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Abstract

Purpose – In previous studies, outcomes of leadership training have varied, with some studies suggesting
large effects and others small. Although the transfer of training literature suggests a number of factors that
influence training outcomes, this knowledge has seldombeen usedwhen evaluating the outcomes of leadership
training. The purpose of the present study is therefore to examine how factors related to transfer of training
influence outcomes of leadership training.
Design/methodology/approach – In the present research, follower-rated outcomes of a leadership training
program in Denmark (N 5 298) was examined from a transfer of training perspective.
Findings – Using Baldwin and Ford’s transfer of training model as a framework, analyses revealed that
leaders’ utility reactions (i.e. perception of usefulness) and learning were linked to transfer of training. In
addition, leaders’ perceptions of transfer were associated with post-intervention follower-rated
transformational leadership and collective self-efficacy.
Practical implications –Making sure that leaders find the training useful for their everyday activities (i.e.
positive utility reactions) and that they have time to learn the training content is important to enable transfer
and for leaders to use trained skills back at work.
Originality/value – The findings indicate the importance of understanding how leaders’ perception of
training content influences leadership training outcomes and that these perceptions need to be a part of the
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evaluation of leadership training. In addition, the findings suggest that factors predicting transfer of leadership
training differ from other types of training.

Keywords Evaluation of leadership training, Transfer of training, Utility reactions, Learning,

Transformational leadership

Paper type Research paper

Recent studies suggest that leadership training has a positive impact on leadership behaviors
and performance across a wide range of theories, outcomes, leadership levels and
organization types. However, the range of effects has been found to be inconsistent, which
calls for more research on factors that might explain when and why leadership training is
effective (Avolio et al., 2009).

One promising stream of research is the transfer of training literature. This literature
suggests that for training to be effective and for trainees to use the trained skills back atwork (i.e.
training transfer), factors related to not only the individual but also the designof the training and
the wider work environment must be considered (Baldwin and Ford, 1988; Blume et al., 2010).
These factors have, however, rarely been included in evaluations of leadership training.

The purpose of the present study is to examine how factors related to transfer of training
influence outcomes of leadership training. We contribute to the existing literature in two
ways. First, we use models of transfer of training to understand which factors may explain
when and why leaders use trained skills back at work after attending leadership training.
Second, we integrate the transfer of training literature into the evaluation of leadership
training by examining how transfer is related to follower-rated outcomes of leadership
training as a way to understand the often heterogeneous effects of these interventions.
Understanding how leadership training impacts followers is important, as the reason for
training leaders often is to help them to better manage their followers. Despite this, limited
attention has been given to follower outcomes of leadership training (Nielsen and Daniels,
2012). Further, although the effectiveness of leadership training in general has been examined
and confirmed in previous research (e.g. Collins andHolton, 2004; Lacerenza et al., 2017), these
studies have not focused on factors predicting transfer of leadership training.

Transfer of training
Transfer of training is commonly viewed as consisting of two dimensions: generalization and
maintenance. The former involves the extent to which skills and knowledge learned in
training are applied in a different setting, while the latter captures the extent to which these
newly acquired skills persist over time (Blume et al., 2010). One common framework in the
transfer of training literature is themodel developed byBaldwin and Ford (1988). Theirmodel
suggests that effectiveness of training is influenced by training inputs (trainee
characteristics, training design and work environment), training outputs in terms of
learning (acquisition of knowledge and skills during training) and conditions of transfer
(generalization of knowledge and skills acquired in training on the job and themaintenance of
this learning over time on the job). Trainee characteristics include factors such as ability and
motivation. Training design consists of factors including the objectives and methods of the
training, as well as learning principles in terms of multiple training techniques. Work
environment factors include the opportunities for or constraints to performing learned
behaviors on the job (i.e. transfer climate) and social support from superiors and peers (Blume
et al., 2010). The model has been tested in numerous empirical studies, and existing meta-
analyses support its assumptions (Alliger et al., 1997; Blume et al., 2010; Colquitt et al., 2000).

The model has not been widely applied in leadership training interventions. Interestingly,
the meta-analysis by Blume et al. (2010) found that the predictive value of self-efficacy,
motivation and a positive work environment on transfer were in fact stronger for training of
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soft skills (i.e. the intra- and interpersonal skills leadership training consists of), compared to
closed skills such as training in a new computer program or a newmachine. For other factors,
such as cognitive ability and experience, the relationship with transfer was reversed or was
nonsignificant for training of soft skills compared to closed skill. Although the number of
leadership training interventions was small and mostly based on student samples, these
mixed results call for a closer examination of predictors of transfer in leadership training
interventions specifically. In addition, a recent meta-analysis on the effectiveness of
leadership training concludes that leadership training is effective suggesting transfer does
happen (Lacerenza et al., 2017). Building on this, a next important step to advance the
leadership training literature is to examine factors that predict such transfer. For an overview
of the tested model in the current paper, see Figure 1.

Linking leader reactions to transfer of leadership training
According to expectancy theory (Porter and Lawler, 1968), individuals are motivated to
transfer skills learned during training if they perceive that their efforts are rewarded. One
such reward may be the development of new leadership skills that enable leaders to manage
their followers better. Expectancy theory suggests that the effort leaders put into leadership
training is a function of the value and probability of improved leadership after training. This
suggests that if leaders perceive the training as useful (i.e. the utility is high), they are more
likely to expend effort using trained skills back at work (i.e. transfer learned skills into daily
work practices).

Trainees’ reactions to training, for example, positive attitudes toward training, have been
extensively used in evaluations of training programs. In a meta-analysis of the relationship
between training reactions and training criteria, Alliger et al. (1997) found that the
relationship between trainee reactions and transfer differed depending on the type of
reaction. Whereas affective reactions were not related to indicators of transfer, suggesting
that liking the training does not automatically lead to transfer of training, utility reactions
were useful in terms of finding whether the training was useful. This finding concerning
affective and utility reactions was confirmed in a more recent meta-analysis (Blume et al.,
2010). Utility reactions are thought to increase transfer such that training that is perceived as
useful, relevant and valuable for helping trainees perform their job increases the likelihood of
trainees using the trained skills back at work (Burke and Hutchins, 2007) as suggested by
expectancy theory (Porter and Lawler, 1968). In line with these arguments, we propose

H1. Leader utility reactions will be positively associated with transfer of leadership
training.

Utility

reactions

Learning

Support

Transfer
Training

outcomes

Figure 1.
Hypothesized model in

the present study
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Support and transfer of leadership training
One of themost salient aspects of the work environment related to transfer is support from peers
and superiors. Social identity theory (SIT) may explain why superior and peer support result in
increased transfer. SIT postulates that we define our sense of self in terms of groupmembership,
and groups provide us with personal security, companionship, intellectual stimulation and
emotional bonding. Furthermore, SIT suggests that the extent to which individuals identify with
the group and superior they work with (i.e. a shared social identity) will increase their motivation
to perform behaviors that are important and relevant to that identity (Haslam et al., 2009). By
experiencing support from superiors, peer trainees’ perception of social identity is enhanced, and
thereby the motivation to apply trained skills, such as new leadership behaviors, back at work is
increased.When trainees return to an environmentwhere peers are supportive, theymaybemore
likely to apply skills learned during the training course. Also, when trainees feel supported by
their superior, they may feel more encouraged to try out new behaviors at work.

Both forms of support have been found to be positively related to trainees utilizing trained
competencies in the workplace (Burke and Hutchins, 2007; Reinhold et al., 2018). Superior
support, in terms of direct feedback, provision of resources and information sharing has been
identified as predicting transfer of training (Awoniyi et al., 2002). In a study of leadership
training, Cromwell and Kolb (2004) found that high levels of superior support were related to
transfer of knowledge and skills a year after participation in leadership training. Support from
peers and colleagues has also shown to influence trainee transfer. Thus, observing others using
trained skills and having the possibility to coach one another facilitate transfer (Gilpin-Jackson
and Bushe, 2007). In a study of a leadership training intervention, high levels of peer support
were related to transfer of knowledge and skills a year later (Cromwell and Kolb, 2004). In sum,
both superior and peer support facilitate transfer of training, and we therefore suggest

H2. Support, including superior and peer support, will be positively associated with
transfer of leadership training.

The importance of learning for transfer of leadership training
It has generally been assumed that trainee learning is important for training to be transferred.
The reason for this assumption is the idea that in order for trainees to use trained skills back at
work (i.e. transfer) trainingmaterialmust first be learned and retained, and learning is therefore
essential for transfer to occur (Kirkpatrick, 1994). Assessing learning can include tests on
declarative or procedural knowledge, but also the assessment of mental models and changed
attitudes. Early empirical studies confirmed the importance of learning for transfer in terms of
declarative knowledge (Tannenbaum et al., 1991). A later meta-analysis (Alliger et al., 1997)
casts doubt over the importance of learning. Learning was found to be positively related to
transfer of training, but utility reactionswere found to bemore strongly correlatedwith transfer
of training than learning (Alliger et al., 1997); these findings were, however, based on a small
number of studies. One explanation for this unexpected finding is that objective measures of
learning indicate whether trainees have acquired knowledge, but not whether they will be able
to use it at work. In a study of a global leadership development program, leaders’ learning in
terms of feedback-seeking and reflection was related to transfer of training (Sparr et al., 2017).
Building on previous research we propose that leader learning, in terms of changes in mental
models and attitudes, will be positively related to transfer of leadership training.

H3. Leader learning is positively associated with transfer of leadership training.

Linking transfer to outcomes of leadership training
The model proposed by Baldwin and Ford (1988) does not distinguish between transfer and
outcomes of the training. Although this link would appear to be of central interest, this
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relationship has been neglected in previous research. This gap in the literature could be due to
the fact that models of intervention evaluation and models of transfer of training are often not
combined, and studies of transfer often do not include more distal outcomes (Blume et al., 2010;
Ford et al., 2018). Some researchers distinguish between near and far transfer, whereby far
transfer includes situations that are quite different from the learning situation (Blume et al.,
2010). Far transfer would usually be the case in leadership training, and in these situations far
transfermay overlapwith training outcomes, for example, the perception of changed leadership
behavior, which could help explain the apparent lack of studies in this area. In the latest meta-
analysis of transfer by Blume et al. (2010), the only empirical examination of this relationship
reported that transfer was correlated with post-training self-efficacy. We argue that it is
important to integrate models of training evaluation with models of transfer, especially in the
case of leadership training interventions, to ensure that transferred skills have the intended
effect in the organization. In the present study, we therefore propose that the extent to which
leaders perceive that they have changed their routines because of the training (i.e. transfer) will
be positively related to follower-rated outcomes of the leadership training. Within the transfer
literature this relationship could also be conceptualized as near transfer predicting far transfer,
and calls have been made to examine this relationship more closely (Blume et al., 2010). We
include two primary outcomes based on the objective of our specific leadership training, which
in our case corresponds to transformational leadership and collective self-efficacy.
Transformational leadership is based on a strong identification with the leader and the
social unit in which the leadership takes place. The transformational leader raises follower
awareness of moral values and uses inspiring visions to encourage followers to transcend their
own personal interest for the collective good (Bass and Riggio, 2006). Collective self-efficacy
refers to “a group’s shared belief in its conjoint capabilities to organize and execute the courses
of action required to produce given levels of attainments” (Bandura, 1997, p. 477). Building on
the above, we suggest

H4. Transfer of leadership training is positively associated with training outcomes in
terms of transformational leadership.

H5. Transfer of leadership training is positively associated with training outcomes in
terms of collective self-efficacy.

Method
The leadership training
The training course consisted of six full-days’ training modules spread over a period of six
months; modules were conducted at one month intervals. Two modules were merged into a
two-day course due to their similarity in content. The research teamdeveloped a review based
on current theory and research on implementing and managing teams, and experienced
occupational health consultants translated this into a syllabus for the training. The six
modules included one module of training on key characteristics of teams and how to identify
to which extent the leader’s group already worked as a team. The second module focused on
the key characteristics of transformational leadership including practical exercises as this
type of leadership has been found to support teamwork (Cheng et al., 2016; Miao and Cao,
2019; Nielsen et al., 2009). The two-day module (modules three and four) focused on how
leaders can make changes in their teams and subsequently leaders developed action plans.
The fifth module focused on the progress of action plan implementation. As part of this
module, leaders were asked to write an essay about their experiences with making changes
that had hindered and facilitated the implementation of action plans. The sixth and final
module focused on learning and evaluation. Partly based on the essay, leaders reflected on
what had gone well and what had not gone according to plan and how they would use
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learning from the training program in the future. Each organization underwent their own
individual training to ensure discussions and knowledge sharing focused on the reality of
participants (Burke and Hutchins, 2007) and keeping the class size below 20.

Participants and procedure
Two organizations, an accounting firm and an elderly care center (both located in Denmark)
participated in the study. In each organization, 30 line managers were selected to participate
in the training. A total of 60 line managers were recruited and were randomly selected to
attend training. In this study, we only include the participants of the training course because
we are studying the transfer of training. Three months prior to leadership training, a baseline
questionnaire was distributed to the leaders’ subordinates asking them to rate their leader’s
transformational leadership and their collective self-efficacy. All the subordinates of the
leaders were invited to participate; no selection was made. In addition, subordinates were not
informed if their leader went to training or not. Nine months post-training, the subordinates
received a follow-up questionnaire consisting ofmeasures of transformational leadership and
collective self-efficacy, while the leaders received a questionnaire with questions on perceived
support, learning and transfer of training. A total of 36 leaders completed either or both of the
pre- and post-intervention questionnaires. The mean age of these managers was 40.88 at
Time 1 (Standard Deviation (SD) 5 9.71), 58% were female and the mean tenure in the
company was 10.55 (SD 5 4.61).

All the subordinates of the leader completed pre- and post-training questionnaires, but for
the purpose of this study only subordinates who completed both the pre- and postmeasures
were included. At the accounting firm 143 of 174 subordinates returned the questionnaire
(response rate 82%) at Time 1, and 120 of these 143 subordinates also responded at Time 2. At
the elderly care center, 316 of 427 subordinates returned the questionnaire (response rate
74%) at Time 1, and 178 of these 316 subordinates also returned it at Time 2. Thus, the final
sample was 298 subordinates (120 representing the accounting firm and 178 the elderly care
center). In this sample, the mean age at Time 1 was 37.02 (SD5 12.63), and 76%were female;
at Time 2, the mean age was 39.21 (SD 5 12.34), and 69% of the sample were female. On
average, each leader had nine responding subordinates. We conducted dropout analyses to
explore attrition from T1 to T2. Analyses revealed no significant differences between those
who only responded at T1 to those who responded both times in terms of gender, age and
perceptions of transformational leadership and collective self-efficacy.

Outcome measures
Transformational leadership. Transformational leadership was measured using the seven
item Global Transformational Leadership Scale (Carless et al., 2000). This scale measures the
central dimensions of intellectual stimulation, inspirational motivation, idealized influence
and individualized consideration. A five-point Likert scale for each item ranging from “To a
very large extent” to “To a very small extent” was used, and coefficient alpha was 0.91 at
Time 1 and 0.92 at Time 2.

Collective self-efficacy. Collective self-efficacy was measured with a four-item scale by
Salanova et al. (2003). An example of an item is: “Mygroup is able so solve difficult tasks if we
invest the necessary effort”. Response categories were “1 5 Always”, “2 5 Often”,
“35 Sometimes”, “45 Rarely” and “55 Hardly ever/never”. For the analysis, the scale was
reversed such that a high value represents a high level of team efficacy. Coefficient alpha for
this scale was 0.92 at Time 1 and 0.94 at Time 2.

Measures of the transfer process
The measures of utility reactions and support were developed for this study, while the
measures of learning and transfer of training were adapted from Randall et al. (2009).
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All measures of the transfer process were collected after the intervention at Time 2, except for
utility reactions which were measured after each training session. Many of the items were
also tailored to fit the overall focus of the intervention; the implementation of teams, which is a
recommended approach when evaluating organizational interventions (Nielsen et al., 2014).

Utility reactions.Wemeasured leaders’ perception of usefulness of the training with three
items after each training session (five in total): “Did you get something out of class today?”,
“Will you be able to transfer what you learned today?”, and the delta value of the two
questions “What were your expectations for today?” and “Did today live up to your
expectations?”. We calculated the mean over the five sessions for the first two questions, and
the mean of the delta value for the last two questions as a way to capture if the training
exceeded their expectation. Responses on these questions were given on a four-point scale
ranging from 1 (to a very little extent/no expectations) to 4 (to a very high extent/very high
expectations). Coefficient alpha for this scale was 0.82.

Support.We measured support with three items at Time 2: “My colleagues have shown a
lot of interest in being involved in the process of implementing teams”, “The management in
this organization has done a lot to involve staff in the process of implementing teams”, and
“I have had the authority to take the decision to implement teams”. A five-point Likert scale
for each item ranging from “Always” to “Never/Hardly ever” was used. Coefficient alpha for
the three items was 0.76 at Time 2.

Learning. We measured learning in terms of changed attitudes, which is in line with the
definitions of learning provided by Kirkpatrick (1994). We used three items from the process
evaluation measure developed by Randall et al. (2009): “My attitudes about the leader role
have changed since the implementation of teams”, “My attitudes about teams have changed
since the implementation of teams”, and “My attitudes about routines and ways of working
have changed since the implementation of teams”. Responses to these items were given on a
five-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly agree) to 5 (highly disagree). Coefficient alpha
was 0.88.

Transfer of training.We operationalized transfer of training as the perception of changes
in procedures since the implementation of teams was measured with a scale for changes in
procedures developed by Randall et al. (2009). This scale consists of four items: “I have
changed routines and procedures since the implementation of teams”, “Through the
implementation of teams we have finally been able to straighten up some bad methods/
procedures that we had acquired”, “In this change we openly discuss which traditions or
procedures wewant to change andwhich ones wewant to keep”, and “The implementation of
teams has made it easier to tackle the changes in the organization”. Responses to these items
were given on a five-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly agree) to 5 (highly disagree).
Coefficient alpha was 0.75.

Analysis
Statistical analyses were performed using multilevel path analysis in Mplus. We first
investigated if followers working for the same leader shared similar perceptions of
transformational leadership and collective efficacy by computing the intraclass correlations
(ICC; see Heck, 2001) and then tested our hypothetical model. The leader ratedmeasures of the
transfer process had no individual-level variance among followers and were therefore only
modeled at the team level. Training outcomes were rated by followers and modeled at both
the individual and team levels. Model fit was assessed bymeans of the rootmean square error
of approximation (RMSEA), the Tucker–Lewis Index (TLI), the Comparative Fit Index (CFI),
and standardized root mean square residual (SRMR) based on Hu and Bentler’s (1999)
recommendations.
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Results
In Table 1, summary statistics and correlations for all variables are presented. A paired-
samples t-test between T1 and T2 were used to identify any significant effects of the
leadership training across the sample as a whole. These revealed that transformational
leadership [t (297) �2.28, p < 0.05] improved significantly, while collective efficacy was
unaffected by the training [t (297) 0.99, p 5 0.33]. These results showed that without
considering within-intervention group variability in reports of utility reactions, learning and
support, it would have been reasonable to conclude that the training had mixed and modest
effects. The intraclass correlation coefficients for transformational leadership and collective
efficacy scales were significant at the between level, suggesting that 13–16% of the variance
was explained at the team level. This indicated that multilevel analyses were appropriate in
order to test the hypothetical model.

A good fit was found of the hypothesized multilevel model to the observed covariance
structure (χ25 17.90, df5 12, CFI5 0.96, TLI5 0.92, RMSEA5 0.04, SRMR within5 0.08,
between5 0.09). Themultilevel model is presented in Figure 2, with the upper part describing
the between-level model and the lower part the within-level model.

In support of Hypothesis 1, leaders’ utility reactions to the leadership training were
significantly related to transfer of training (β 5 0.18, p < 0.05) at Time 2. Contrary to the
Hypothesis 2, support was not related to transfer of training. In line with Hypothesis 3, leader
learning was associated with transfer of training (β5 0.73, p < 0.001.). Finally, in support of
Hypothesis 4 and 5, transfer was associated with training outcomes in terms of
transformational leadership (β 5 0.41, p < 0.01.) and collective self-efficacy (β 5 0.29,
p < 0.01.) at Time 2, respectively.

Discussion
In the present study we examined how factors related to the transfer process are
associated with training outcomes. The main contribution of this paper is that it includes
factors that can explain why these interventions work or when they are the most
effective, shedding light on the often heterogeneous effects in previous research (Avolio
et al., 2009).

The results of testing the first Hypothesis lend support to the argument that positive
utility reactions are important for leadership training to be transferred. This is in line with
expectancy theory (Porter and Lawler, 1968) and previous studies of transfer of training in

Scale M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

1. TFL T1 60.63 19.54 (0.91)

2. TFL T2 63.10 18.90 0.50** (0.92)

3. Collective

self-eff T1

80.26 18.60 0.26** 0.11 (0.92)

4. Collective

self-eff T2

76.70 20.35 0.19** 0.38** 0.38** (0.94)

5. Transfer 53.85 13.89 0.05 0.20** –0.04 0.12* (0.75)

6. Learning 2.75 0.78 0.03 0.12* 0.02 0.11 0.76** (0.88)

7. Utility 2.19 0.10 –0.02 –0.02 0.25** 0.19** 0.27** 0.02 (0.79)

8. Support 2.47 0.71 0.13* 0.16** 0.10 0.20** 0.31** –0.13** 0.30** (0.77)

Note(s): N 5 298 followers working with 36 leaders; for correlations between follower data and leader data,
leader values were disaggregated to each follower. Internal consistency reliabilities are on the diagonal, in
parentheses. TFL 5 Transformational leadership. The TFL, collective self-efficacy and transfer scales were
transformed to facilitate interpretation, so they ranged from 0 to 100 with 100 representing a high score on the
construct; *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01

Table 1.
Descriptive statistics
and correlation
between all study
variables
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other types of interventions (Alliger et al., 1997). Our study suggests that this also holds in
leadership training interventions. From a practical perspective, the findings highlight issues
that should be considered during the development of leadership training interventions, and
matching the intervention to the needs of the participants may be one way to increase the
likelihood of positive utility reactions. Training need analysis may be one way to do this
(Salas et al., 2012). Also, continuous and systematic measurement of participants’ perceptions
of usefulness while conducting a leadership training may be helpful in order to be able to
revise the training and optimize utility reactions and thereby increase transfer of knowledge
and skills to leaders’ everyday job.

Our results do not support Hypothesis 2 that peer and superior support is associated
with transfer of leadership training. This is in contrast to previous research on other types
of training, which suggests that peer and superior support are important factors for
training to be transferred (Blume et al., 2010). It is possible that leadership training is
different from other types of training such as staff training and not dependent on peer and
superior support to the same extent but rather on the support of subordinates. The support
of peers and superiors may not be as important as they are not directly involved in the
relationship between leaders and their subordinates. The importance of subordinates’
perceptions has been found in a study by Nielsen and Daniels (2012); however, more studies
are needed to clarify this.

In line with previous studies, leaders’ perceptions of learning during the leadership training
were related to transfer of training (Alliger et al., 1997), lending support to Hypothesis 3. The
findings in the literature regarding the role learning plays in transfer are inconsistent. On the
one hand, learning is crucial for transfer; but on the other, studies vary regarding whether
learning is affected or unaffected by trainee characteristics, training design and contextual
factors (Alliger et al., 1997). This is an important avenue for future research to examine the
circumstances under which learning is or is not affected by training inputs.

Training

outcome:

TFL T1

Training

outcome:

TFL T2

0.72***

Utility

reaction T2

0.18*

0.41**

0.29**

Learning

T2
Transfer

T2

0.73***

Support

T2 0.18ns

0.90***

0.51***

0.33**

Training

outcome:

CSE T1

Training

outcome:

CSE T2

Team level

Individual level

TFL T1

CSE T1

TFL T2

CSE T2

Source(s): TFL = Transformational leadership behaviour, CSE = Collective

Self-Efficacy

Note(s): *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001

Figure 2.
Multilevel model of the

role of the transfer
process for explaining

training outcomes
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In our study, both of our follower-rated outcomes were associated with leaders’ self-rated
perceptions of transfer, supporting Hypothesis 4 and 5. This link is rarely tested in the
transfer of training literature (Blume et al., 2010), but we argue that it is important to examine
whether the training has led to any changes in the intended direction given in the training and
to investigate the association between leader-rated changes and follower perceptions of
outcomes. Previous studies have demonstrated that transformational leadership training can
positively impact followers’ attitudes in terms of commitment, self-efficacy and resilience as
well as performance (Barling et al., 1996; Dvir et al., 2002; Hardy et al., 2010). In the present
study, we combine training transfer with evaluation, which considerably strengthens the
evaluation of training. Our findings that self-rated transfer was associated with follower-
rated outcomes also supports the idea of generalization (i.e. that skills learned in training are
applied in a different setting) that is part of the definition of the transfer concept. The degree
to which these skills were maintained over a longer period of time remains, however,
unknown.

Implications
From a research perspective, our findings raise a number of questions regarding the transfer
process of leadership training that deserves further research attention. Although our study
shows that Baldwin and Ford’s (1988) transfer model may be useful for understanding
transfer of leadership training (i.e. the role of learning and utility reactions), our findings also
imply that the transfer process of leadership training (i.e. training in soft and interpersonal
skills) may be different than other types of training (i.e. the role of support). This is in linewith
the meta-analysis by Blume et al. (2010) who found that training of soft and closed skills, as
well as field and experimental studies differed in magnitude and direction of influence
regarding different predictors’ ability to predict transfer. Our results open up a new avenue of
research investigating other well-known predictors of transfer in relation to leadership
training as well as identifying additional factors influencing transfer that may be specific to
leadership training. We suggest that it may be of interest to examine the role of followers and
their influence on leaders’ ability to transfer knowledge and skills after training, including
followers’ readiness for change, stress-levels and support, as well as how often the leader
meets and interacts with his or her employees.

From a practical perspective, our findings point toward the importance of designing a
leadership training that is perceived as meaningful and that provides opportunities for
learning. As mentioned previously, to increase leaders’ perceived utility of the training, we
suggest that organizers of leadership training programs perform a training need analysis
before the training to match the training to the needs of the participants (Salas et al., 2012).
Also, systematic feedback from participants in relation to the perceived usefulness of the
leadership training may be helpful to revise the training content continuously. To promote
learning, we suggest that organizers of leadership training programs address leaders’
different learning strategies by providing a mixture of lectures, role-play and case work.

Limitations
There are a number of limitations that should be considered when interpreting the results.
First, we did not include nonintervention groups, which means that whereas we can
investigate the changes over time, we do not know whether they were related to the
interventions or to other factors (Shannon et al., 1999). Instead, we capitalize on the variation
among the trained leaders. In fact, a control group that had not been exposed to the training
would have added little understanding to the process of transferring training to practice.
Instead of adding a control group, future studies may focus on experimentally varying the
transfer factors, thereby providing more rigorous tests of the relationships proposed in this
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study. A second limitation is the use of leaders’ self-ratings for the measures of the transfer
process. Although the measures’ reliabilities were satisfactory, further instrument
development and psychometric testing is warranted in future research. The use of self-
ratings also increases the risk of common method and common source bias (Podsakoff et al.,
2003). However, only leaders can provide us with their perceptions of the transfer process
such as if they found the training useful, and we used follower ratings, for example, not the
same source, for training outcomes. The use of multiple raters may reduce the threat of
commonmethod bias, and in line with the recommendations of Podsakoff et al. (2003), we also
employed a number of procedural study design remedies to reduce the susceptibility of our
data. These included assurances of respondent confidentiality, use of different questionnaire
sections, instructions and response scales for differentmeasures. Finally, we used a combined
measure of peer and superior support. We were therefore unable to distinguish between the
two types of support. Future research may study these types of support separately to
examine their specific influence on leaders’ transfer after attending leadership training.

Conclusions
The main contributions of the present research are twofold. First, our study shows that
transfer of training may be a useful framework for understanding factors that can explain if
leaders will use trained skills back at work after attending leadership training. Second, we
integrate the transfer of training literature into evaluations of outcomes of leadership training
as a means to understand when and why leadership training leads to improvements not only
in leadership behavior but also in terms of improved follower attitudes. Our results highlight
the importance of understanding the transfer process, including the role of utility reactions
and learning, when designing and implementing leadership training that will transfer and
ultimately translate into desired follower outcomes.
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