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ABSTRACT
This study examines the causal relationships among psychological traits, motivation
to transfer, environment, ability, attitude, training satisfaction, and transfer effect in
restaurant entrepreneurship training, adopting the generalized learning transfer system
inventory (LTSI). Restaurant entrepreneurs in Korea, who had completed a restaurant
entrepreneurship training module within the last six months, provided 271 usable
responses to a questionnaire. Structural equation modeling was developed to address
the research objectives. Results indicate that psychological traits have a positive
influence on motivation to transfer, and ability has a positive influence on attitude.
Psychological traits, environment, and attitude were significant determinants of
training satisfaction. Lastly, training satisfaction had a positive influence on the
transfer effect. Managerial implications on the effectiveness of learning transfer in
restaurant entrepreneurship training are discussed.

Keywords: Transfer of learning, learning transfer system inventory, restaurant
entrepreneurship training.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The changing tastes of restaurant customers in Korea have introduced the
challenge of offering new recipes, products, and services. In fact, the demand for
more diverse of dining options has continued to change the overall picture of the food
service industry in Korea. From 2005 to 2008, full service Korean restaurants grew
9.8%, full service Japanese restaurants 30.1%, institutional feeding restaurants 33.1%,
and quick service Western restaurants 20%, while quick service Korean restaurants
were down 13%, and other quick service restaurants were down 15.5% (USDA GAIN
Report, 2010). In 2010, statistics from the Korea Foodservice Industry Association
shows that 298,758 restaurants closed. Statistics show that 16.2% of these closings
occurred within one year of opening, and 66.5% within three years.

In Korea, under the Korea Food Sanitation Act, restaurant entrepreneurs must
complete restaurant entrepreneurship training before opening a restaurant. The
training comprises restaurant operation related subjects like cost control as well as
food sanitation. Three organizations (Korea Food Industry Association, Korea
Restaurant Association, and Korea Bakery Association) currently offer the training
across the country. The goal of restaurant entrepreneurship training is to maximize
performance using acquired knowledge, skills, and attitude acquired during the
training (Block & Stumpt, 1992). Assessing entrepreneurship training is based on
performance during the training process.

Transfer of learning, however, involves actually applying what participants have
learned during the entrepreneurship training program (Broad & Nwstrom, 1992;
Ottoson, 1995; Taylor, 2000; Tannenbaum & Yukl, 1992; Wexley & Latham, 1991).
Entrepreneurs who are more satisfied with what they have learned show more transfer
of learning. The results may include enhanced behavioral change and improved
productivity among training participants. In other words, transfer of learning is an
important part of entrepreneurship training, actually justifying entrepreneurship
training itself.

Understanding what facilitates or prevents the transfer of learning should be
identified empirically. What actually affects learning transfer? Developing a
generalized transfer system scale may enhance the effect of entrepreneurship training?
Reliable measurements for factors affecting learning transfer would provide a
conceptual frame to evaluate the effect of entrepreneurship training. Although some
extant literature on learning transfer indicates the difficulty of transferring learning
outcomes into workplace (Baldwin & Ford, 1988; Goldstein, 1993; Newstorm, 1984,
Tannenbaum & Yukl;1992), comprehensive and systematic research in this field is
lacking.

Therefore, our study proposes to determine the effectiveness of the restaurant
entrepreneurship training in Korea. Our empirical research adopts the generalized
learning transfer system inventory (LTSI) introduced by Holton, Bates, and Ruona
(2000). Specifically, we examine the causal relationships among psychological traits,
environment, ability, attitude, training satisfaction, and transfer effect through
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structural equation modeling. The outcomes of this research show the effectiveness of
current restaurant entrepreneurship training programs in Korea as a foundation for
training restaurant entrepreneurs.

2. LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1.  Transfer of Learning

Transfer of learning is a process where participants of a training program apply
knowledge, skills, and attitude acquired through training to a job or task (Baldwin &
Ford, 1988; Robinson & Robinson, 1989; Wexley & Latham, 1991; Tannenbaum &
Yukl, 1992; Broad & Nwstrom, 1992; Milheim, 1994; Ottoson, 1995; Holton, et al.,
1997; Ford & Weissbein, 1997; Taylor, 2000; Caffarella, 2002). Noe (2002) defined
transfer of learning as effective and sustained application of language, skills, and
cognitive strategies relevant to a participant’s duty learned by participants of training
programs.

Transfer of learning is complex, involving complicated interactions among several
factors (Baldwin & Ford, 1988; Ford & Weisbein, 1997; Rouiler & Goldstein, 1993;
Holton et al., 2000). Noe and Schmitt (1986) found factors influencing transfer of
learning by focusing on characteristics and motivation of trainees. Baldwin and Ford
(1988) established traits of trainees and working environment as factors of training
that directly affect generalizability and training maintenance. Holton (1995) explained
that when learning is linked with individual performance, motivation to transfer,
transfer design, and transfer climate are mediators. Individual performance in training
eventually leads to organizational performance (Holton, 1995).

Kirkpatrick (1976) developed a 4-stage assessment model assessing (1) the level
of response of trainees to the curriculum, (2) the levels of achievement among trainees,
(3) the level of transfer of learning, and (4) the effect of curriculum on corporate
organization. Noe (1986) developed a model to explain the relationships between
personal characteristics of trainees, learning motivation, attitude, and expectancy that
affect transfer of learning. Baldwin and Ford (1988) suggested the transfer process
involved training input, including traits, transfer design, and working environment of
trainees, and training output, including transfer conditions in the training period.

On the other hand, Holton (1995) developed an interactive model for evaluating
human resource development (HRD) that supplements the shortcomings of
Kirkpatrick’s (1976) 4-stage assessment model. Holton (1995) developed a learning
transfer system inventory (LTSI) as a tool to measure how training transfers to duty.
The full model includes ability, motivation to transfer, environment, and secondary
influence constructs for learning outcomes. In addition, Holton (2005) established a
learning model that integrated transfer using factors relevant to transfer of learning. In
his model, factors affecting training performance were divided into learning,
individual performance, and organizational performance. Environment and ability
affected motivation primarily, and personal traits, learner readiness, and job attitude
of trainees were considered secondary (Holton, 2005).
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2.1.1. Psychological traits

Entrepreneurship correlates with individual traits, internal and external
environment, and organization. In particular, psychological traits of entrepreneurs are
important influences for organizational performance and entrepreneurship training
(Chaldler & Jansen, 1992; Koh, 1996; Mueller & Thomas, 2001; Nga &
Shamuganathan, 2010). Previous research has examined the relationship between training
satisfaction and trainee psychological traits like locus of control (Ahmed, 1985; Begley and
Boyd, 1987, Bonnett and Furnham, 1991), tolerance of ambiguity (Acedo and Jones, 2007;
Lorsch and Morse, 1974; Westerberg et al., 1997), risk-taking propensity (Ang and Hong,
2000; Gurol and Atsan, 2006; Koh, 1996), and need for achievement (Hull et al., 1980;
Sexton and Bowman, 1985). The focus of previous research has been exploring the
characteristics of entrepreneur psychological traits and how they are linked to the transfer of
learning.

Locus of control involves the feeling of being able to autonomously control events
(Mueller & Thomas, 2001). Individuals with an internal locus of control believe they
can influence events in life, whereas individuals with an external locus of control
perceive that most events are controlled by luck or other powerful beings. People with
an internal locus of control tend to be more satisfied with training because they are
likely to believe that they can change their motivation through their own actions
(Holton, 2005). Internal locus of control is empirically associated with company
performance (Boone, Debrabander, & Van Witteloostujin, 1996). Individuals with an
internal locus of control tend to believe that they can improve their skills and
performance through their own efforts (Colquitt et al., 2000; Holton, 2005). Diaz and
Rodriguez (2003) argued that those individuals with a higher internal locus of control
are more entrepreneurial because they have a stronger will to achieve. Thus, internal
locus of control is an important entrepreneurial psychological trait (Begley and Boyd,
1987; Bonnett and Furnham, 1991; Nwachukwu, 1995; Venkatapathy, 1984).

Tolerance of ambiguity involves perseverance in an uncertain situation (Lorsch &
Morse, 1974; Westerberg et al., 1997; Acedo & Jones, 2007). Individuals with little
tolerance for ambiguity experience stress, react prematurely, and avoid ambiguous
situations. On the other hand, people with high tolerance for ambiguity perceive
ambiguous situations as challenging and interesting and neither deny nor distort their
complexity and incongruity (Okhomina, 2010). Bearse (1982) argued that successful
entrepreneurs better confront less-structured, more uncertain possibilities than
unsuccessful ones, and they tolerate more ambiguity than conservative managers
because they can make decisions with insufficient information, investing time and
effort into a venture even when the outcome is uncertain (Cromie, 2000). Tolerance of
ambiguity is closely associated with entrepreneurial intent and success (McMullen
and Shepherd, 2006). Thus, tolerance of ambiguity is an important psychological trait
of successful entrepreneurs.

The propensity to take risks involves a will for capturing high opportunity. People
tend to exhibit either risk taking or risk avoidance when confronted with uncertainty
(Gurol & Atsan, 2006). Empirical studies confirm that entrepreneurs are risk-takers
although research shows no consensus on the extent of risk taking in an entrepreneur
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(Altinay et al., 2012; Gurel et al., 2010). Empirical findings from other research also
reveal that students with more propensity for risk-taking are more inclined to be
entrepreneurs (Ang and Hong, 2000; Gurol and Atsan, 2006; Koh, 1996). Thus, risk-
taking is the most frequently cited psychological trait of successful entrepreneurs
(Hornaday & Aboud, 1971; Sexton & Bowman, 1985).

The need for achievement is the tendency to choose and persist at activities that
hold moderate chances of success or a maximum opportunity for personal
achievement (McClelland, 1961). Among all psychological traits, the need for
achievement has the longest history (Koh, 1996; Shaver and Scott, 1991). Spangler
(1992) identified the need for achievement as a determinant of various outcomes like
career success, school grades, and firm performance. The need for achievement is
normally higher in company founders (Begley and Boyd, 1987; Miner, Smith, and
Bracker, 1989). Johnson (1990) reported that the need for achievement had a
significant relationship with entrepreneurship.

H1: Psychological traits positively affect motivation to transfer learning.

2.1.2. Motivation to transfer learning
Motivation to transfer learning is the desire to use learned knowledge and skills on

the job (Noe & Schmitt, 1986). It involves the drive or inspiration of an individual to
reassign knowledge gained from formal or informal learning to a job-specific context
(Egan, Yang, & Barlett, 2004). Kontoghiorghes (2001) identified environmental
factors that affect the motivation to transfer learning: a motivating job, opportunity for
advancement, and rewards for teamwork. Expecting to actually use new knowledge,
growth opportunities, the importance of a job, and organization commitment were
also related to motivation to transfer learning. Environmental factors like the utility of
what is learned and peer/supervisor support much the variance in motivation to
transfer learning (Seyler, Holton, Bates, Burnett, & Carvalho, 1998).

H2: Motivation to transfer learning positively affects training satisfaction.

2.1.3. Environment
The effect of environment in transfer of learning is an under-researched area.

Review of extant research indicates that transfer opportunity requires the support of
superiors and/or colleagues for an effective application of knowledge and skills to
tasks. Smith and Offerman (1989) once underlined the connection between
environment and staff as well as satisfaction with the content and method of training.
Ruben (1995) showed the relationships among organizational members and training
satisfaction. He concluded that as the training environment improves, training
satisfaction also increases. Moreover, Holton (1996) showed that when an educational
environment is similar to real situations, learning transfer is facilitated. Vermeulen
(2002) noted that the time that elapsed between learning and working influence
learning transfer less when training strongly paralleled the work situation. Thus, both
internal and external environments must affect training satisfaction.
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H3: There is a positive relationship between environment and training satisfaction.

2.1.4. Ability and Attitude

Extant literature on employee training suggests that individual ability is often
related to how much is learned in training (Baldwin & Ford, 1988; Holton, 1995;
2000). Highly capable individuals can better complete assigned tasks, especially the
more complex and difficult tasks, leading assigning high-ability trainees to more
diverse tasks and supervisory work. Further, these trainees often actively seek out
opportunities to perform tasks that maintain and improve performance levels (Ford,
Quinones, Sego & Sorra, 1992). Ajzen and Fishbein (1981) defined learning attitude
as the propensity to respond favorably or unfavorably to any given task. They found
that learning attitude improves when what is learned is actually relevant. Social
learning, which takes place through interaction with other people, tends to encourage
people to behave arbitrarily in certain situations (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1981).
Presumably, job attitude affects both motivation to learn during training and
motivation to transfer learning. Individuals with a positive attitude toward their
organizations are more likely to be engaged if the training benefits the organization,
resulting in improved outcomes (Holton, 2005).

Using ability scales, like the opportunity to use learning, personal capacity to
transfer learning, perceived content validity, and learning transfer design, Hutchins
and Burke (2007) confirmed the positive relationship between cognitive ability and
attitude. Colquitt et al. (2000) performed an extensive meta-analysis of training
research published over 20 years. Their results showed a correlation between
cognitive ability and job attitude that leads to satisfaction with training. Matlay (2005)
and Politis (2005) also suggested that individual attitude for entrepreneurship affects
satisfaction with training. In addition, Harris and Gibson (1998) proved that, in
entrepreneurship training, attitude toward entrepreneurship itself had a positive
relationship with satisfaction with training. Thus, cognitive ability must affect
attitude, which leads to satisfaction with training.

H4: There is a positive relationship between ability and attitude.
H5: There is a positive relationship between attitude and satisfaction with
training.

2.1.5. Satisfaction with training and transfer effect (transfer of learning)
Satisfaction with training focuses on how trainees respond to the level of the
training curriculum. In assessing satisfaction with training, expectancy is used as a
precursor of post-training satisfaction. Astin (1993) defined satisfaction with training
as a subjective response to training experience. Thus, satisfaction is an important
indicator defining training quality and service level. According to the Kirkpatrick’s
(1994) 4-stage assessment model, satisfaction with training relates to the amount of
participation in training and trainee satisfaction with what they are learning.
Furthermore, Benigno and Trentin (2000) defined training satisfaction as the
subjective assessment of the variables relevant to overall curriculum, including
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training environment, lecturers, and training assessment itself as well as satisfaction
with the training program. Huang (2000) and Koohang (2004) concluded that the
physical environment also affects training satisfaction.

Transfer effect involves changes in and/or development of trainees who received
training and, as a result, the knowledge and skills acquired from training. Transfer
effect corresponds to learning assessment (Kirkpatrick, 1994). Alliger et al. (1997)
evaluated training outcomes by segmenting achievement levels based on trainee
performance. Based on their categorization, the transfer effect is the ability to infer
from the training and then perform correctly in the workplace (Rouiler & Goldstein,
1993). Merriam and Merriam (2001) pointed out that effective learning can be
achieved by absorbing and integrating training content into one’s own knowledge.
Therefore, if trainees themselves are satisfied with the content of training, satisfaction
with training is an important part of transfer of learning or knowledge acquisition.
Therefore, satisfaction with training should positively affect the transfer of learning.

H6: There is a positive relationship between satisfaction with training and
transfer of learning.

Figure 1 presents a proposed research model that hypothesizes causal relationships
between antecedents of training satisfaction (psychological traits, motivation to
transfer, environment, ability, and attitude), satisfaction with training, and its
consequence (transfer of learning).

Figure 1. Proposed research model

Motivation
to transfer
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Psychological
Traits

(PSY)
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3. METHODOLOGY

3.1. Measurement development

All latent constructs in the proposed research model were assessed using
multiple measurement items identified and modified through a review of previous
training research (Acedo & Jones, 2007; Colquitt et al., 2000; Harris & Gibson, 1998;
Mueller & Thomas, 2001; Ruben, 1995; Westerberg et al., 1997). Specifically,
multiple measurement items for psychological traits (locus of control, need for
achievement, tolerance of ambiguity, risk-taking propensity) were identified for
analysis. Locus of control was measured using six items introduced by Rotter (1966)
and verified by Begley and Boyd (1987) and Mueller and Thomas (2001). Need for
achievement was measured using seven items adapted from Kahl’s (1965)
achievement values and validated by Altinay, Madanoglu, Daniele and Lashley
(2012). Four items for tolerance for ambiguity were adapted from Altinay et al. (2012)
and Teoh and Foo (1997). Finally, risk-taking propensity was measured using six
items adapted from Hisrich and Peters (1991) and validated by Teoh and Foo (1997).
In sum, a total of 23 items were used to measure psychological traits of restaurant
entrepreneurs (See Table 2 in Results). All items were measured using a 7-point
Likert-type scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree).

Multiple measurement items for motivation to transfer learning (Egan et al., 2004;
Machin and Fogerty, 1997; Noe, 1986; Seyler et al., 1998), environment (Holton et al.,
1997; Seyler et al., 1998), ability (Holton et al., 2000), and attitude (Seyler et al.,
1998) were identified through a thorough literature review. Lastly, satisfaction was
measured using four items (Huang, 2000; Koohang, 2004), and transfer effect was
assessed using four items (Rouiller and Goldstein, 1993). All measurement items were
slightly modified to fit the context of restaurant industry (See Table 3 in Results). A
7-point Likert-type scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) was adopted
to assess measurement items for each latent construct. Finally, some demographic
questions, such as age, gender, marital status, and the level of education, were
included in the survey instrument to identify demographic profiles of respondents.

3.2. Data collection and demographic profile

The target subjects of this empirical research are restaurant entrepreneurs who
took entrepreneurship training within the last six months. Data collection was
conducted in Daejeon, a metropolitan area in South Korea. Four hundred thirty survey
instruments were distributed to restaurant entrepreneurs by mail/telephone/email/on-
site. A total of 300 responses were collected. Through thorough data screening, 29
incomplete responses were deleted from the data analysis, resulting in a 63% useable
response rate. As shown in Table 1, of the 271 restaurant entrepreneurs, 57.2% of the
respondents were male, and 42.8% were female. About 44.6% were in their 40s,
30.6% were in their 50s, 21.4% were in their 20s, and 3.3% were over 60. Most
respondents were married (86.7%), and 55.4% of the respondents had high school
diplomas while 44.6% were held 2-year or 4-year higher education degrees.
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Table 1
Demographic Characteristics of Respondents

Characteristic No. % Characteristic No.

%

Marital status
Single 31
Married 235
Others 5

Education
High school
Twoffour year college/univ

Gender
Male
Female

Age
30's below
40's 121
50's 83
60's over 9

155
116

57.2
42.8
58 21.4
44.6
30.6
3.3

150
121

11.4
86.7
1.8

55.4
44.6

3.3. Data analysis

Prior to the structural equation modeling (SEM), an exploratory factor analysis
(EFA) was performed to identify the underlying dimensions of psychological traits.
Using varimax rotation, the latent root criterion of 1.0 and a factor loading of .40
weres used for factor inclusion. Then, the items included within a factor were
calculated to create a composite factor. Subsequently, these composite factors were
treated as indicators to measure a construct of psychological traits. This procedure
helped decrease multicollinearity or error variance correlations among indicators
(Bollen, 1989). The results of EFA analysis determined significantly correlated
factors, including four psychological traits (see Table 2). Composite means of
identified factors were calculated for the SEM.

The proposed research model was then tested through the confirmatory factor
analysis (CFA) and SEM, using AMOS 18.0. Following the two-step approach
recommended by Anderson and Gerbing (1988), a CFA was first conducted to
determine whether the measured variables reliably reflected the hypothesized latent
constructs. In the next step, the structural model was estimated to examine the causal
relationships among the latent constructs. Overall model fit measures were used to
evaluate the structural model fit. The standardized path coefficients were then used to
report the causal relationships among the constructs. In the SEM process, the
proposed structural framework was tested using covariance matrices with maximum
likelihood estimation.

Table 2
Confirmatory Factor Analysis of Psychological Traits

Factor

Psychological traits

loading

Explained
variance

Composite
mean

Factor 1: Need for achievement
I have a strong desire to achieve my business goals
I work hard to accomplish the goal | set up
I do my best to succeed in business
| try to win a competition
I try to develop innovative ways of doing business
| try actively to solve the intricate problems of my business

10

0.837
0.829
0.829
0.768
0.709
0.653

20.970

5.276
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| try to do the most of business for myself. 0.599
Factor 2: Risk-taking propensity 17.753
I tend to support experimental research or development projects 0.796
| tend to tgk_e an aggressive stance to gain some of the potential 0.790
opportunities.
I wopld inve_st ina b_ig business with high risk rather than a small 0.779
business with low risk.
I would ag:tively pe_rform a wide range of business activities even in a 0.744
new environment in order to achieve my goals.
I would enter a new business area, if | could. 0.727
| prefer to choose growth rather than stability 0.667
Factor 3: Locus of control 14.445
I think a business depends on the ability of the CEO 0.721
| believe in my capability rather than luck 0.707
I blame myself If my business does not show performance. 0.689
| believe that people get their desired outcome only when they work hard 0.677
I think that my success has been achieved so far mostly from my efforts 0.639
I think that I can do anything, if I try. 0.575
Factor 4: Tolerance of ambiguity 11.881
| take time to solve difficult problems 0.808
I am calm with even a high degree of uncertainty 0.789
| try to accommodate uncertain situations positively 0.718
I work hard to overcome challenges 0.532
Total variance explained 65.049

4.309

5.153

4.880

1=Strongly disagree, 7=Strongly agree
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy = .926
Bartlett's test of sphericity p<.001

4.  RESULTS

4.1. Results of measurement model

A CFA of the measurement model specifying the posited relationships of the
observed indicators to the latent constructs, with all constructs allowed to inter-
correlate freely, was tested. A total of 30 measurement items for seven latent
constructs were tested for the overall measurement model, including four items of
psychological traits, four items of motivation to transfer, four items of environment,
five items of ability, five items of attitude, four items of satisfaction, and four items of
learning transfer. The results of the initial estimation of the CFA did not show a well-
fitting model, with an unacceptable Chi-square value and other fit indices. Since an
item having a coefficient alpha below .30 is unacceptable, so it was be deleted from
further analysis (Joreskog, 1993). Consequently, one indicator from satisfaction was
removed before further analysis.

With the re-specified model having 29 observed indicators, a CFA was rerun to
re-estimate the overall measurement model. The results indicated that the model had

11
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improved and produced an acceptable level of fit indices as shown in Table 3 (Chi-
square=577.204, p<.001, NFI=.915, NNFI=.961, CFI=.965, RMSEA=.048). The review of
these goodness-of-fit indices for the overall measurement model also indicateed a
better fit between the model and the data. As shown in Table 4, the composite
construct reliability values for all constructs ranging from .908 to .975 exceeded the
minimum requirement of .60, suggested by Bagozzi and Yi (1988). This result
provided evidence of internal consistency among multi measurement items for each
construct. Values for the average variance extracted (AVE) were all greater than the
recommended minimum standard of .50, ensuring convergent validity. These AVE
values were greater than the squared correlations between two constructs, thus
supporting discriminant validity (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). Thus, the hypothesized
measurement model was reliable for testing the structural relationships among the

constructs.

12

Table 3
Convergent Validity of Constructs
Factor I:)z(c:it%rg t-value
Psychological traits (PSY)
Locus of control 0.719 12.755
Tolerance of ambiguity 0.739 13.249
Need for achievement 0.809 14.990
Risk-taking propensity 0.624 10.640
Motivation to transfer (MOT)
| expected the training would be beneficial to my business. 0.766 14.617
I believed the training would help me do my business successfully. 0.780 15.008
| planned to apply what | learned to my business 0.883 18.178
I wanted to learn something new for my business 0.906 18.991
Environment (ENV)
People doing restaurant businesses encouraged me to apply the knowledge learned
in the training to my business. 0.737 13.803
My business is capable to allow me to use skills acquired in training 0.864 17.530
The resources | need to use which | learned will be available to me. 0.786 15.144
My fir_la_ncial resources are available which will allow me to use skills acquired in 0.873 17.794
training.
Ability (ABI)
I have the ability to apply the knowledge learned from the training to my business. 0.843 16.914
I have the ability to understand the training thoroughly. 0.804 15.726
| ha;/r(;it:iengllalllty to run my business successfully with the knowledge from the 0.855 17995
I have the energy to run my business 0.853 17.242
I have time to apply the knowledge learned from the training to my business. 0.753 14.283
Attitude (ATT)
It is practical information which can be applied directly to the business 0.838 16.742
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The training is composed of a variety of useful information.

The training provides up-to-date information

The training addresses practical business issues.
The training is important to success in business

Satisfaction with Training (SAT)

I was satisfied with the contents of the training
Overall the training met my learning expectations.

Overall the training instructors met my expectations.

Transfer effect (TE)or Transfer of Learning

Overall the training helped me to start my restaurant business

The training helped me to understand food sanitation act

The training helped me to understand business taxes.

The training helped me to understand customer service
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0.829
0.864
0.827
0.757

0.836
0.745
0.817

0.869
0.870
0.915
0.880

16.465
17.570
16.410
14.383

16.538
13.974
15.974

17.816
17.844
19.428
18.191

Note: fit indices: 2 = 577.204, df = 356, p =.000, y2/DF = 1.621, NFI1 =.915, NNFI =.961, CFI =.965, RMSEA

=.048 All standardized factor loadings are significant at p<0.001.

Table 4
Measurement correlations and squared correlations

Construct PSY MOT ENV ABI ATT SAT TE
PSY 1.000
MOT 0.586(.343) 1.000
ENV 0.594(.353)  0.780(.608) 1.000
ALI 0.538(.289)  0.746(.557) 0.791(.626) 1.000
ATT 0.512(.262)  0.595(.354) 0.676(.457) 0.755(.570) 1.000
SAT 0.556(.309)  0.645(.416) 0.697(.486) 0.725(.526)  0.785(.616) 1.000
TE 0.486(.236)  0.609(.371) 0.693(.480) 0.724(.524)  0.747(.558) 0.795(.632)  1.000
Cronbach's 0.795 0.902 0.884 0.911 0.914 0.883 0.934
CR 0.911 0.943 0.928 0.954 0.955 0.908 0.975
AVE 0.720 0.806 0.764 0.807 0.810 0.767  0.906
Mean 4.904 4.950 4.801 4,748 4,733 4779  4.739
S.D. 0.763 1.022 0.986 0.946 0.954 0.950 1.036

Note: Note: PSY = psychological traits; MOT = motivation to transfer; ENV = environment; ALI = ability; ATT = attitude;

SAT = satisfaction; TE = transfer effect; CR = composite reliability; AVE = average variance extracted.

are significant at p<.01. The values in the parenthesis indicate squared correlation among latent constructs.

4.2. Results of structural modeling

As shown in Figure 2, the goodness-of-fit indices (Chi-square=708.581, p=.000,
NF1=.896, NNFI=.941, CFI=.947, RMSEA=.059; see Figure 2) indicate that the proposed
structural model fits the data well. The analyses of causal relationships among constructs
revealed that psychological traits (y=.885, t=11.264) positively affect motivation to transfer,
supporting H1. Both motivation to transfer (y=.131, t=2.077) and environment (y=.236,
t=3.093) affected satisfaction positively, supporting both H2 and H3. Ability (y=.828,

13
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t=13.780) also affected attitude, supporting H4, which causes satisfaction with training
(y=.643, t=9.762), supporting H5. Furthermore, a positive causal relationship was found
between satisfaction with training and transfer of learning (y=.899, t=15.198), supporting H6.
In sum, as shown in Table 5, all hypotheses in the proposed structural model were supported.

Figure 2. Results of Structural Equation Modeling Test

885*xx
(t=11.264)

Motivation
to transfer

(MOT)

Psychological
Traits

(PsY)

.131°
(=2.077)

89w
(:=15.198)

Transfer
effect
(TE)

236%*
(t=3.093)

Satisfaction
(SAT)

Environment

(ENV)

.643%%%
(=9.762)
Attitude
(ATT)

- g2gE
Ability (=13.780)

(ABD)

Note: fit indices: > =708.581,p=.000, */DF = 1.925, NFI1=.896, NNFI—.941, CFI - .947, RMSEA = .059
*p<.05, ** p<.01, ***p<.001

Two-tailed test : standardized coefficient (t-value)

Solid line : significant path

Table 5
Structural parameter estimates of the research model

Standaridized S.E. C.R. p-value
H1 psychological traits —  motivation to transfer 0.885 0.101 11.264 Fhx
Hz ovaionto . satisfaction 0.131 0072 2077 0038
H3 environment —  satisfaction 0.236 0.077 3.093 0.002
H4  Ability —  attitude 0.828 0.061 13.780 faladed
H5 Attitude —  satisfaction 0.643 0.069 9.762 falahed
H6 Satisfaction —  transfer effect 0.899 0.059 15.198 faie

5. DISCUSSION

The results of this empirical research support previous research (e.g. Harris &
Gibson, 1998; Hutchins & Burke, 2007; Merriam & Merriam, 2001) that
psychological traits, environment, ability, and attitude have a positive relationship
with training satisfaction and transfer of learning (transfer effect). Furthermore, this
study suggests that high locus of control, strong desire for achievement, and tolerance
of ambiguity generate high levels of satisfaction among trainees as well as successful

14
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transfer of learning. Attitude mediated between ability and training satisfaction in
transfer of learning.

Notably, the results of this empirical research indicate that psychological traits
play an important role in the learning transfer system. Particularly, need for
achievement strongly affects motivation to transfer learning. The relative importance
of antecedents of satisfaction shows that ability is the most important indicator of
satisfaction. That means training programs must focus on how to enhance hands-on
skills and knowledge among trainees, which affects trainee attitude toward the
training and satisfaction.

6. CONCLUSION

The research examined the effectiveness of learning transfer in restaurant
entrepreneurship training using psychological traits, motivation to transfer,
environment, ability, and training satisfaction. The proposed research model
accurately predicted the role of attitude and training satisfaction in learning transfer.
The research model introduced in this study could serve as a framework for
researchers in organizational behaviors inquiring into systematic approaches to
effective entrepreneurship training in the restaurant industry.

The sample for this study was limited to restaurant entrepreneurs in a particular
metropolitan area in Korea. In future research, therefore, the sample should be
expanded, thus increasing the generalizability of the findings in this research. Also,
applying the research model introduced in this study to the other sectors of hospitality
industry could be meaningful.
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