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ABSTRACT

This paper reports a study exploring the influence of
psychological type, other individual characteristics, and
workplace features on business executives’ attempts to
transfer learning from formal management develop-
ment programs back to their workplaces. A longitudinal
survey of 234 executives was conducted using ques-
tionnaires and in-depth interviews. Psychological type,
together with six other individual characteristics and
seven workplace features, was found to be significantly
associated with perceived barriers and facilitators to
transfer. Psychological type was also found to have the
highest number of significant associations, not only
with barriers and facilitators to transfer, but also with

learning outcomes and conditions required for transfer
to occur.
Note: For the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator® (MBTI®) instrument, the eight preference categories
are the following: Extraversion (E) versus Introversion (I), Sensing (S) versus Intuition (N), Thinking
(T)  versus Feeling (F), Judging (J) versus Perceiving (P). 

INTRODUCTION

Transfer of learning and training is often considered
problematic to evaluate (Holton, 1996). Leadership and
management trainers and developers in particular have
become aware that individuals not only experience a
variety of difficulties in attempting to transfer or imple-
ment learning from formal programs back into the
workplaces, but that these barriers can be reduced if
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Although type has long been a vital tool both in executive development
and in exploring learning, type’s influence on learning transfer back to
executives’ workplaces has been largely ignored. This longitudinal study
shows that type makes a valuable and significant contribution to enabling
executives’ learning transfer.
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recognized and acted upon (Broad & Newstrom, 1992;
Hastings, Scheckley, & Nichols, 1995; Holton, Bates,
Seyler, & Carvalho, 1997).

Within such leadership and management develop-
ment programs (Burgoyne & Stuart, 1976), psycho -
logical type is used frequently to further individual
managers’ understanding of themselves (Walck, 1992)
and their professional working relationships (Hirsh,
1992; Honey & Mumford, 1982). However, although
type’s influence on learning preferences and classroom
strategies has long been recognized (Lawrence, 1984),
its role in assisting learning transfer has been less well-
researched and understood. Further, its influence on
learning transfer from management training and devel-
opment programs, particularly those for which type
theory and feedback are key components, has largely
been ignored (Patching & Higginbotham, 1994).

Three key areas with potential to affect transfer of
training are individual characteristics, workplace envi-
ronment, and the quality of the training or development
event itself (Tannenbaum & Yukl, 1992). Much research
into transfer has focused on single variables (e.g., Noe,
1986, who considered the impact of job satisfaction 
as a moderator on successful transfer of training). How -
ever, few studies have considered multiple influences
on transfer or have included psychological type as a
key potential factor influencing transfer of learning.
This paper seeks to address that gap, by reporting a
study that explores the influence of both individual
characteristics, including psychological type, and
workplace features on transferring learning from man-
agement development programs back to the workplace. 

METHOD

An exploratory study consisting of a longitudinal survey
combining questionnaires and in-depth interviews was
conducted from a Realist perspective (Harre, 1995;
Pawson & Tilley, 1997), a form of applied research that
seeks to explore the mechanisms underpinning regular-
ities and outcomes as they operate in particular con-
texts, from the perspective of individuals operating in
those contexts. A research review and the author’s own
experience evaluating management development were
used to develop a series of three questionnaires. 

These questionnaires were administered to 234
junior, middle, and senior managers from 15 organiza-
tions attending 5 open and 17 customized management
development programs. The programs were designed and
developed by two providers, one a leading European

business school, the other a UK financial organization
providing a 3-month in-house program focusing on
delivering business strategy. The questionnaires were
administered before the program, immediately after each
program, and finally 3 to 6 months later. The timing of
this third stage was dependent on the duration and
nature of the program itself. Programs of up to 6 months
duration were followed up 3 months later, whereas more
complex programs of 6 months to 1 year’s duration were
followed up after 6 months to allow greater opportunity
for learning transfer.

The preprogram questionnaire was mailed to 
program participants and gathered data on individual
characteristics and workplace features, including veri-
fied type preferences where known. Where unknown,
verified type preferences were collected during the 
programs after the MBTI® instrument feedback sessions.

Individual characteristics consisted of the following
biographical, psychological, and organizational variables:

Biographical
■ Age
■ Years experience as a manager
■ Highest educational qualifications
■ Gender
■ Nationality
■ Country where currently employed

Psychological
■ Locus of control (Spector, 1988)
■ Motivation to transfer (Tannenbaum & Yukl,
1992)

■ Self-efficacy (Williams & Lillibridge, 1992)
■ Myers-Briggs Type Indicator® results

Organizational
■ Number of years with the organization
■ Number of years as a manager with the current
organization

■ Number of direct reports
■ Place in the organizational structure
■ Job satisfaction (Noe, 1986)
■ Role
■ Responsibilities
■ Access to a mentor

The workplace features examined were organizational
systems, relationships, and workplace perceptions as
follows:

Organizational systems
■ Appraisal
■ Rewards
■ Succession planning
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tify significant associations between individual charac-
teristics, workplace features, and perceived barriers and
facilitators. The interviews were content-analyzed to
identify perceived critical elements in the transfer
process and ideal conditions needed to support transfer.

RESULTS

Sample. The MBTI results revealed that 60% of the
individuals in the present study sample preferred
Extraversion, 55% Intuition, 85% Thinking, and 54%
Judging. When compared with both Kendall’s (1998)
UK random sample (TABLE 1) and Margerison and
Lewis’ (1981) sample of UK small business managers
(TABLE 2   ), the overrepresentation of Intuition with
Thinking types is evident. The Salter Environmental
Type Assessment results showed that managers in the
present study perceived that their workplace environ-
ments exhibited preferences for Extraversion (75%),
Sensing (73%), Feeling (52%), and Perceiving (52%).

Six individual characteristics and seven workplace
features were significantly associated with perceptions
of barriers and facilitators to transfer of learning (p < .05).
The six significantly associated individual characteristics
were age, personal values, psychological type (described
in greater detail below), expectations of follow-up, job
satisfaction, and mentoring. The seven significantly asso-
ciated workplace features were reward, personal career
planning, knowing organizational expectations, discus-
sion of expectations, guidance on next role, workplace
psychological type preferences, and feeling valued or
undervalued by the organization. 

All significant associations were set in the context
of good working relationships with peers and direct
reports. For example, 95% reported good working rela-
tionships with their managers. In addition, 95% said
that their managers encouraged them to set their own
goals and objectives, and 89% felt clear as to what their
managers expected of them. However, 25% reported
feeling dissatisfied with the level of support they
received from their immediate managers.

Influence of psychological type. Of the individ-
ual characteristics included in this study, psychological
type had the highest frequency of significant associa-
tions with learning outcomes and perceived barriers 
and facilitators of transfer. With regard to learning out-
comes, managers who preferred ESFJ were significantly
more likely than any other type to choose to apply tools
and frameworks learned on a program. ESTJ and ESTP
preferences were significantly associated with applying

■ Discussion of expectations with immediate 
manager or others before or after program

■ Organization’s expectations of delegate from 
program

Relationships
■ Qualities of relationships (Baldwin & Ford,
1988) with immediate manager, peers, 
subordinates, and mentor where available

Workplace perceptions
■ Most and least supporting/helpful aspects of
work environment

■ Likes and dislikes about the organization
■ Personal and organizational values (Herzberg,
1959)

■ Perceived fit with the environment (Moos, 1987)
■ Personal career planning
■ Guidance on next role
■ Salter Environmental Type Assessment (SETA;
Salter, 1995)

Measures. The SETA instrument enables an envi-
ronment to be characterized and represented by a four-
letter type for comparison to individuals’ psychological
types as represented by the MBTI instrument.

Likert-scaled lists of perceived barriers and facilita-
tors to transferring learning were identified and developed
during the first phase of the research (Belling, James, &
Ladkin, 2004). The respondents were asked to rate how
strongly they perceived each barrier and facilitator in
relation to their current role and organization, on a scale
of 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree). The ratings
were taken at two time points, the first immediately
after the program, and then again at the follow-up stage,
3 or 6 months later. After the program, participants
were also asked to describe three key things they had
learned from their program (learning outcomes). At the
follow-up stage, they were asked to describe their expe-
riences of applying their learning from the program back
into the workplace. Sixteen participants were selected
from the questionnaire respondents and interviewed in
depth about their transfer experiences. The purpose of
this sample was to ensure that perspectives were gathered
from a range of type preferences, learning programs,
and workplace environments. 

Data analysis. Learning outcomes were categorized
using content analysis techniques (Glaser & Strauss,
1967). Categories were coded and input to SPSS as
nominal data, along with individual characteristics,
workplace features, and collapsed responses to the rate-
able barrier and facilitator items. Appropriate measures
of association (chi-square) were then computed to iden-
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Dichotomous Preferences

E 116 (59.2%) I = 1.13
I 80 (40.8%) I = 0.86

S 89 (45.4%) ***I = 0.59
N 107 (54.6%) ***I = 2.32

T 166 (84.7%) ***I = 1.85
F 30 (15.3%) ***I = 0.28

J 107 (54.6%) I = 0.94
P 89 (45.4%) I = 1.09

Pairs and Temperaments

IJ 51 (26.0%) I = 0.88
IP 29 (14.8%) I = 0.81
EP 60 (30.6%) *I = 1.30
EJ 56 (28.6%) I = 1.00

ST 75 (38.3%) I = 1.05
SF 14 (07.1%) ***I = 0.18
NF 16 (08.2%) *I = 0.59
NT 91 (46.4%) ***I = 4.86

SJ 69 (35.2%) ***I = 0.71
SP 20 (10.2%) ***I = 0.38
NP 69 (35.2%) ***I = 2.40
NJ 38 (19.4%) ***I = 2.20

TJ 97 (49.5%) ***I = 1.74
TP 69 (35.2%) ***I = 2.02
FP 20 (10.2%) ***I = 0.42
FJ 10 (05.1%) ***I = 0.17

IN 40 (20.4%) ***I = 2.33
EN 67 (34.2%) ***I = 2.32
IS 40 (20.4%) ***I = 0.52
ES 49 (25.0%) ***I = 0.67

ET 95 (48.5%) ***I = 2.21
EF 21 (10.7%) ***I = 0.35
IF 9 (04.6%) ***I = 0.19
IT 71 (36.2%) ***I = 1.51

Ruth Belling

Jungian Types (E) Jungian Types (I) Dominant Types
n % Index n % Index n % Index

E–TJ 49 25.0 1.87** I–TP 23 11.7 1.32 Dt. T 72 36.7 1.65***

E–FJ 7 3.6 0.23*** I–FP 6 3.0 0.33** Dt. F 13 6.6 0.27***

ES–P 13 6.6 0.46** IS–J 33 16.8 0.64** Dt. S 46 23.4 0.57***

EN–P 47 23.9 2.65*** IN–J 18 9.2 2.94*** Dt. N 65 33.2 2.72***

Table 1. Type Distribution of UK Managers Attending Strategic Management Development Programs
and SRTT Comparison With UK General Population, 1998 MBTI Manual Supplement.

N = 196 + = 1% of N I =  Selection Ratio Index   *p <.05 **p <.01 ***p <.001

The Sixteen Complete Types

ISTJ ISFJ INFJ INTJ

n = 32 n = 1 n = 2 n = 16

(16.33%) (0.51%) (1.02%) (8.16%)

I = 1.19 I = 0.04 I = 0.60 I = 5.80***

+ + + + + + + + + + + +

+ + + + + + + +

+ + + + +

+

ISTP ISFP INFP INTP

n = 5 n = 2 n = 4 n = 18

(2.55%) (1.02%) (2.04%) (9.18%)

I = 0.40 I = 0.17 I = 0.64 I = 3.75***

+ + + + + + + + + + +

+ + + +

ESTP ESFP ENFP ENTP

n = 8 n = 5 n = 9 n = 38

(4.08%) (2.55%) (4.59%) (19.39%)

I = 0.40 I = 0.29 I = 0.73 I = 7.04***

+ + + +  + + + + + + + + + + + + +

+ + + + +

+ + + + +

+ + + +

ESTJ ESFJ ENFJ ENTJ

n = 30 n = 6 n = 1 n = 19

(15.31%) (3.06%) (0.51%) (9.69%)

I = 1.47* I = 0.24*** I = 0.19 I = 3.30***

+ + + + + + + + + + + + + +

+ + + + + + + + + +

+ + + + +
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Dichotomous Preferences

E 116 (59.2%) *I = 1.20
I 80 (40.8%) *I = 0.81

S 89 (45.4%) ***I = 0.67
N 107 (54.6%) ***I = 1.68

T 166 (84.7%) **I = 1.13
F 30 (15.3%) **I = 0.62

J 107 (54.6%) ***I = 0.72
P 89 (45.4%) ***I = 1.91

Pairs and Temperaments

IJ 51 (26.0%) ***I = 0.67
IP 29 (14.8%) I = 1.28
EP 60 (30.6%) ***I = 2.50
EJ 56 (28.6%) *I = 0.77

ST 75 (38.3%) ***I = 0.73
SF 14 (07.1%) **I = 0.49
NF 16 (08.2%) I = 0.82
NT 91 (46.4%) ***I = 2.06

SJ 69 (35.2%) ***I = 0.62
SP 20 (10.2%) I = 0.96
NP 69 (35.2%) ***I = 2.67
NJ 38 (19.4%) I = 1.00

TJ 97 (49.5%) **I = 0.83
TP 69 (35.2%) ***I = 2.28
FP 20 (10.2%) I = 1.22
FJ 10 (05.1%) ***I = 0.31

IN 40 (20.4%) I = 1.38
EN 67 (34.2%) ***I = 1.93
IS 40 (20.4%) ***I = 0.57
ES 49 (25.0%) I = 0.79

ET 95 (48.5%) **I = 1.29
EF 21 (10.7%) I = 0.92
IF 9 (04.6%) ***I = 0.35
IT 71 (36.2%) I = 0.96

Ruth Belling

Jungian Types (E) Jungian Types (I) Dominant Types
n % Index n % Index n % Index

E–TJ 49 25.0 0.85 I–TP 23 11.7 1.61* Dt. T 72 36.7 1.00

E–FJ 7 3.6 0.47* I–FP 6 3.0 0.72 Dt. F 13 6.6 0.56*

ES–P 13 6.6 1.31 IS–J 33 16.8 0.56*** Dt. S 46 23.4 0.66**

EN–P 47 23.9 3.34*** IN–J 18 9.2 0.00 Dt. N 65 33.2 2.07***

Table 2. Type Distribution of UK Managers Attending Strategic Management Development Programs
and SRTT Comparison With UK Small Business Managers (Margerison & Lewis, 1981).

N = 196 + = 1% of N I =  Selection Ratio Index   *p <.05 **p <.01 ***p <.001

The Sixteen Complete Types

ISTJ ISFJ INFJ INTJ

n = 32 n = 1 n = 2 n = 16

(16.33%) (0.51%) (1.02%) (8.16%)

I = 0.69* I = 0.08 I = 0.43 I = 1.26

+ + + + + + + + + + + + 

+ + + + + + + +

+ + + + +

+

ISTP ISFP INFP INTP

n = 5 n = 2 n = 4 n = 18

(2.55%) (1.02%) (2.04%) (9.18%)

I = 0.59 I = 0.87 I = 0.67 I = 3.12***

+ + + + + + + + + + +

+ + + +

ESTP ESFP ENFP ENTP

n = 8 n = 5 n = 9 n = 38

(4.08%) (2.55%) (4.59%) (19.39%)

I = 1.05 I = 2.17 I = 1.56 I = 4.57***

+ + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + +

+ + + + +

+ + + + +

+ + + +

ESTJ ESFJ ENFJ ENTJ

n = 30 n = 6 n = 1 n = 19

(15.31%) (3.06%) (0.51%) (9.69%)

I = 0.74 I = 0.52 I = 0.31 I = 1.10

+ + + + + + + + + + + + + +

+ + + + + + + + + + 

+ + + + +
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problem-solving techniques. Psychological type was
also significantly associated with 15 of the 26 barriers
and 9 of the 17 facilitators to transferring learning, more
than any other individual characteristic or workplace
feature in this study. 

Because of the low number of managers with com-
bined Sensing and Feeling preferences, the data did not
meet the criteria for statistical processing by function
pairs that are most often associated with occupational
choices. However, TABLE 3 shows the barriers and facil-
itators significantly (p < .05) associated with each indi-
vidual preference. Managers with a Feeling preference
perceived the greatest number of barriers to transferring
their learning, whereas executives with preferences for
Intuition and Thinking perceived the greatest number
of facilitators. No barriers or facilitators were signifi-
cantly associated with a preference for Judging. 

Influence of psychological type on transfer
experiences. In addition to the questionnaire data, the
in-depth interviews provided descriptions of transfer
experiences that were thematically analyzed with each
theme presented against the individual’s type prefer-
ences. These are illustrated in TABLE 4. 

The results demonstrated that although managers
with a Feeling preference reported no consistent ele-
ments impacting their transfer experiences, other man-
agers reported up to four ideal conditions and up to 
two critical elements necessary for transfer to occur.
Opportunity to apply learning, for example, occurred
three times, suggesting that adequate opportunity was
particularly important to Introverted and Intuitive types
in ensuring that transfer is successful. 

DISCUSSION

Of the 17 individual characteristics examined, type
preferences were 1 of only 6 characteristics significantly
associated with perceived barriers and facilitators of
transfer. The frequency of these associations suggests
that greater importance should be attached to investi-
gating how learning is applied from training and devel-
opment interventions. The present results reinforce
Noe’s (1986) finding that job satisfaction is important in
considering successful transfer of training. However,
unlike job satisfaction and mentoring arrangements,
type preferences do not change with personal or organi-
zational circumstances. Thus, type preferences provide
a more consistent and reliable base of support for
managers engaged in transferring learning.

Type theory, of course, offers an explanation for

why some managers are more likely to apply particular
learning outcomes back in the workplace. The applica-
tion of tools and frameworks, for example, significantly
associated with ESFJ, may be linked to the ways in
which such tools are used to structure Thinking, the least
preferred function for ESFJs. The choice of problem-
solving techniques by ESTJs and ESTPs reinforces
Myers, McCaulley, Quenk, and Hammer’s (1998) report
that ESTPs in particular are attracted to problem solv-
ing. This suggests that type is directly and significantly
associated with learning outcomes. These learning out-
comes either support the dominant function or may be
seen as part of purposeful development of less preferred
and theoretically less developed functions. 

Although the findings about critical elements and
ideal conditions in the transfer process are not exhaus-
tive and are based on a limited sample, type theory 
nevertheless suggests potential explanations for many 
of the differences highlighted here. For example, Extra -
version draws people into the outer world and into 
contact with others who can be particularly energizing
and stimulating. The need for engagement with the
outer world is evident in the ideal conditions for trans-
fer highlighted by Extraverts: networking, forums for
discussion, and further courses. Introverts, by contrast,
prefer the inner world and actively seek to isolate them-
selves from the outer world and its “distractions.” This
again is evidenced by the observation that Introverts
find it critical to have no pressure of deadlines, com-
bined with a determination to work things out by and
for themselves.

Executives with the Thinking preference said they
needed a combination of authority, appropriate timing,
and ideally some kind of follow-up in order to apply
their learning. Again, type theory suggests an explana-
tion for this finding in the logical, structured, and often
hierarchical decision-making process that Thinking
types tend to prefer. In this instance, follow-up is seen
as a next step, creating an opportunity that maintains
the momentum of learning by “forcing” the mind to
focus on learning at a particular time or event. 

Conclusions and limitations. Overall, the find-
ings support the importance of psychological type 
in influencing transfer of learning from management
development programs back to the workplace, in three
ways: First, type directly influences learning outcomes.
These outcomes are essentially the learning pool from
which managers choose what to apply back in the
workplace. Second, type shapes perceptions of what
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Table 3. Barriers and Facilitators Significantly Associated With Type Preferences (p < 05).

Preference Barriers Facilitators

Extraversion None None

Introversion Lack of time to introduce new ideas None

Sensing Lack of time for planning None
Convincing others who haven’t been on 
the program of the usefulness of new 
tools/concepts

Intuition How my performance is measured Shared language/common approach with
others who have attended the program

Having the support of my manager to take
whatever risks I consider necessary to put 
my learning into practice

Receiving regular feedback on how I am 
performing

Thinking None An appreciation of own strengths and 
weaknesses

Opportunity to apply what I have  learned
Having the authority to make whatever changes 
I consider necessary

Improved communication between team 
members

Feeling Pressure to give priority to “bottom line,” Receiving regular feedback on how I am 
short-term, financial targets performing

Lack of forum for discussion in the
organization

Lack of internal cooperation within the
company

Not having the opportunity to apply what
I have learned

Lack of commitment to the ideas in the
program by others

I am reluctant to take risks in the 
organization, because failure is not 
tolerated as a necessary part of the 
learning process

I don’t think the ideas in the program will
work in my area of responsibility

Lack of interest and support from my 
manager in what I am trying to do

Judging None None

Perceiving How my performance is measured Seeing the benefits of applying what I have 
learned 

Support of my manager
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helps and hinders transfer. Transfer is not therefore the
same for everyone, even among managers returning 
to the same organization. Obstacles and facilitators to
transfer differ according to type preferences. Clearly,
however, because of the limited sample of business
managers with a Feeling preference in this study, further
research is needed to ensure that this particular group 
is not overlooked or disadvantaged in terms of their
learning transfer needs. Third, type influences what

Table 4. Report Critical Elements and Ideal Conditions for Transferring Learning Back to the
Workplace by Type.

Preference Critical Elements Ideal Conditions

Extraversion Relevance Forum for discussion
Immediate manager amenable
Networking
Further courses

Introversion No pressure of workload/deadlines Opportunity to apply
Self-determination Timing right

Feedback on performance

Sensing None Forum for discussion

Intuition Opportunity to apply Opportunity to apply
Usefulness to role

Thinking Timing right Follow up
Authority Further courses

Feeling None None

Judging Self-determination Forum for discussion

Perceiving None Readiness

individuals consider both critical and ideal elements 
in how learning outcomes are applied and transfer is
supported back to the workplace. Psychological type
therefore provides both a theoretical understanding and
a practical means of tailoring support for managers who
are engaged in transferring their learning from leader-
ship and management training and development back
to the workplace.
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