1) Check for updates

Original Research

SAGE Open

October-December 2021: |-18

© The Author(s) 2021

DOI: 10.1177/2158244021 1046941
journals.sagepub.com/home/sgo

®SAGE

Work Environment and Training Transfer
Intentions: Does Organizational Justice
Moderate Their Relationship?

Muhammad Sarfraz'(”, Zahid Hussain?, Nausheen Syed?,
Faiza Rehman?, Shah Rollah Bin Abdul Wahab',
and Muhammad Salihuddin'

Abstract

The work environment plays a vital role in the transfer of the newly attained knowledge, skills, and abilities (KSAs)
at the workplace. In the past decades, a series of studies have investigated the direct relationship between the work
environment and training transfer. Surprisingly, empirical findings noted the inconsistent relationship between the work
environment and training transfer. Whereas, the moderating effect between these relationships has been less examined
in the training transfer literature. Therefore, addressing this gap, the prospective study was designed to investigate
the moderating role of organizational justice as a potential moderator between the relationships of work environment
and training transfer in Pakistani large-scale textile organizations (LSTO). Survey data were collected from 336 front-
line managers by employing a multi-stage sampling technique. Structural equation modeling and hierarchical regression
technique were used to test the hypotheses. The results showed that supervisor support, peer support, and opportunity
to use learning (i.e., dimensions of work environment) correlate positively with training transfer. The findings also
confirmed the moderating role of procedural justice and distributive justice (i.e., dimensions of organization justice)
between the relationship of work environment and training transfer. These results underscore the critical role played by
organizational justice to enhance the transfer of training at the workplace. This study shows, for the first time, that how
organizational justice is an important mechanism to stimulate the work environment to training transfer.
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these changes that occur inside the organization at a different
level. Hence, training is one of the most effective practices
that help organizations to gain a competitive edge (Sarfraz
et al., 2020; Storberg-Walker, 2005) and enhance perfor-
mance and productivity at the individual and organizational
levels (Arthur et al., 2003).

To gain a competitive advantage, organizations are invest-
ing a substantial amount to improve the KSAs of their
employees (Blume et al., 2010; Chauhan et al., 2016). An
important study by Baldwin et al. (2017) points out that in

Introduction

In today’s era of professional milieus, where organizations
are in confront of rapid technological changes, where inno-
vation is happening every day, where social and economic
uncertainty is prevailing, sustaining the competitive advan-
tage has become necessary for every organization (Banerjee
et al., 2017; Sarfraz et al., 2020). Keeping in view the inten-
sity of these challenges and sustaining the competitive
advantages, management of these organizations are continu-
ously trying to upgrade the knowledge, skills, and abilities
(KSAs) of their employees (Baldwin et al., 2017) through
providing training (Bulut & Culha, 2010) and fostering a
training culture inside the organizations (Bates & Khasawneh,
2005; Grossman & Salas, 2011). Training is an important
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strategy of the organizations (Massenberg et al., 2017) and a
key function of the human resources practices (Alvelos et al.,
2015) that helps the organizations to mitigate the effect of
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2015, American organizations have invested a sum of
$360billion in employee training and education. Whereas,
the Association for Talent Development estimated that in
2015, a sum of $200billion was invested by worldwide
organizations on employee training (Association for Talent
Development, 2015). Thus, an training investment is
expected to increase the employee’s performance and yield
several financial benefits for the organization (Ma & Chang,
2013). However, it has been argued in previous literature that
the organization’s concern regarding training transfer has
been increased (Pham et al., 2013). Since a major part of the
training investment is wasted due to poor training transfer
(Baldwin et al., 2017; Hurt, 2016) or employees are failing to
transfer the newly attained KSAs at the workplace (Homklin
et al., 2014). For example, Lim and Morris (2006) have
stated that only 10% to 20% of training is transferred at the
workplace, Sookhai and Budworth (2010) pointed out that
66% to 90% of the skills are lost due to poor training transfer.
Whereas, Laker and Powell (2011) reported an estimated
annual financial lost $50 to $200billion. Thus, the problem
of lower training transfer and training investment wastage
has become more critical and have attained special attention
during the last decade (Pham et al., 2013).

Training transfer referred to the effective and continuous
application of the newly attained KSAs at the workplace
(Baldwin & Ford, 1988). Over the past many years, numerous
studies have been conducted on training transfer, findings of
these studies confirmed that work environment, trainee char-
acteristics, and training design are the influential factors that
affect training transfer (Baldwin & Ford, 1988; Baldwin
etal.,2017; Blumeetal., 2010; Velada etal., 2007). According
to Baldwin and Ford (1988), work environment means factors
of the work environment that either facilitate or inhibits the
trainees for the successful training transfer. Trainee character-
istics refer to the trainee’s own physical and mental abilities
that help them for successful training transfer. While training
design means that training is designed in such a way that pro-
vides a maximum opportunity for trainees to learn and trans-
fer what they have acquired during a training program.

Though, training transfer literature confirmed the impor-
tance of these factors in training transfer, while we focus on
work environment specifically, because the prior literature
confirmed its significance than other factors (Blume et al.,
2010; Chauhan et al., 2016; Homklin et al., 2014). Moreover,
it is the first place where trainees after completion of the
training program interact with the environment for the imple-
mentation of newly gained KSAs. Whereas, findings of prior
research (e.g., Baldwin & Ford, 1988; Pham et al., 2013;
Tracey et al., 1995; Velada et al., 2007) indicate that work
environment is considered one of the most significant factors
that play a key role in training transfer. Moreover, in the con-
text of current study settings that is highly labor-intensive
(Shafiq et al., 2019), where front-line managers spent their
maximum time with their supervisor/peers for the comple-
tion of daily tasks and also for the application of newly

gained KSAs. Thus, due to these possible reasons, we focus
on the work environment because of our interest in under-
standing that how the work environment facilitates the front-
line managers in training transfer. The work environment
may broadly include supervisor support, peer support, and
the opportunity to use learning (Baldwin & Ford, 1988;
Blume et al., 2010).

Indeed, it is agreed that the work environment is consid-
ered more important in training transfer (Baldwin & Ford,
1988; Blume et al., 2010; Cheng & Ho, 2001; Pham et al.,
2013). Nonetheless, debate continues that how work envi-
ronment influences the training transfer is still scarce. Most
importantly, past studies have noted inconsistent findings
between the relationships of the work environment and train-
ing transfer. For example, some empirical studies confirmed
that work environment is significantly related to training
transfer (e.g., Austin et al., 2006; Holton et al., 2000; Pham
et al., 2013; Reinhold et al., 2018; Saks & Belcourt, 2006).
Whereas, some studies (e.g., Chiaburu et al., 2010; Devos
et al.,, 2007; Ng, 2013; Nijman et al., 2006; Rouiller &
Goldstein, 1993) noted an insignificant relationship between
the work environment and training transfer.

Moreover, the researchers (e.g., Homklin et al., 2014;
Pham et al., 2013; Simosi, 2012) suggested the dire need for
a moderator, but hidden variables. These scholars argue that
training transfer can be maximized when there is some fair-
ness inside the organization related to policies and proce-
dures. Since, support to trainees heavily relies on the attitude
and behavior of supervisors and peers which merely rely on
the equality inside the organization and signals toward orga-
nizational justice (Simosi, 2012). Hence, it has been argued
that support to the trainee is a psychological mechanism of
reciprocation between supervisors, trainees, and the organi-
zation (Simosi, 2012). Besides, few scholars (e.g., Arasanmi,
2019; Massenberg et al., 2015; Reinhold et al., 2018;
Schindler & Burkholder, 2016) include calls for moderators
and specifically signals to investigate fairness factors (i.e.,
organizational justice) as a potential moderator between the
relationship of the work environment and training transfer.

Given that, drawing from procedural preference model
(Leventhal, 1976), equity theory (Adam, 1965), and social
exchange theory (Blau, 1964), the current study argues that
in the presence of a supportive working environment and
fairness in processes and rewards-distribution, front-line
managers are more likely to transfer what they have acquired
during a training program. Thus, the current study made an
effort to empirically investigate the joint effect of organiza-
tional justice and work environment on training transfer of
front-line managers in large-scale textile organizations, a gap
that still exists (Massenberg et al., 2015; Reinhold et al.,
2018; Simosi, 2012).

The current study adds value to the existing literature as it
is conducted in textile organizations that contribute more
than 60% in total export of Pakistan (Shafiq et al., 2019).
Currently, these organizations are facing various challenges
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and most importantly shortage of skillful human resources
and lower employee productivity (Igbal Chaudhry & Azam
Roomi, 2010; Mikami & Furukawa, 2018). To cope with
these challenges, these organizations have considered the
significance of training and a large numbers of international
and local agencies (e.g., Japan International Cooperation
Agency, National Productivity Organization, and All
Pakistan Textile Mills Association) are providing training in
these organizations (All Pakistan Textile Mills Association,
2019; Mikami & Furukawa, 2018; National Productivity
Organization, 2018). Despite the huge training investment,
employee’s performance and productivity are still low and
they are not fully transferring the newly attained KSAs at the
workplace (e.g., Igbal Chaudhry & Azam Roomi, 2010;
Kazmi & Takala, 2014; Mikami & Furukawa, 2018). They
further stated that only 5% of organizations measure the
training transfer. These studies highlight the importance and
need to study the training transfer in these organizations.

Taken together, our study aims to investigate the possible
relationship between work environment and training transfer
in LSTO in Pakistan. The study was further aimed to investi-
gate which factor of work environment is the significant pre-
dictor of training transfer. Besides, this study also aims to
expand the existing relationship between work environment
and training transfer by investigating the moderating role of
organizational justice as a potential moderator. To our knowl-
edge, limited efforts were made to investigate the moderat-
ing role of organizational justice as a potential moderator in
training transfer literature. Therefore, the current study will
fill this gap, and the findings of this study would add value to
the practical and theoretical perspective for the management
and academicians (discussed later). The following section
covers the theories and possible relationships among the
study variables.

Theoretical Background and
Hypotheses

The conceptual model of the current study as summarized in
Figure 1 is supported by the procedural preference model
(Leventhal, 1980), equity theory (Adam, 1965), and social
exchange theory (Blau, 1964). The procedural preference
model is of the view that fairness in resource-distribution
procedures prompts positive feelings in employee’s attitudes
and behavior. When employees perceive that promotions and
financial benefits are based on fair procedures and there is a
defined mechanism for defining these financial outcomes.
They are more likely to be supportive, especially supervisors
and peers when they feel that in case of trainees succeeded to
apply newly gained KSAs on the job, and they have no fear
for the growth and promotion of trainees. Because there is a
defined mechanism for the judgment of individual promo-
tion. Thus in return, the supervisor and peers will be support-
ive and support the trainees in the transfer of new knowledge.
Besides, equity theory states that when employees perceived

that their efforts and rewards are similar to others having the
same efforts and monetary benefits. This fairness in rewards-
distribution prompts positive feelings in their attitude and
behavior and in return employees particularly supervisors
and peers are more supportive and support the trainees for
the transfer of training.

Whereas, social exchange theory (SET) states that
employees inside the organization are keen to compare their
input-output ratio with other employees having the same job.
If they perceive fairness in rewards-distribution, they feel
happy and in exchange, they perform their job in a good
manner. While, biasedness leads to negative sentiments and
results in lower performance (Adam, 1965; Poon, 2012). In
this regard, when employees specifically supervisors and
peers perceived procedural and distributive fairness, in
exchange they are more likely to be supportive and will sup-
port the front-line manager for the transfer of newly gained
KSAs and strengthen the relationships. On contrary, biased-
ness practices from the organization result in lesser support
from the supervisor and peers and results in weaken the rela-
tionships. Hence, SET supports the view that fairness in allo-
cation and distribution of rewards is a moderating factor
between the relationship of the work environment and train-
ing transfer.

Relationship Between Supervisor Support and
Training Transfer

Supervisor support refers to the extent to which the supervi-
sor reinforces and encourages the trainee at the workplace
for the smooth implementation of all the newly learned
KSAs (Chauhan et al., 2016). According to Baldwin and
Ford (1988), supervisor support is a multi-dimensional con-
struct and the supervisor supports the trainees in numerous
ways. For example, allowing the trainees to practice the new
skills continuously (Chiaburu & Marinova, 2005), listen to
the voice of the trainee and provide a conducive environment
(Lancaster et al., 2013), providing on-going feedback and
assistance (Lim & Johnson, 2002; Velada et al., 2007); pro-
viding enough space and opportunity to apply newly learned
KSAs (Nijman et al., 2006), coaching and appreciate him
openly when trainee successfully implemented the newly
learned KSAs (Lancaster et al., 2013).

The prior studies (e.g., Blume et al., 2010; Broad &
Newstrom, 1992; Chiaburu et al., 2010; Heilmann et al.,
2013; Zamani et al., 2016) have noted that support from a
supervisor has a significant influence on training transfer.
Findings of past studies have noted that supervisor support is
positively related to training transfer (e.g., Awais Bhatti
et al., 2013; Pham et al., 2013; Reinhold et al., 2018).
Whereas, the scholars (e.g., Awoniyi et al., 2002; Chiaburu
& Marinova, 2005; Homklin et al., 2014; Ng, 2015) have
reported insignificant relationship. While, few scholars (e.g.,
Devos et al., 2007; Gilpin-Jackson & Bushe, 2007; Ng, 2013;
Velada et al., 2007) have reported that supervisor support is
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not related to training transfer. The main reason behind these
mixed findings may be the use of the supervisor support con-
struct as unidimensional or cultural variation in various
industries and countries.

Although, training transfer literature noted mixed find-
ings, while the significant role of supervisor support to train-
ees cannot be ignored. Since supervisors have a legitimate
power to manage the subordinates and trainees have to take
assistance from the supervisor for making any decision and
action. Therefore, it seems that role of the supervisor remains
significant. Literature also confirmed the importance of
supervisors and findings of past studies also noted the key
role played by the supervisor in training transfer (Blume
et al., 2010; Chauhan et al., 2016; Reinhold et al., 2018).
These studies suggested that trainees having support from
their supervisor are more motivated to transfer the training
than those having less support. Thus, this study purports that
supervisor has a key role in training transfer and with their
support, trainees can be able to fully transfer what they have
learned during the training program. For this reason, the pres-
ent study suggests that greater supervisor support felt by
trainees leads to maximum transfer of training. Thus based on
the above-mentioned arguments, this study hypothesized:

HI. Supervisor support to trainees for training transfer
will be positively related to training transfer.

Relationship Between Peer Support and
Training Transfer
Peer support can be described as the extent to which peers

support and motivate the trainees for the transfer of newly
attained KSAs at the workplace (Holton et al., 2000). Prior

studies (e.g., Chauhan et al., 2016; Muduli & Raval, 2018)
have noted the significance of peer support and confirmed an
important predictor of training transfer. Most importantly,
the significant role of peer support has emerged more at the
workplace due to the increased use of team-oriented assign-
ments (Pham et al., 2013). According to Reinhold et al.
(2018), the workplace has become more complex and
employees spent their maximum time with their colleagues
for the completion of daily tasks. Therefore, they interact
more with their peers than their supervisors. In general, train-
ees feel more comfortable getting support from peers than
supervisors. Thus the role of peer support in training transfer
has become more valuable than the supervisor.

Whereas, findings of past studies (e.g., Chauhan et al.,
2016; Homklin et al., 2014; Reinhold et al., 2018) also con-
firmed that trainees are highly motivated to transfer training
when they get support from peers instead of supervisors.
Moreover, prior studies (e.g., Awais Bhatti et al., 2013;
Massenberg et al., 2015; Muduli & Raval, 2018) have also
confirmed that peer support is an important element that
plays a key role in training transfer. Whereas, literature
review findings of Burke and Hutchins (2007) also identified
the importance of peers and stated that peers have a more
consistent and vibrant relationship with training transfer than
a supervisor. Besides, Martin (2010) also noted that trainees
having support from peers have shown greater interest and
attitude in training transfer than those having less support
from their peers.

Several empirical studies have postulated a convergence
between peer support and training transfer. Findings of the
studies (e.g., Chauhan et al., 2016; Homklin et al., 2014;
Muduli & Raval, 2018) confirmed that peer support posi-
tively influences training transfer. In contrast to a positive
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relationship, few studies (e.g., Almannie, 2015; Hutchins
etal., 2013; Lee et al., 2014) have identified that peer support
is irrelevant to training transfer. Though, literature noted
inconsistent results, while Muduli and Raval (2018) argue
that support from peer stimulate positive feelings and they
feel happier to transfer what they have learned from training.
More specifically, peer feedback to trainees that how they are
implementing new learning, motivate the trainees and
increase the likelihood of training transfer. Thus, based on
the aforementioned arguments, this study hypothesized:

H?2. Peer support to trainees for training transfer will be
positively related to training transfer.

Relationship Between the Opportunity to Use
Learning and Training Transfer

The literature identified the role of opportunity to use learn-
ing in training transfer and argues that for maximum training
transfer, trainees should be provided ample time and
resources for the application of newly gained KSAs at the
workplace (e.g., Burke & Hutchins, 2007; Clarke, 2002;
Cromwell & Kolb, 2004; Gilpin-Jackson & Bushe, 2007).
Lim and Morris (2006) stated that limited chances of apply-
ing what trainees have learned are also one of the main obsta-
cles in training transfer. Whereas, Muduli and Raval (2018)
concluded that trainees rated the opportunity to use trained
tasks as the highest form of support, and conversely, the lack
of opportunity was the major hindrance for successful train-
ing transfer. However, Gilpin-Jackson and Bushe (2007)
added that having time to apply new skills is also critical for
the training transfer and lack of time is also a critical barrier
for smooth transfer (Cromwell & Kolb, 2004). Therefore,
managers must have to analyze the trainees’ workload and
provide them a conducive environment for the practice of
newly attained KSAs on the job (Clarke, 2002).

Previous studies (e.g., Gilpin-Jackson & Bushe, 2007;
Lim & Johnson, 2002; Muduli & Raval, 2018; Pham et al.,
2013) have investigated the relationship, and findings of
these studies confirmed that providing an opportunity to
trainee for the practice of newly gained KSAs motivate them
and increase the chances of training transfer. These studies
also concluded that lesser opportunities stimulate negative
feelings and resulted in lower training transfer. Therefore, for
training transfer, trainees should be provided ample resources
and time, so that they can easily apply what they have learned
during a training program. Thus, based on the above-men-
tioned arguments, this study hypothesized that:

H3. The opportunity provided to trainees for training
transfer will be positively related to training transfer.

Overview of Organizational Justice

The term organizational justice refers to the employee’s per-
ception of fairness inside the organization (Greenberg &

Colquitt, 2013), and these perceptions of fairness have
been demonstrated to impact a series of employee’s personal
attitudinal, behavioral, and organizational outcomes (e.g.,
Colquitt et al., 2001; Poon, 2012). Organizational justice is
one of the frequently studied topics among socialist, political
scientists, legal, and management scholars (Melkonian et al.,
2011) and has attained special attention in the field of orga-
nizational behavior, psychology, and human resource man-
agement (Colquitt & Rodell, 2011). According to Rupp et al.
(2017), it is an intangible glue of the organization’s philoso-
phy that holds employees to work together inside the organi-
zation. It stems from Adam (1965) equity theory. This theory
suggests that employee’s judgment of equity and inequity
inside the organization is derived from the comparisons
between one’s inputs (e.g., efforts) and outcomes (e.g., pay
and rewards) with the inputs and outcomes of other employ-
ees having performed a similar job (Greenberg, 1990).
Broadly, researchers classified organizational justice into
three main types: procedural justice, distributive justice, and
interactional justice (Ambrose & Schminke, 2009; Colquitt
et al., 2001). Procedural justice focuses on the fairness in
procedures, processes, and mechanism that is being used in
making bias-free resource-distribution decisions (Poon,
2012). Whereas, distributive justice refers to the fairness in
a managerial decision related to the resource-distribution
(Greenberg, 1987) and is discussed mostly concerning
Adam’s (1965) equity theory. This theory suggests that
employees inside the organization measure the fairness in
the distribution of rewards and benefits by comparing their
inputs (such as efforts, education, time, and energy) with the
outcomes (such as financial benefits, power, responsibilities,
job increments, further training) to the inputs and outcomes
rations with their colleagues. Lastly, interactional justice
focuses on the employee’s perception of the fairness of inter-
personal treatment from the organization (Bies, 2005).
Interactional justice is nurtured when employees inside the
organization are treated with respect, dignity, and fairness,
and the decisions and information are explained and shared
timely and accurately (Colquitt et al., 2001; Cropanzano &
Stein, 2009). Whereas, a few researchers have conceptual-
ized it into two dimensions: interpersonal justice that deals
with personal treatment (e.g., respect, dignity, care, and
politeness that employees received from their coworkers and
management) and informational justice that deals the expla-
nation part (e.g., timely and accurately sharing of informa-
tion from the seniors and the management) (Poon, 2012).
Parenthetically, we opted for two dimensions of organiza-
tional justice (i.e., procedural justice and distributive jus-
tice), thereby following prior scholars (e.g., Poon, 2012;
Rupp et al., 2017; Tessema et al., 2014) reasoning. They con-
tended that interactional justice (the third dimension of orga-
nizational justice) is a subset of procedural justice and only
procedural justice and distributive justice are considered
more important in organizational justice literature. Moreover,
the scholars (e.g., Alexander & Ruderman, 1987; Raja et al.,
2018) also stressed the significance of these two dimensions
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and stated that employees in an organization are only con-
cerned with decision-making procedures and decision out-
comes (i.e., procedural justice and distributive justice). So,
therefore, by considering the significance and recommenda-
tion of the above-mentioned scholars, we used only these
two dimensions in the present study. While considering the
importance of interactional justice, acknowledging that to
expand the current study by introducing interactional justice
in the future study. Hence the following section, therefore,
will explain how procedural justice and distributive justice
will moderate in the relationship between work environment
and training transfer.

The Moderating Role of Procedural Justice

Procedural justice deals with fairness in method, mechanism,
and processes that are being used to determine resource-dis-
tribution outcomes (Colquitt et al., 2001). According to Poon
(2012), procedural justice plays a vital role in shaping
employees’ attitudes and behaviors. Prior research indicates
that procedural justice is related to attitude and behaviors,
such as satisfaction, commitment, citizenship behavior, and
individual performance (i.e., training transfer) (Chang, 2014;
Colquitt et al., 2001; Holton et al., 2000). Findings of the
past studies show that procedural justice stimulates positive
changes in employee’s attitudes and behavior (Ko & Hur,
2014; Raja et al., 2018). For example, supportive attitude
with colleagues, job satisfaction, loyalty with organizations,
increase in performance (Colquitt et al., 2001; Lu & Guy,
2018). While, biasedness in procedural justice stimulates
negative feelings resulted in lower employee performance
and productivity, lower individual performance (Colquitt
et al., 2001; Raja et al., 2018).

Nonetheless, literature is clear that work environment
and procedural justice are a prime predictor of behavior
related outcomes like job performance, citizenship behav-
ior, organizational commitment, job satisfaction, and indi-
vidual performance (i.e., training transfer) (Colquitt et al.,
2001; Holton et al., 2000; Muduli & Raval, 2018; Rupp
et al., 2017; Tufail et al., 2017). Since both work environ-
ment and procedural justice directly affect individual per-
formance (i.e., training transfer). However, the interactional
effect of the work environment and procedural justice with
training transfer lacks in literature. Whereas, little is known
about the mechanism of how the work environment inter-
acts with procedural justice to training transfer. More spe-
cifically, apart from the direct relationship among work
environment, procedural justice, and individual perfor-
mance (i.e., training transfer), few of the studies have dem-
onstrated the moderating role of procedural justice between
employee’s work-related behaviors and performance out-
comes. For example, Fatima et al. (2015) investigated pro-
cedural justice as a moderator between organizational
silence and organizational citizenship behavior, result noted
the moderating role of procedural justice between these

relationships. Whereas, finding of previous studies (e.g.,
Chang, 2014; Ko & Hur, 2014; Lu & Guy, 2018; Sharoni
et al., 2012; Sulander et al., 2016) also demonstrate the
moderating role of procedural justice in various human
resource management settings and employee’s behavioral
outcomes relationships.

Even though a supportive work environment helps the
trainees to transfer the newly gained KSAs on the job.
However, the organizational factor may affect employees in
a different way (Islam, 2019). For example, in an environ-
ment, with low fairness of procedures, lower involvement
of employees in making procedures that leads toward
resource-distribution decisions and limited support both
from supervisor and peers, and lesser opportunity for train-
ees to apply what they have learned during the training. In
this situation, trainees may feel that they are unable to
transfer the new knowledge on the job. Whereas, an organi-
zation with fairness in procedures, the involvement of
employees in making a decision, having conducive work-
ing environment, this supportive environment and proce-
dural fairness results in a maximum transfer of newly
gained KSAs on the job. According to Raja et al. (2018),
such low fairness leads to negative outcomes such as dis-
satisfaction, lesser teamwork, and lower individual perfor-
mance (i.e., training transfer).

Hence, based on the above arguments, it is plausible that
trainees having low fairness in procedures, and when they
perceive that their work environment is nonconductive, will
have a lower ability to transfer the newly attained KSAs on
the job. Whereas, organizations where trainees perceive fair-
ness in procedures, the work environment is supportive, will
have greater chances for the transfer of newly gained KSAs
on the job. Hence, following the above arguments, this study
purports that procedural justice would help strengthen the
relationship between work environment and training trans-
fer. Thus this study hypothesized:

HA4. Procedural justice will positively moderate the rela-
tionship of supervisor support (a), peer support (b), and
the opportunity to use learning (c) with training transfer.

The Moderating Role of Distributive Justice

Distributive justice refers to the perceived fairness of
resource distribution inside the organization (Janssen et al.,
2010). Distributive justice is embedded in the assumption of
equity theory (Adam, 1965) and is concerned with the per-
ceived fairness of rewards distribution in organizations. Thus
theory states that employees inside the organization tend to
compare their outcomes (e.g., extent of recognition or other
types of rewards distribution) with the outcomes received by
other similar employees (i.e., those having done a similar
amount of work at a similar level of quality—known as
“input” (Raja et al., 2018). Extant research shows that fair-
ness in the rewards distribution affects positively employee’s
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behavioral outcomes. For example, satisfaction, commit-
ment, performance, and productivity (Colquitt et al., 2001).
Whereas, unfairness in the distribution of financial resources
results in unfavorable consequences for an organization. For
example, non-productive work behaviors, lower produc-
tivity, lesser teamwork, and poor individual performance
(Adam, 1965; Rupp et al., 2017).

Although, literature is clear that distributive justice is a
prime predictor of behavior-related outcomes like job perfor-
mance, citizenship behavior, organizational commitment,
and individual performance (i.e., training transfer) (Holton
et al., 2000; Kashif et al., 2017; Poon, 2012). Similarly, the
work environment is also a significant predictor of training
transfer (Awais Bhatti et al., 2013; Baldwin & Ford, 1988;
Reinhold et al., 2018). As both distributive justice and work
environment directly affect individual performance (i.e.,
training transfer), however, the interactional effect of the
work environment and distributive justice with training
transfer lacks in literature. Whereas, little is known about the
mechanism of how the work environment interacts with dis-
tributive justice to training transfer. More specifically, apart
from the direct relationship among work environment, dis-
tributive justice, and individual performance (i.e., training
transfer), few of the studies have demonstrated the moderat-
ing role of distributive justice between employee’s work-
related behaviors and performance outcomes relationships.

For example, the scholars (e.g., Chang, 2014; Ko & Hur,
2014; Lu & Guy, 2018; Sharoni et al., 2012; Sulander et al.,
2016), investigated the moderating role of distributive justice
in various human resource management setting and the differ-
ent employee’s behavioral outcomes, results noted the moder-
ating role of distributive justice in these relationships. Indeed,
a supportive work environment helps the trainees to transfer
the newly gained KSAs on the job. However, the organiza-
tional factor may affect employees in a different way (Islam
& Ahmed, 2018). For example, in an organization, with
biasedness in the distribution of rewards and benefits and a
non-conducive work environment, this situation trainees may
be unable to transfer the newly attained KSAs on the job.
Whereas, an organization with fairness in rewards-distribu-
tion and a supportive working environment where trainees get
maximum support for the transfer of newly gained KSAs on
the job results in maximum training transfer.

Thus, based on the aforementioned arguments, it is plau-
sible that trainees having low fairness in rewards-distribu-
tion, and less support from the work environment, will have
lesser ability to transfer the newly attained KSAs on the job.
On contrary, organizations having fairness in rewards-distri-
bution, a supportive work environment, and trainees tends to
transfer newly gained KSAs on the job. Hence, following the
above arguments, this study purports that distributive justice
would help in strengthening the relationship between
work environment and training transfer. Therefore, this
study hypothesized:

H5. Distributive justice will positively moderate the rela-
tionship of supervisor support (a), peer support (b), and
the opportunity to use learning (c) with training transfer.

Sample and Data Collection
Procedures

This study was conducted in the textile sector of Pakistan.
The textile sector is the backbone of the country’s economy,
contributes 60% in total export, and employs more than 38%
of the total production labor force (Shafiq et al., 2019).
Textile sector comprised of small, medium, and large-scale
organizations. Small and medium scale organizations having
employees not more than 250 and large scale organizations
having employees more than 250 (Khan et al., 2013; Syed
et al.,, 2012). These organizations having high turnover,
fewer human resources management practices, improper
management structure, less training culture, and having less
implementation of labor laws and policies (Jamali et al.,
2010; Khan et al., 2013).Whereas, large-scale organizations
are having an 80 % share in manufacturing and a 10.7% con-
tribution in the gross domestic product (GDP) of Pakistan
(Pakistan Economic Survey, 2019). These organizations hav-
ing comparatively better human resource management prac-
tices and are implementing policies in a better way.

In particular to this study, a multi-stage sampling tech-
nique was used to collect the data from the target population.
According to Sekaran and Bougie (2009), this technique is
appropriate when the population is geographically scattered.
According to the All Pakistan Textile Mills Association
(2019), a state base textile ministry, the Textile sector of
Pakistan is geographically scattered into three major states
that is, Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, Punjab, and Sindh. In the first
stage, the city namely called Faisalabad which falls in the
Punjab state was selected through purposive sampling. The
main reason for selecting this city was that it contributed
more than half of the total textile export of Pakistan (Akhtar
et al., 2018; Tara et al., 2019). Secondly, data were collected
from those organizations which are registered at All Pakistan
Textile Mills Association, because it is the most recognized
and legitimate governmental body in the textile industry (All
Pakistan Textile Mills Association, 2019).

Thirdly, data were collected from large-scale organiza-
tions, since these organizations having employees of more
than 250 and are practicing human resource management
practices in a better way. For this study, data were collected
from front-line managers. The main reason to collect data
from the front line manager is that these employees fall in
the first level of management, involved in the overall busi-
ness process, and play a key role in textile organizations
(Danish & Usman, 2010; Tufail et al., 2017). So due to their
critical role, the front line manager was selected as respon-
dent. In the fourth stage, a total of 50 organizations falls in
the criteria and a total of five organizations (with the total
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front line manager 4,500) were selected randomly (All
Pakistan Textile Mills Association, 2019). In the last stage, a
proportionate sample of 365 front-line managers was
selected based on the formula of Krejcie and Morgan (1970).
Official contacts of the chamber of commerce were used to
gain access to these target organizations. A proportionate
number of questionnaires were handed to these human
resource managers, they administrated and filled the ques-
tionnaires from the target respondents. During the process,
these managers contact the researchers for clarification of
few items, and appropriate answers were given. After a
week, a total of 342 filled questionnaires were collected and
these managers were assured of the confidentiality and ethi-
cal conduct of the research.

The respondents were also evaluated regarding their
demographical attributes. Although the textile sector is
highly labor-intensive (Shafiq et al., 2019), the majority of
the respondents were male (N=312, 92%) because females
preferred less to work in textile organizations due to longer
working hours. Most interestingly, a majority of them were
between the age of 30 and 39 years (N=138, 42%) and hav-
ing a length of work experience of 4 to 6 years (N=72, 21%)).
Closer inspection of the data showed that 141 respondents
are university/college graduates (42%) with total training
sessions attended in the current company within a year were
in the ranges of 3 to 4 (N=124, 37%). This information
showed that textile organizations have qualified staff and are
investing a substantial amount in the training of their human
resources.

Measures

All constructs were measured with previously validated
scales, using five-point Likert scales ranging from 1
(“strongly disagree”) to 5 (“strongly agree”).

Supervisor support, peer support, and opportunity to use
learning were measured from the learning transfer system
inventory (LTSI) Holton et al. (2000). Supervisor support
was measured by a six-item scale with sample items
included “My supervisor meets with me regularly to work
on a problem I may be having in trying to use my training.”
Chauhan et al. (2016) used the same scale and reported .82
as its internal consistency. This study also found .81 as its
internal consistency. Similarly, peer support was measured
by a four-item scale with sample items included “My peer
encourages me to use the skills I have learned in training.”
Zamani et al. (2016) used the same scale and reported .84
as its internal consistency. The present study also noted .75
as its internal consistency. Lastly, the opportunity to use
learning was measured by a four-item scale with sample
items included “The resources I need to use what I learned
will be available to me after training.” Massenberg et al.
(2017) used the same scale and reported its internal reli-
ability above .70. The current study also found .81 as its
internal consistency.

Training Transfer

A six-item scale from Xiao’s (1996) was used to measure
training transfer with sample items includes “I can accom-
plish my job tasks faster than before training.” Islam and
Ahmed (2018) used the same scale in the context of Pakistan
and reported internal consistency .86. The present study
noted .78 as its internal consistency.

Procedural Justice and Distributive Justice

Lambert et al. (2005) nine-item scale was used to measure
procedural justice and distributive justice. Procedural justice
was measured by a five-item scale with sample items
included “The standards used to evaluate my performance at
this place have been fair and objective.” Tufail et al. (2017)
used the same scale in the Pakistani context and reported
accepted reliability value (i.e., .72). The current study also
found .78 as its internal consistency. Similarly, distributive
justice was measured by a four-item scale with sample items
included “I am fairly rewarded considering the responsibili-
ties and work that I do”. Lambert et al. (2018) reported the
value of internal consistency as .92. Whereas, this study also
found .85 as its internal consistency.

Findings

The structural equation modeling (SEM) technique was
applied to test the hypotheses. Before applying SEM, firstly,
preliminary analyzes (i.e., missing values, normality, outli-
ers, and multicollinearity) were performed (Byrne, 2010;
Islam, 2019). Since data with these problems may impact the
findings and leads to inappropriate results (Tabachnick &
Fidell, 2007). Missing values were treated by following the
instruction of Kline (2005) and five questionnaires were
excluded having missing values of more than 10%. The nor-
mality of the data were examined through the skewness and
Kurtosis with the standard range of £2.58, and the data were
found normal (Hair et al., 2010). Similarly, a multivariate
outlier in the data were examined through a Mahalanobis
Distance test with p <.000 (Kline, 2005), and there were
found no outlier values. Lastly, multicollinearity was exam-
ined through the values of correlation among the study vari-
ables. None of the values were found more than the threshold
limit 0.85 (see Table 1). These findings confirm the absence
of a multicollinearity problem in the data (Tabachnick &
Fidell, 2007).

Whereas, common method bias (CMB) is a problem
that occurred when data collected from the same source
and at the same point. Data with this problem may affect
the validity of the results (Podsakoff et al., 2003). To deal
with this problem, the researcher took necessary steps
which include; examined the face validity from two practi-
tioners, conduct a pilot study from a sample of 30 respon-
dents and finally change the question order and avoid the
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Table I. Descriptive Statistics, Correlations and Scale Reliabilities.

Variable Mean SD o | 2 3 4 5 6

l. Supervisor support 4.09 0.66 .82 |

2. Peer supper 4.01 0.81 79 A42% |

3. Opportunity to use learning 3.89 0.54 77 .28% 36% |

4. Procedural justice 3.75 0.61 .8l ] ko 28%F .I5% I

5. Distributive justice 3.82 0.47 .78 24% 25%F 11 A45% I

6. Training transfer 3.92 0.58 .83 A4* 59%* 48* 37%% 29%k

Table 2. Goodness of Fit Indices.

Overall model measure Acceptable range CFA (initial) CFA (modified) Hypothesized model

Normed chi-square (x*df) =3 297 2.75 2.25

Comparative fit index (CFl) =0.90 0.87 0.92 0.93

Adjusted goodness of fit index (AGFI) =0.90 0.85 0.89 091

Goodness of fit index (GFI) =0.90 0.87 0.89 0.90

Standard root mean residual (SRMR) =0.10 0.029 0.025 0.031

Normed fit index (NFI) =0.90 0.8l 0.87 0.90

Root mean square error of =0.08 0.069 0.063 0.045
approximation (RMESA)

Source. Hair et al. (2010), Byrne (2010), and Kline (2005).

Table 3. Convergent Validity.

Variable Item | 2 3 4 5 6 AVE=0.5 CR=0.6

I Supervisor support 6 676 713 .694 717 739 721 .505 .86

2. Peer supper 4 713 697 743 724 — — 518 8l

3. Opportunity to use learning 4 753 721 781 .564 — — .504 .80

4. Procedural justice 5 747 734 .687 .684 724 — 512 .84

5. Distributive justice 4 .624 732 813 .765 — — .543 .82

6. Training transfer 6 672 724 .689 718 732 715 .505 .86

double-barreled question at the time of data collection
(Podsakoff et al., 2003). Additionally, Harman’s single
factor method (Harman, 1960) was also applied to examine
the variance produced by a single factor. The findings con-
firmed that a single factor caused less than 40% variance
(Podsakoff et al., 2003) and free from the CMV problem.

The descriptive analyses of the study variables were
presented in Table 1. It is apparent from this table that the
mean value of the study variables were lies in the range of
3.75 to 4.09, which indicates that the majority of the
respondents agreed or neutral in their responses. Further
analyses showed that all the variables having the value of
reliability above the cut-off value of .70 (Hair et al., 2010).
Whereas, a positive correlation was found between super-
visor support, peer support, and opportunity to use learn-
ing with training transfer (i.e., r=.44, .59, .48). These
results provide support for Hypothesis A/ (a—c).Similarly,
procedural justice and distributive justice were also posi-
tively correlated with training transfer (r=.37 and .29,
p<.01).

After these preliminary analyses, we applied structural
equation modeling (SEM) in two-stage by following the
instruction of Anderson and Gerbing (1988). In the first
stage, the confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted
to examine the fitness of the measurement model. Initially,
the values of model fit were found to be less than the recom-
mended values given by Hair et al. (2010) (see Table 2).
Some modifications were made to improve the values of
model fit indexes. Furthermore, we examined the convergent
validity and discernment validity of the constructs given by
the instruction of Fornell and Larcker (1981). Factor loading
values of each item (given in Table 3) were above the cut-off
value 0.50 and the value of average variance extracted was
more than 0.50 confirm the convergent validity of the con-
struct (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). Besides, the discriminant
validity of the constructs was examined by comparing the
value of the square root of the AVE with the correlation esti-
mates of the corresponding construct (Fornell & Larcker,
1981). Since the value of the square root of AVE (see
Table 4) was higher than the correlation estimates of the
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Table 4. Discriminant Validity of the Study Variables.

Variable | 2 3 4 5 6

l. Supervisor support 71

2. Peer supper 42 72

3. Opportunity to use learning .28 .36 71

4. Procedural justice 31 .28 15 72

5. Distributive justice 24 .25 11 44 .74

6. Training transfer 44 .59 A48 37 29 71

Table 5. Regression Results for Moderating Role of Procedural Justice.

Variable B t

Step I: control variables
Age 0.07 0.87
Gender 0.04 0.72
Qualification 0.05 1.62
Work experience at current employer 0.07%** 242
Total training sessions attended at the current employer 0.12%* 4.15
R? .09

Step 2: independent and moderating variables
Supervisor support 0.22* 4.35
Peer support 0.27** 5.37
Opportunity to use learning 0.16** 4.62
Procedural justice 0.1 4%* 2.45
R? 31
AR? 22

Step 3: interaction term
Supervisor support X procedural justice 0.29%* 6.32
Peer support X procedural justice 0.32%* 4.28
Opportunity to use learning X procedural justice 0.18%* 5.13
R? .68
AR? .37

*p<.0l.

corresponding construct, confirmed the discriminant validity
(Fornell & Larcker, 1981). Together, these results provide
important insights regarding the validity and model fitness of
the measurement model.

After that, we investigate the moderating role of procedural
justice and distributive justice by following the instruction of
Cohen et al. (2003) (see Table 5 and Table 6). We applied a
hierarchical regression technique in three steps. In the first
step, covariates of all demographic variables that is, age, gen-
der, qualification, total work experience, and total numbers of
training session attended in the current organization were
entered as a control variable with the dependent variable (i.e.,
training transfer) to better differentiate the variance from the
independent variables in the dependent variable. In the second
step, the independent variables (i.e., supervisor support, peer
support, and opportunity to use learning) and moderating vari-
ables (i.e., procedural justice and distributive justice) were
regressed with the dependent variable (i.e., training transfer).
In the last step, the interactional terms between independent

variables and moderating variables were regressed with the
dependent variable.

The results of the hierarchical regression are summarized
in Table 5 and Table 6. It indicates that only two control vari-
ables (i.e., work experience at the current employer and total
training sessions attended at the current employer) were
found to have a significant association with training transfer
with a total variance of 9%. Whereas, rest of the control vari-
ables have a non-significant association with the training
transfer. It can be seen from the data in Table 5 that the main
effect of supervisor support, peer support, and opportunity to
use learning were positive and significantly related to train-
ing transfer with the total variance of 22% (B=.22, f=.27,
B=.16 and p<<.01). Besides, procedural justice was also
positively related to training transfer (B=.14, p<<.0l).
Similarly, the result of interactional terms (i.e., supervisor
support X procedural justice, peer support X procedural jus-
tice, and opportunity to use learning X procedural justice)
was also found to be positive and significant with 37% of
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Table 6. Regression results for moderating role of distributive justice.

Variable B t

Step I: control variables
Age 0.05 0.75
Gender 0.05 0.67
Qualification 0.09* 241
Work experience at current employer 0.04* 2.19
Total training sessions attended at the current employer 0.10* 3.27
R? .07

Step 2: independent and moderating variable
Supervisor support 0.17%* 4.70
Peer support 0.25%* 5.90
Opportunity to use learning 0.14%* 3.78
Distributive justice 0.12%* 2.11
R? .26
AR? .19

Step 3: interaction term
Supervisor support X distributive justice 0.17%* 4.15
Peer support X distributive justice 0.22%* 3.24
Opportunity to use learning X distributive justice 0.11 1.45
R? A7
AR? 21

wkp < 01

variance (f=.29, f=.32, B=.18; p<<.01) suggesting that
procedural justice moderates the existing relationships. This
indicates that the greater the procedural justice, the higher
the impact of work environment factors on training transfer.
These regression results confirm the moderating role of pro-
cedural justice and support the suggested hypothesis H4
component a—c.

Similarly, the moderating effect of distributive justice was
investigated (see Table 6). As shown in Table 6, the main
effect of supervisor support, peer support, and opportunity to
use learning on training transfer is positive and significant
(B=.17, p=.25, p=.14, p<.01) with 19% variance. No sig-
nificant effect was noted between control variables and train-
ing transfer. Whereas, distributive justice was positively
related to training transfer (B=.12, p <.01). Besides, the 3
coefficient values of the interactional terms (i.e., supervisor
support X distributive justice) and (peer support X distribu-
tive justice) were found to be positive and significant (3=.17,
B=.22, p<.01) suggesting that distributive justice moder-
ates the existing relationships. This indicates that the greater
the distributive justice, the higher the impact of work envi-
ronment factors on training transfer. Whereas, the interac-
tional effect of opportunity to use learning X distributive
justice was found to be insignificant with (B=.11, p>.01)
suggesting that distributive justice does not moderate the
relationship between the opportunity to use learning and
training transfer. These results support hypothesis H5 (a—b)
and failed to support hypothesis 5c.

Together, these results provide important insight into the
association of work environment, organizational justice, and

training transfer. The overall findings suggested that proce-
dural justice and distributive justice both strengthen the posi-
tive effects of supervisor support, peer support, and the
opportunity to use learning on training transfer. In other
words, the positive impacts of supervisor support, peer sup-
port, and opportunity to use learning on training transfer are
found higher if a trainee is having a high level of procedural
and distributive justice. However, procedural justice was
found to have a more significant influence than distributive
justice as a moderator between the same (see Tables 5 and 6).

Discussion and Study Implications

The current study aimed to determine the possible relation-
ship of supervisor support, peer support, and opportunity to
use learning with training transfer in large-scale textile orga-
nizations in Pakistan. Secondly, the study was set out to
investigate the influential factor that affects more on training
transfer. The last main aim was to investigate the moderating
role of procedural justice and distributive justice between the
relationship of supervisor support, peer support, and oppor-
tunity to use learning with training transfer. The study identi-
fied that front-line managers having support from supervisors,
peers, and opportunity are more likely to transfer the newly
attained KSAs at the workplace. These findings are in line
with the results of prior studies (e.g., Chauhan et al., 2016;
Muduli & Raval, 2018; Pham et al., 2013). A possible reason
may be the change in attitude and behaviors of employees in
these organizations that is resulted from heavy training
investment which these organizations are continuously
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investing. These views are further supported by Khan et al.
(2013) and Attiq et al. (2017) who suggested that Pakistani
organizations are continuously trying to provide a supportive
environment for their employees. Another reason may be the
lesser job opportunity and higher unemployment rate in
Pakistani textile organizations that force employees to facili-
tate the front-line managers during the transfer of training.
Thus, this study inferred that textile organizations should
promote a more conducive environment where front-line
managers feel happier to discuss training transfer matters
openly with their supervisors and peers and can get the
opportunity for the transfer of newly attained KSAs at the
workplace.

The second findings were related to determining which
factor of the work environment affects more on training
transfer. In this regard, the findings observed that peer sup-
port is a significant predictor of training transfer. It seems
that trainees are highly motivated and exhibit more intention
to transfer training when they experienced a higher degree of
support from peers than the supervisor. These findings are in
line with the results of Homklin et al. (2014) and Chauhan
et al. (2016) who also found that peers have a more influen-
tial role than a supervisor. A possible reason may be the
change in the work setting in textile organizations. Since the
workplace has become more complex and organizations are
focusing more on team-oriented culture and team-based
assignments (van der Klink et al., 2001). Whereas on con-
trary, the supervisor in textile organizations have a wider
span of control, additional roles, and extra assignments, it’s
become difficult for them to interact and meet with everyone
daily. This seems to show that front-line managers have less
opportunity to interact with their supervisor and they feel
comfortable talking openly with peers for transfer of newly
attained KSAs at the workplace. Another possible reason
may be due to the strong team culture in these organizations,
peer support has become a more significant predictor of
training transfer than supervisor support.

The last findings were related to investigating the moder-
ating role of procedural justice and distributive justice
between the relationships of supervisor support, peer sup-
port, and opportunity to use learning with training transfer.
Consistent with the overall assertion that perception in pro-
cedural fairness prompts a buffering effect in behavioral and
outcomes relationships (Poon, 2012), the current study also
found the buffer effect of procedural justice and moderate the
existing relationships. These results support hypothesis H4
(a—c) and are in line with prior results (Fatima et al., 2015;
Lu & Guy, 2018). This study has identified that the path
coefficient of all interactional terms was positive and signifi-
cant. It indicates that higher procedural justice strengthens
the impact of supervisor, peer support, and opportunity to use
learning on training transfer. It seems that textile organiza-
tions have developed defined procedures regarding the (e.g.,
promotion, career growth, and financial benefits, etc.) and
are practicing at the workplace. This indicates that in the

presence of procedural fairness, front-line managers are also
motivated to transfer what they have learned and supervi-
sors, peers are also more inclined to support them in the
transfer of training. Fairness in procedures gives an addi-
tional advantage for employees who perceive that there is a
defined mechanism of fringe benefits and promotion, this
further encourages them to transfer of training.

Similarly, the findings of the study identify a moderating
role of distributive justice between the relationships of super-
visor support and peer support with training transfer. These
results support the suggested hypothesis H5 (a—b). Whereas,
it does not moderate the relationship of opportunity to use
learning and training transfer. These results are in agreement
with the past studies (e.g., Kashif et al., 2017; Kim et al,,
2017). While the path coefficient of interactional terms was
positive and significant, indicated that higher distributive
justice strengthens the existing relationships. This study
noted that when supervisors and peers perceived that the dis-
tribution of rewards is fair, they are more likely to support
the front-line managers in the transfer of training and front-
line managers are also motivated to transfer what they have
acquired during a training program. These findings offer sev-
eral practical and theoretical implications.

From a practical perspective, the study has implications
for training managers, trainers, trainees, and top manage-
ment. As the study noted peer support is the main predictor
of training transfer. Usually, it is observed that the magni-
tude and intensity of this support vary and trainees did not
get this support consistently, results in loss of training
investment. Since training is the core function of every
organization and training managers facilitate all training
activities. Thus, this study suggested that it is the prime
responsibility of these managers to understand the impor-
tance of training transfer and the key role played by a super-
visor, peer, and opportunity to use learning in maximum
yield of training investment. Therefore, they must have to
arrange awareness sessions (Clark et al., 1993), and the
focus should be on the role of the work environment in max-
imizing the training transfer efforts inside the organizations.
Additionally, a checklist can also be provided to all employ-
ees regarding their role and responsibility in the transfer of
training (Massenberg et al., 2017).

Secondly, training managers can improve training transfer
by ensuring that trainees believe that they have the capabili-
ties to learn and utilized the new knowledge on the job. This
can be improved by (a) showing trainees that other employ-
ees who have received the training have successfully
improved their job performance and productivity, (b) provid-
ing trainees the opportunity to experience mastery of the
training material in the training environment, and (c) model-
ing the appropriate behaviors so that trainees can conceptual-
ize how the new learning can be utilized outside of the
training context. Thirdly, these managers should conduct
follow-up assessments after the training to ensure that the
training is transfer and trainees are implementing new
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learning at the workplace. Lastly, these managers must have
to define rewards mechanisms in terms of promotion and
growth for those trainees who successfully transfer and pun-
ishment for those who failed to transfer of training. These
efforts will make trainees more accountable and they will put
maximum effort in terms of training transfer.

Similarly, the findings have also implications for trainers.
As textile organizations are investing a substantial amount
for the training of their human resources. While on the other
hand, the findings indicate that there is less training transfer.
Thus, it’s the prime responsibility of these trainers to contrib-
ute to maximizing the transfer of training efforts. Firstly,
they must have to understand the concept of training transfer
and its significant role in training transfer, it is better if they
can incorporate training transfer contents as part of each
training program. It will help the participants to understand
its importance in overall training effectiveness. Secondly,
they must have to plan activities during the training program
and provides an opportunity for trainees to learn how to
transfer the training on the job. Thirdly, trainers must have to
plan follow-up assessments to ensure that training content is
retained over time. These assessments will provide an oppor-
tunity for the trainer to understand the possible challenges
that trainees can face during training transfer. This feedback
will also provide a base in designing effective training trans-
fer strategies inside the organization. Lastly, trainers should
work closely with the top management and guide them in the
designing of conducive policies that help the individuals to
perform their tasks efficiently. Thus, trainers must hold top
management liable for developing a training transfer culture
inside the organization to gain a competitive advantage.
These efforts would help to eliminate the chances of training
loss and results in improving the performance and productiv-
ity of employees as well as the organizations.

Besides, the findings have also implications for trainees
in textile organizations. As findings of the study found that
trainees are transferring the newly gained KSAs and they are
getting support and opportunity for transfer of training.
However, in case of a non-supportive attitude, trainees must
have to raise their voice openly and inform the management
of such attitudes. Secondly, they must have to understand the
significance of training and their desired outcomes. As orga-
nizations invested a huge amount in their training with the
faith that it will improve their performance and productivity
as a result of training transfer. Therefore, trainees must have
to care about the training investment and put maximum effort
into the transfer of knowledge. Lastly, for successful training
transfer, these trainees must have to share knowledge with
others, it will provide an opportunity for them to get feed-
back regarding their performance and transfer the training.

For top management, findings of the study suggested that
in presence of procedural and distributive fairness, super-
visor and peers are more inclined to support the trainees
and strengthen the relationships. Whereas, unfairness leads
toward weakening the existing relationship. Findings

suggest that top management should listen to the voice of
employees in making rewards-distribution procedures, and
distribution of rewards should be based on merit by follow-
ing a proper performance management system. This will
boost the employee’s trust, confidence and minimized the
negativity regarding benefits snatching and resulted in a
more supportive attitude at the workplace. Since the cost that
occurred in practicing fairness is much lower than the wast-
age of training investment due to poor training transfer.
Thus, top management should have to cultivate a fair cul-
ture which can only be possible by practicing fair proce-
dures, and rewards distributing mechanism should be based
on these procedures. Since, when employees perceived that
their promotion and rewards are solely based on some
merit-based mechanism, they are more likely to support the
trainees in training transfer and strengthen these relation-
ships. Moreover, training on the subject of “organizational
justice” for managers can also help to promote fairness inside
the organizations (Skarlicki & Latham, 2005).

Theoretically, the present study contributes by consider-
ing procedural justice and distributive justice as a moderat-
ing variable between work environment and training transfer
relationship. Probably, this is the first empirical attempt that
investigated this relationship in large-scale textile organiza-
tions in Pakistan. This study contributes by answering why
and when questions (i.e., why and when the supervisor and
peer) will support and provide an opportunity to trainees for
the successful implementation of newly attained KSAs at the
workplace. Using a moderation mechanism, this study shows
how procedural justice and distributive justice moderates the
direct link between work environment and training transfer.
This study contributes to the procedural preference model of
Leventhal (1980) that fairness of rewards-distributions
should be based on fair procedures, as fairness prompts posi-
tive feelings in employee’s attitudes and behavior. This study
is in line with equity theory that employees tend to compare
their efforts and rewards with the efforts and rewards of
others having similar job duties. Specifically, unfairness
in rewards-distribution leads toward negative behavior
outcomes and results in lesser support and poor training
transfer.

The current study also contributes to social exchange the-
ory by incorporating the moderating role of procedural jus-
tice and distributive justice and argued that justice practices
can generate a significant impact on the trainee’s attitude and
behavior. Fairness in process and rewards-distribution
strengthen the perceptions of a supportive work environment
toward front-line managers which generate more positive
attitudes and behavior among them. Whereas, unfairness
weakens the perception of the work environment toward
trainees which can cause adverse negative effects and results
in a lesser transfer of training. Particularly, when there will
be fairness, in exchange supervisor and peers will be sup-
portive and trainees will also be highly motivated to transfer
new learning. Conversely, when employees perceived that
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resource-distribution decisions are biased and based on
unfair procedures, support from supervisors and peers will
be lower and training transfer intention will also be lower.
Thus, according to the findings of the study, it is convinc-
ingly shown that organizational justice is an important mech-
anism to influence the work environment to individual
performance (i.e., training transfer). Thus, social exchange
theory supports the notion of fairness in allocation and distri-
bution of rewards as a moderating factor between the rela-
tionship of the work environment and training transfer.

Limitations and Direction for Future
Research

Despite the practical and theoretical implications, few
aspects needed more clarity and further research. First, the
study was limited in terms of generalizability. Indeed, this
is the first empirical evidence that investigated the moder-
ating role of procedural justice and distributive justice in
training transfer literature. Future studies are needed to be
carried out to validate these findings in diverse organiza-
tions with samples from different levels. Second, only two
dimensions of organizational justice were considered while
ignoring interactional justice. Future research using a
broader range of organizational justice could shed more
light and needed to be investigated in other avenues of
training transfer.

Third, data were collected from front-line managers
through the self-report method. Although, prior training
transfer literature (e.g., Chauhan et al., 2016; Homklin et al.,
2014; Velada et al., 2007) confirmed the accuracy of this
method. However, this method only provides the views of
front-line managers. As supervisors and peers play a signifi-
cant role in the transfer of training, while data collected
through this method is limited to trainees and ignores the
information from several other sources regarding trainees’
performance in the transfer of training. Thus, we do suggest
using additional measures (e.g., peers, supervisors, and line
managers) to cross-check the trainee ratings and verify their
views that could provide more holistic findings and account
more for help to improve the transfer of training by consider-
ing the trainee’s feedback. Fourth, the current study was
cross-sectional and data were collected at one point in time
which may confine to develop causality (Aguinis & Glavas,
2012). Thus, for further work in this area, it is proposed to
conduct longitudinal studies. Lastly, the study relied on
quantitative methods, and data were collected through ques-
tionnaires. Though, results obtained from this technique are
reliable and provides the feelings and views of the respon-
dent in a shorter time. However, numerous factors such as
resources, health issues, or even understanding of the ques-
tionnaires can impact the accuracy of data. Thus to over-
come these challenges, it is suggested that a mixed method
of study to cater to the trainee’s true perception would be
worthwhile.

Conclusion

The present study contributes to the transfer of training lit-
erature in three ways. First, this study validates the past find-
ings by examining that supervisor support, peer support,
and opportunity to use learning predict training transfer in
Pakistani textile organizations. Second, the study explained
how peer support influences more on training transfer than
other factors. Finally, the study provides a mechanism that
when and how fairness in procedure and rewards-distributive
contributes to moderating the relationship of supervisor sup-
port, peer support, and opportunity to use learning with train-
ing transfer. Overall, the findings of the study add value to
training transfer literature by explaining that how organiza-
tions can yield the highest training investment by cultivating
fairness practices inside their organization.
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