuroticism does not seem to play an 

important part in the system of dispositional influences. One explanation may stem from the significant 

skew found in the distribution of the intent to transfer. It is possible that the respondents felt obligated 

to indicate that they all intended to transfer what they learned to avoid possible perceived negative 

consequences. Social desirability may have outweighed any possible anxiety or fear, which may have 

affected the post-training intentions.  

Another reason could be that—just like in the case with learning goal orientation—

conscientiousness is a much more important construct in the system of dispositional influences. In 

other words, intent to transfer comes from work ethic and is influenced by individual persistence much 

more than it is influenced by anxiety or stress.   

Limitations 

 As with any study there were certain limitations in this research that could have inhibited us 

from finding support to our hypotheses and should be avoided in future research. First of all, the 

literature on structural equation modeling is not clear about the recommended sample sizes. Some 

studies recommend collecting data from over 100 respondents while others recommend samples 

nearing 1,000 and above. Chi square and parameter estimates are known to be very sensitive to sample 

size. Perhaps, the sample size of 252 respondents was not sufficient to detect significance in a large 

model like the one proposed in this study.  

 Second, certain deviations from normality, both univariate and multivariate, were detected. 

Such deviations, although common in behavioral sciences research, may influence results by inflating 

chi square and deflating parameter estimates. Sample size also plays a role when such deviations are 

detected because other estimation techniques like generalized least squares or—especially 
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recommended—asymptotically distribution-free estimation is not possible with a sample size of 

several hundred. The deviation from normality may have obscured the significant paths by deflating 

the parameter estimates in this study.  

 Some will argue that the use of surrogate variables such as intent instead of actual behavior is 

not appropriate and study results should not be extrapolated to mean that predictors influence actual 

behavior. In this sense the use of intent to transfer may be seen as a limitation. Transfer of training has 

been notoriously difficult to measure since it requires waiting for extended periods of time for transfer 

to manifest itself. In addition it requires development of a transfer measure which will be 

homogeneous enough to compare transfer across training classes and job environments but at the same 

time customized to the extent that will allow to capture differences from job to job. Because self-report 

measures are typically not very accurate, the best measures of transfer come from supervisor ratings. 

The involvement of the supervisor not only extends and complicates the study but also may increase 

nonresponse and difficulty in reaching a necessary sample size, because respondents may be more 

cautious and fearful about getting negative ratings from the supervisor.  

 Common method variance may be another limitation in the study. The instrument was 

distributed within an organization by the researcher who was also a part of the organization. Some 

constructs in the instrument, such as intent to transfer, self-efficacy, and goal orientation, and some 

LTSI variables may have been subject to the effects of social desirability or other response biases. 

Such effects may explain higher means on intent to transfer and conscientiousness scales. 

 The organization in which the researcher administered the survey is divided into several 

business units. These business units are very independent and the authority of one unit does not cross 

into the other. One of these business units refused to participate in the study because of the potential 

losses in work time and productivity which may have resulted from employees spending thirty minutes 
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at work responding to the survey. This restricted the accessible population and therefore may have 

restricted variability in the scores.  

 Finally, we were unable to collect the learning measure which prevented us from controlling 

for learning in the test of the model. Therefore, it is impossible to attribute all effects to the 

dispositional variables entirely without testing the model with learning measure as a control variable.  

Recommendations for Future Research 

 The recommendations for future research can be grouped in two major categories based on the 

outcomes of this study. First, there are several research directions for dispositional variables model 

including the existing variables. Second, the alternative model research can lead to the test of similar 

models but with alternate central constructs. 

Modifications of the Existing Model 

 The proposed model included a number of paths that were mediated by learning goal 

orientation and some that were directly linked to the intent to transfer. It would be interesting to 

examine the same variables but with a different sample. In view of the normality issue it would be 

interesting to replicate this study with a sample that does not violate the assumptions. In addition, a 

larger sample size may produce much more conclusive and interesting results.  

Most importantly, it is critical to attempt to fit this model to transfer of training, and not its 

surrogate variable, intent to transfer. Such a modification may produce completely different findings 

since the actual behavior is measured. Intent is not a lasting phenomenon and it is subject to influences 

from many sources. It may disappear or change in a very short timeframe. Instead, transfer of training 

is an actual observable behavior, which is more likely to be maintained over time. It is entirely possible 

that intent is not driven by learning goal orientation while the actual behavior is.    
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With these modifications in mind, future research should examine direct paths to transfer, 

instead of being mediated by another variable. Self-efficacy has been shown to be related to perceived 

transfer in other studies (e.g., Chiaburu & Marinova, 2005; Switzer et al. 2005). Barrick and Mount 

(1991) presented a number of studies in their meta-analysis linking extraversion, neuroticism, and 

agreeableness to training proficiency. Perhaps removing goal orientation and leaving only direct paths 

from dispositions to intent to transfer will reveal stronger relationships. 

 Another alternative would be to examine a much simpler model with self-efficacy, 

conscientiousness, openness to experience, and goal orientation, while using actual transfer as a 

dependent variable. Structural equation modeling is ideal for identifying the most parsimonious model 

to support a given theory. A test of a simpler model may reveal stronger relationships and expose a 

simpler framework for the system of dispositional influences on transfer.          

 In light of the previous discussion about the role a motivational construct may play in relation 

to learning goal orientation, it is important to research the relationship of learning goal orientation to 

other constructs that may influence transfer. For instance, the control variable motivation to transfer 

may just be that missing link. An alternative model could then explore the paths from all dispositional 

variables of the Five Factor model to learning goal orientation, with a hypothesized path from learning 

goal orientation to motivation to transfer. The justification for such modification becomes clear when 

one considers the link between the goal-related constructs and motivation. Herold et al. (2000) 

discussed motivation in terms of different goals individuals set and how persistent they are in 

achieving those goals. Learning goal oriented individuals will set mastery related goals and will stick 

to them due to the psychological nature of the construct. This may in turn result in higher motivation to 

transfer learning on the job.  
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Research with Alternative Models 

 The most obvious research direction is to explore the alternative dispositional constructs in the 

center of the model. Learning goal orientation is only one facet of the goal orientation construct. 

Additional models with other goal orientation facets can be tested to identify whether performance 

goal orientation is more important in achievement situations. Because transfer is an achievement 

situation and can be rewarded or bring about negative outcomes, performance goal orientation may be 

influential in this context.  

 Since the dependent variable of interest in this study is intent to transfer it is possible to resort 

to the test of the model with predictors based on the theory of planned behavior (Azjen & Fishbein, 

1977). The theory is based on several important factors: Attitudes towards behavior; behavioral beliefs, 

which are consequences of previous experiences; subjective norms and perceived behavioral control. 

Whereas investigating this alternative model takes the researcher further away from dispositions, 

dispositions may still have a role in this model. Ultimately, perceived behavioral control can be 

expressed as locus of control, which is a dispositional characteristic that has not been explored in this 

study. Attitudes toward behaviors may be in part influenced by personality differences. For example, 

neurotic individuals may exhibit more negative attitudes to certain work behaviors than emotionally 

stable individuals. In other words, dispositions still remain in the system of influences but become 

more distal whereas the planned behavior factors take a more proximal position to transfer.  

 One other important direction in transfer research, which involves dispositions, may be to look 

at the interaction of the environment in an organization and dispositional differences. In other words 

dispositional characteristics may influence transfer and intent to transfer in situations where the 

environment is negatively influencing training outcomes. In situations where resistance to change and 

various barriers to transfer exist, such dispositions like conscientiousness and emotional stability may 
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manifest themselves as significant predictors of transfer. Whereas in positive environments, which are 

conducive to transfer the significance of dispositions may be suppressed. Research that examines the 

interaction of personality and organizational environment is often referred to as research on fit. This 

research focuses on the way individuals may pick organizations based on their specific personality 

types and dispositional characteristics. “Lack of fit” results in poor performance and dissatisfaction, 

whereas “perfect fit” leads to positive individual and organizational outcomes (Pervin, 1968). Whereas 

most research on fit focuses on organizational level variables, the recommendation to focus the fit 

research specifically on transfer. The application of these theories to training outcomes and transfer 

may lead to more fruitful findings.      

Conclusions 

 It is important to note that the findings of this study do not attempt to undermine the 

importance of the dispositional differences overall. In this study the focus is only on one job related 

construct—intent to transfer training. With caveats mentioned earlier in mind, it is entirely possible, 

and mandated by the data, to suggest that personality influences on transfer may be limited exclusively 

to conscientiousness. Adding other dispositional variables to the system may be overemphasizing the 

role of personality based on our assumptions. It is logical to think, for example, that neurotic 

individuals will be much more responsive to stressful organizational environments, negative feedback 

from peers and supervisors, and change in general. This study’s findings suggest that it is largely 

irrelevant in the transfer system. The same can be said for openness to experience, extraversion, and 

even self efficacy. Overall, all these variables explained about 10% of variance in the intent to transfer, 

with conscientiousness being the only significant variable. The logical extrapolation then becomes that 

as long as training participants are hardworking and have high work ethic, from the personality 

standpoint they should all have equal intention to transfer knowledge on the job. But the findings in 
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this study indicate that environmental variables explain much more variance in the intent than 

dispositional variables. This then leads to the conclusion that personality differences are largely 

overshadowed by environmental, motivational, and organizational variables. Specifically, in the “tug 

of war” between dispositions and situation, the latter clearly comes out a winner. The importance of 

organizational culture, climate, and training design outweighs the importance of individual traits and 

characteristics.     

 The test of the model shows that Payne et al. (2006) model of goal orientation and its 

antecedents holds true. The paths from conscientiousness, openness to experience and self efficacy to 

learning goal orientation were all significant. In other words, the argument that conscientious 

individuals who are open to new experiences and believe in their capabilities are likely to be learning 

goal oriented is plausible and is supported by the data in this study. However, the link between this 

dispositional characteristic and intent to transfer is not supported. As it was suggested earlier, we may 

be missing another important construct that would connect the pieces of the puzzle. It is possible that 

learning goal orientation is important but does not predetermine the intent. Instead it may be an 

antecedent of a motivation variable like motivation to transfer or motivation to improve work through 

learning (MTIWL). The latter was successfully modeled by Naquin (2006).  

Additional hypotheses may be made for other facets of goal orientation like performance 

proving and performance avoidance goal orientation. A plausible hypothesis may be made about 

performance proving goal orientation for instance. Individuals who score high on performance prove 

goal orientation are driven by immediate short term performance goals; desire to look good to their 

peers and supervisors, and strive for positive feedback. Intention to engage in transfer behavior may 

therefore be formed by such short term goals as positive feedback instead of mastery. Ultimately, we 

are only looking at intent of behavior and not behavior itself. Such intent may be a very short lived 
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phenomenon and may disappear as soon as performance-proving oriented individuals face workplace 

obstacles.  

 Clearly the search for the proper dispositional variables in the transfer system is far from 

complete. It is possible that dispositions exert very little influence on transfer and intent. It is also 

possible that after careful examination of other constructs, be they other facets of goal orientation or 

motivational variables driven by dispositions, we will be able to understand the role of personality in 

transfer situations.   
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1a. 

 
I am planning to use in my work the new knowledge and skills I acquired in this training. 

  
Definitely Not 

1 

 
 
2 

 
 
3 

 
 
4 

 
 
5 

 
 
6 

 
Definitely Yes 

7 
 
1b. 

 
I anticipate making every effort in the coming weeks to put into practice what I learned in this training. 

  
Definitely Not 

1 

 
 
2 

 
 
3 

 
 
4 

 
 
5 

 
 
6 

 
Definitely Yes 

7 
 
1c. 

 
My objective is to apply at work as much of the learning from this training as I can. 

  
Definitely Not 

1 

 
 
2 

 
 
3 

 
 
4 

 
 
5 

 
 
6 

 
Definitely Yes 

7 
 
1d. 

 
As soon as it is feasible, I intend to use at work all that I learned in this training. 

  
Definitely Not 

1 

 
 
2 

 
 
3 

 
 
4 

 
 
5 

 
 
6 

 
Definitely Yes 

7 
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Learning Transfer System Inventory 

This survey was developed to learn more about your experiences and views of training in your 
organization.  Please read each of the following statements and mark your response.  Your first reaction 
to the items is usually the best.  The answers you provide will be very helpful in our efforts to improve 
training in this organization.  Completing the survey will take about 20 minutes of your time.   
 

Please respond to the following four items by circling the number (1 through 7) that most 
closely reflects any actions or intentions you may have with respect to  

THE TRAINING YOU HAVE JUST COMPLETED. 
 
1a. 

 
I am planning to use in my work the new knowledge and skills I acquired in this training. 

  
Definitely Not 

1 

 
 
2 

 
 
3 

 
 
4 

 
 
5 

 
 
6 

 
Definitely Yes 

7 
 
1b. 

 
I anticipate making every effort in the coming weeks to put into practice what I learned in this training. 

  
Definitely Not 

1 

 
 
2 

 
 
3 

 
 
4 

 
 
5 

 
 
6 

 
Definitely Yes 

7 
 
1c. 

 
My objective is to apply at work as much of the learning from this training as I can. 

  
Definitely Not 

1 

 
 
2 

 
 
3 

 
 
4 

 
 
5 

 
 
6 

 
Definitely Yes 

7 
 
1d. 

 
As soon as it is feasible, I intend to use at work all that I learned in this training. 

  
Definitely Not 

1 

 
 
2 

 
 
3 

 
 
4 

 
 
5 

 
 
6 

 
Definitely Yes 

7 
 

 

As you complete the following items, please  
THINK ABOUT THE TRAINING YOU HAVE JUST COMPLETED.   
Circle the number (1, 2, 3, 4 or 5) that most best reflects your opinion. 

 

   
Strongly 
Disagree 

 
 

Disagree 

Neither 
Agree nor 
Disagree 

 
 

Agree 

 
Strongly 

Agree 
 

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

1 2 3 4 5 

6. If I successfully use my training, I will receive a salary 
increase. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

   
Strongly 

 
 

Neither 
Agree nor 

 
 

 
Strongly 
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Disagree Disagree Disagree Agree Agree 
 

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

1 2 3 4 5 

8. I am likely to receive some ‘perks’ if I use my newly learned 
skills on the job. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

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

1 2 3 4 5 

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

1 2 3 4 5 

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

1 2 3 4 5 

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

1 2 3 4 5 

13. The expected outcomes of this training were clear at the 
beginning of the training. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

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

1 2 3 4 5 

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

1 2 3 4 5 

16. Employees in this organization receive various ‘perks’ when 
they utilize newly learned skills on the job. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

17. If I do not use my training I am unlikely to get a raise. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

18. I am more likely to be recognized for my work if I use this 
training. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

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

1 2 3 4 5 

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

1 2 3 4 5 

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

1 2 3 4 5 

22. Successfully using this training will help me get a salary 
increase. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

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

1 2 3 4 5 

24. When employees in this organization do not use their training 
it gets noticed. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

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

1 2 3 4 5 

   
Strongly 

 
 

Neither 
Agree nor 

 
 

 
Strongly 
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Disagree Disagree Disagree Agree Agree 
 

26. Someone will have to change my priorities before I will be 
able to apply my new learning. 

1 2 3 4 5 

27. I wish I had time to do things the way I know they should be 
done. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

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

1 2 3 4 5 

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

1 2 3 4 5 

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

1 2 3 4 5 

31. My colleagues are patient with me when I try out new skills or 
techniques at work. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

32. 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 

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

1 2 3 4 5 

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

1 2 3 4 5 

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

1 2 3 4 5 

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

1 2 3 4 5 

37. My supervisor shows interest in what I learn in training. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

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

1 2 3 4 5 

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

1 2 3 4 5 

40. My supervisor lets me know I am doing a good job when I use 
my training. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

41. My supervisor will not like it if I do things the way I learned 
in this training. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

42. My supervisor doesn’t think this training will help my work. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

43. My supervisor helps me set realistic goals for job performance 
based on my training. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

44. My supervisor would use different techniques than those I 
would be using if I use my training. 

1 2 3 4 5 

   
Strongly 

 
 

Neither 
Agree nor 

 
 

 
Strongly 
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Disagree Disagree Disagree Agree Agree 
 

45. My supervisor thinks I am being ineffective when I use the 
techniques taught in training. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

46. My supervisor will probably criticize this training when I get 
back to the job. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

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

1 2 3 4 5 

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

1 2 3 4 5 

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

1 2 3 4 5 

50. I will have the things I need to be able to use this training. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

51. I will be able to try out this training on my job. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

52. The activities and exercises the trainers used helped me know 
how to apply my learning on the job. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

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

1 2 3 4 5 

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

1 2 3 4 5 

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

1 2 3 4 5 

56. The resources I need to use what I learned will be available to 
me after training. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

57. I will get opportunities to use this training on my job. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

58. What is taught in training closely matches my job 
requirements. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

59. The situations used in training are very similar to those I 
encounter on my job. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

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

1 2 3 4 5 

61. At work, budget limitations will prevent me from using skills 
acquired in training. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

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

1 2 3 4 5 

63. It will be hard to get materials and supplies I need to use the 
skills and knowledge learned in training. 

1 2 3 4 5 
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For the following items, please 
THINK ABOUT TRAINING IN GENERAL IN YOUR ORGANIZATION 

 
   

Strongly 
Disagree 

 
 

Disagree 

Neither 
Agree nor 
Disagree 

 
 

Agree 

 
Strongly 

Agree 
 

64. The organization does not really value my performance. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

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

1 2 3 4 5 

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

1 2 3 4 5 

67. 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 

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

1 2 3 4 5 

69. Training usually helps me increase my productivity. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

70. People around here notice when you do something well. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

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

1 2 3 4 5 

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

1 2 3 4 5 

73. People in my group generally prefer to use existing methods, 
rather than try new methods learned in training. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

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

1 2 3 4 5 

75. People in my group are open to changing the way they do 
things. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

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

1 2 3 4 5 

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

1 2 3 4 5 

78. My workgroup is open to change if it will improve our job 
performance. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

79. After training, I get feedback from people on how well I am 
applying what I learn. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

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

1 2 3 4 5 

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

1 2 3 4 5 
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Strongly 
Disagree 

 
 

Disagree 

Neither 
Agree nor 
Disagree 

 
 

Agree 

 
Strongly 

Agree 
 

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

1 2 3 4 5 

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

1 2 3 4 5 

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

1 2 3 4 5 

85. 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 

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

1 2 3 4 5 

87. When I try new things I have learned, I know who will help 
me. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

88. If my performance is not what it should be, people will help 
me improve. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

89. I regularly have conversations with people about how to 
improve my performance. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

 
Thank you very much for your time and cooperation. 
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APPENDIX C 
LEARNING GOAL ORIENTATION MEASURE  
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VandeWalle’s (1997) Learning Goal Orientation Scale  

1. I am willing to select a challenging work assignment that I can learn a lot from. 

2. I often look for opportunities to develop new skills and knowledge. 

3. I enjoy challenging and difficult tasks at work where I’ll learn new skills. 

4. For me, development of my work ability is important enough to take risks. 
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APPENDIX D 
GENERALIZED SELF EFFICACY MEASURE 
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Chen, Eden, and Gully (2001) Self-Efficacy Measure 

1. I will be able to achieve most of the goals that I have set for myself 

2. When facing difficult tasks, I am certain that I will accomplish them 

3. In general, I think I can obtain outcomes that are important to me. 

4. I believe I can succeed at most any endeavor to which I set my mind 

5. I will be able to successfully overcome many challenges 

6. I am confident that I can perform effectively in many different tasks 

7. Compared to other people, I can do most tasks very well 

8. Even when things are tough, I can perform quite well. 
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APPENDIX E 
CORRELATIONS OF THE CONSTRUCTS USED IN THE STUDY 
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