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Abstract

This empirical investigation attempts to study toerelates of training transfer in the
post-merger phase. Four Organizations (N= 123) wemected where merger or
acquisition had taken place in the recent past &ad undertaken intense training
program for employees during the post merger ph@ike.results indicate that there is a
strong relationship between the organizational &l &s individual factors and training
transfer. The structural path modeling was useddtermine the fit of a mediated effects
model of how the variables would affect trainingnsfer. The emerging organizational
climate correlates of effective training transferera- perception of organizational
justice, perception of integration synergy and pgton of quality of training while the
individual correlates were — Training Transfer Imapientation Intentions and
Psychological Empowerment. The data were subjectedstepwise regression analysis
and structural path modeling. The emerging predgtf training transfer were training
transfer implementation intention and psychologiemhpowerment. This study has
implications for practitioners and academicianswibuld help chalk out more effective
frameworks of training during Mergers and Acquiis (M&A).

Objective of the Study

The objective of this empirical investigation is develop a framework of Training
Transfer and its related factors and predictors the context of Mergers and
Acquisitions.

Introduction

Marks and Mirvis, (2001) iterate that M&A have bew® a popular strategy for companies to
consolidate and grow. But many researches (Mitletoeh Kelly, 2006; and Weber et.al, 2010) suggest
that despite the strategic gains of M&A like, irgse in market share, business unit integrationkehar
extension, product extension their success is sstirad. Bragg, (2001); Carelton and Lineburry,
(2004); Valant, (2008) argue that the insufficipné, and post acquisition integration strategiethés
cause of failure of more than 50% M&A. In the alis=f proper and relevant integration strategy
employees tend to feel demotivated and dissatisietbloyees need training to meet the needs of new
positions being created and of replacements ofetlvdso leave as a result of the high turnover that
follows mergers. To make the integration a sucaasgloyees from both the companies expected to be
involved in the merger must learn about the otloengany and its assets, people, structure, cultiRe,
practices, their own roles in transferring and dowating specific resources across the two companie
the roles of others, and what the deliverableshdlthroughout the integration process.
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Kelly (1982) suggests that organizational expemégior training and development reportedly
exceed $100 billion annually with the expectatibtttheir training investments will improve the
employees’ productivity. While as suggested by @enson, (1982) only 10% of this investment results
in behavioral change back on the trainees’ jobs.

The purpose of this study to propose a model tin&s Ithe following two factors: the new
organizational transfer climate after merger amih&te characteristics: organizational transfer afem
factors include employees’ perception about orgditnal justice towards the employees of acquired
organization, perception of integration synergyestn the two organizations, and the perception of
quality of training provided to the employees. Thetors pertaining to trainee characteristics idelu
their psychological empowerment and training trangplementation intention. This paper develops
the constructs in these two areas to measureatmnyy transfer in the context of M&A. Earlier seak
models of training transfer have been proposediderisg these two as the important predictors of
training transfer but most of the researchers mmieattempted to bring it to under the ambit of M&A
In contemporary times, when M&A is the order of ttay it becomes imperative to study these
organizational processes in the context of M&A.

The results of this study move the field of traginansfer in the right direction in regard to an
increased understanding about how to improve trgitiansfer. This paper develops a simpler model of
training transfer in particular, and in the contektM&A in specific. It indicates that the greategtins
in training transfer will be realized only throughconcerted effort on the part of management and
trainee altogether. The first section of this pagiErcusses the statement of problem and research
guestions. Section two discusses the review aflitee and theoretical framework while providing th
thorough discussion of training transfer modelseltgyed by different researchers. Section three
pertains to research methodology in details. Hygsal are developed in this section. This alsodiesiu
the sample design, data collection, proceduresvi@tl and instruments used. Section four preseats th
findings of the study. While the concluding sectiiive, presents an overview of the research, the
inferences of the study and its implication forgmmations.

Statement of the Problem and Research Questions

This empirical investigation attempts to study tiwerelates of training transfer in the post-
merger phase. Various researches have been dahe dnoader areas like training transfer in general
training in M&A, implementation intent in trainingansfer etc, this study tries to narrow down this
topic while focusing on training transfer to meastine effectiveness of training given at time of
integrations in M&A to feel employees motivated agwhpowered. The purpose of this study is to
determine the role of organizational transfer ctenfactors and trainee characteristics in detenmini
training transfer at times of M&A. Following reseblrquestions are raised in this study:

RQ1. How the trainees’ level of transfer impleméntaintent determined in post-M&A phase?
RQ2. How the psychological empowerment is deterchingpost-M&A phase?

RQ3. How employees’ level of psychological empowenin and training transfer
implementation intention determine training trangdering the training given in post- M&A
phase?

Review of Literature

In order to provide answers to the questions pasehis study it was necessary to review the
background of these subjects. To this end, theuslison of training transfer includes a definitioh o
training transfer and how M&A tend to fail, why itnang is provided in M&A and how training transfer
can be achieved there. It also provides a sumnfampik where different relationships were developed
among different variables to achieve training tfans
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Training In Mergers and Acquisitions

Now a days M&A have become one of the very crugrawth strategies for organizations but
success of them is still doubtful. Their succesmisassured because handling of employees’ rasista
and post-merger conflict are still a challenge doganizations. Pritchett, (1997) proposes that the
organizations that know how to minimize post-merdgft are the ones that succeed in integration
initiatives. Gallos, (2006) concludes that despitéhe growing acceptance of the pivotal role ofniamn
issues during a merger, companies fail to give altiention to integration of cultures, systems and
technology.

Moving on from a functional tunnel vision, reseahtoday are focusing on issues other than
financial. According to Shin (2003), the impactNMd&A is not limited to the organizational level bilit
also has implications for the individual and theisty at large. The substantial economic and ematio
costs resulting from failures in mergers make ipamant to understand the fundamental factors that
relate to both corporate merger success and faiCaetwright and Cooper, 1992; Jemison and Sitkin,
1986; Marks and Mirvis, 1985). There is still g lacuna in the training transfer research in thratext
of M&A which might become a breakthrough in the pamations’ dilemma. So this paper studies the
effectiveness of training program as an importaput for M&A success.

These processes have a strong impact on those wh® farced to leave as well as on the
"survivors". For the survivors, restructuring mearttigh level of uncertainty and dissatisfactidress,
and increasing distrust. Processes of M&A resutirgpanizational downsizing and in massive lay-offs.
Very often a confrontation between different orgational cultures is created when two or more
companies are merged together which may lead acatitin stress and post-merger conflict. These
impediments to integration need to be taken intwat and waved into a robust strategy of merger
planning.

Training and development are pivotal in M&A. Maneggand employees need training to meet
the needs of new positions being created and ddicements of those who leave as a result of the hig
turnover that follows mergers. The training mugec#he needs of technologies being employed and to
the systems and work processes being introducedhisnregard, employees from both companies
expected to be involved in the merger must leaoutathe other company’s processes and practices. In
addition, training is required about M&A in generaihd the merger at hand in particular, on sudess
as the specific cultural differences in the givearger, the effects of cultural differences on human
resources, managing resistance to change, dealihgenflict during the post-merger integrationdan
more. Training helps improve the effectiveness obwledge integration and absorb or acquire
knowledge by reliance on manuals, databases, megeand routines that encourage repeated use of
this knowledge.

Measuring Effectiveness of Training

Fitzpatrick, (2001) indicate that only about 10%ndfat is learned in training is applied on the
job. A serious problem for organizations, giventthansfer of training is considered the primary
leverage point by which training influences orgatianal-level outcomes and results (Kozlowski et al
2000). According to Machin and Fogarty (1999) arevls (1996), evaluating transfer of training is
important as it specifies whether changes or imgmmnts in the participants’ job-related knowledge
and skill resulted in better job performance.

In other words, has the training program produeegjible performance outcomes, and thereby
achieved a satisfactory return on the time anduress invested by the organization.
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Kirkpatrick (1998) states three reasons for trajnpractitioners to incorporate an evaluation
program: to validate the continuance of the trajmilepartment, to determine the future of an exjstin
program and to improve an existing program. Acaaydp Albrecht (2008) it has been widely accepted
that improving the effectiveness of training hinggson increasing training transfer. Clark (2003)
describes training transfer as the ultimate goafraifiing, a viewpoint that is widely acknowledged
within the field of training.

Training Transfer

Clark (2003) presents his view as unless new kmgdeand skills acquired in the training
setting translate into new or improved job skillg investment in training is wasted”. Albrecht)@8)
proposes two aspects of the training process #udithte positive transfer arc: (1) transfer-erdiag
activities that occur during the training progratseif, and (2) a favorable climate for transferttie
post-training selling.

Many researchers defined the training transfeobmis:

Baldwin and Ford1988) defined transfer of training in terms of two coiwlis of transfer, (a)
the maintenance of learned material over time, gbyl the generalization of learned material.
Generalization denotes the extent to which knovdedgills, and attitudes acquired in training are
applied to different tasks or to settings beyoraltthining context (Adam4987).

Singley and Anderson (1989) described the transfedearning as the extent to which
“knowledge acquired in one situation applies toeathituations”.

The unparalleled pressure for training brings \iita need for better models of how end-user
training should be designed to enhance learningrandfer

Factors Affecting Training Transfer

Throughout the decades of training transfer rebeara number of factors have been emerged
as the important determinants of training transfiethe organizations. Albrecht, (2008) categorizes
these factors into three categoriesD&velopment and delivery factaoase the factors which cover the
methods of promoting training transfer, and thexjpnity of transfer. Haskell (2001) refers it asé¢of
transfer. 2Transfer climate factorare those which makeup the transfer climate.teegfactors related
to the organizations and senior managemeriiré8nee characteristics factoare the ones which affect
the trainees’ perception of various training enlagcactivities. This may include employees’
personality variables, motivation to learn, and-séicacy.

By the development of different perspectives faiming transfer a number of other factors have
also been proposed having a major impact on theepeoof training transfer. Borrowing from the above
mentioned studies, this research focuses on aaraation of training transfer factors where theg a
distributed into two categorieQrganizational transfer climate factors and Traiseeharacteristic.In
this study the emphasis has been on identifyingexaanining the characteristics of training program/
or organizational transfer climate and individuedrners so that it to relate with the factors aining
and performance on the job.

Organizational Climate

Organizational climate has been established amstremt of considerable interest within the
field of organizational behavior research, predantty as a result of its demonstrable influence on
organizational effectiveness (Likert, 1961), “Treey¢by-day behavior of the immediate superior and of
other significant people in the managerial orgaira communicates something about their
assumptions concerning management which is of fuedéal significance...”.
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Many subtle behavioral manifestations of managetigtude create what is often referred to as
the "psychological climate” states Douglas McGreddre notion of the feel of the workplace has been
referred to and studied under a variety of labmettuding organizational character, milieu, atmosphe
organizational ideology, ecology, field, situati@mformal organization, and more recently, climatel
culture. Tagiuri and Litwin (1968) observe thatparticular configuration of enduring charactecistof
the ecology, milieu, social system and culture wocbnstitute a climate, as much as a particular
configuration of personal characteristics constiua personality. Borrowing from Taguiri and Litvgin
(1968) definition of organizational climate-‘Orgaational climate is a relatively enduring qualifytioe
internal environment of an organization that aeiperienced by its members b) influences their
behavior, and c¢) can be described in terms of thees of a particular set of characteristics (or
attributes of the organization). The concept ofddigational climate usually attributes to Lewin 19
with his field theory motivation. The concept beeamopular in the industrial and organizational
literature particularly in the 1960’s and 1970’'swihe book by Litwin and Stringer (1968) and tive t
major reviews of Forhand and Gilmer (1964) and Jaamel Jones (1974).

Seibert, Silver and Randolph (2004) propose thénatf empowerment climate, borrowing
from the argument of Schneider (1975) that climdbmensions should have a strategic focus and thus
instead of assessing the overall climate, ‘climfme something’ should be assessed e.g. diversity
climate, service climate (Schneider, Parkingtomd &uxton, 1980), safety climate (Hofmann, &
Stetzer, 1996) etc. In this study we propose tindefneasure and analyze the training climate én th
context of M&A. Hofmann, and Stetzer (1996) deftraining climate as a shared perception regarding
the extent to which an organization makes use afgnams and policies that support tangible
(performance) and intangible (psychological empoweaatt, knowledge, self-efficacy belief) training
outcomes, training effectiveness, and supportizigitrg.

Organizational Transfer Climate

Climate for transfer is probably a complex concéntuiller and Goldstein (1990) following
Luthans and Kreitner (1985), suggest that it is enajol of cues and consequences that can eitheftinhib
or help to facilitate transfer of training. Thayend Teachout (1995); and Saks and Belcourt (2006)
suggest that the former includes goal cues, satiak, task cues, and self-control cues. The latter
includes positive and negative reinforcement, guniant and extinction. Historically, Fleishman,
Harris, and Burtt (1955) conducted the first sttlogt suggested thatsapportive climaterovided by
the supervisors is a factor in the transfer ofrggy to the job situation. Mathieu and Martinea@91)
suggest that environmental constraints operateetoedse transfer through two mechanisms. First, by
influencing trainees’ opportunities to perform theained tasks and through the level of suppod an
encouragement they receive from supervisors ancoik@ns. The second pathway is by indirectly
influencing training and transfer outcomes viattianee's level of pre-training motivation.

In 90% MG&A settings the organizational climate cawsmployees to feel demotivated. If it
doesn’'t match with their expectations or the clienat their previous organizations they tend to ljeu
towards negative feelings. Machin and Fogarty ().98@rate that transfer process is able to proceed
through the various stages until transfer is cotapleurther research is required into the rangeask-
related factors which influence intentions to tfanas well as the relevance of these to the teansf
process.

Trainees’ Characteristics

Trainees’ characteristics are usually the motiatorinhibitors of their transfer behavior. Noe
(1986) developed a model specifying some motivalidactors as well as other attribute and attitude
factors that might affect a trainee’s success m tthining program. Noe hypothesized that trainees
assess their training environments to determingheinghey are responsive to their efforts alsoquenf
better on the job.
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In other words, if no evidence exists that indivtiuwho perform better in training also
perform better on the job, there is no reasongsbfta the effects of the transfer climate. Accogiio
Machin and Fogarty (2003), “in training-transfethancing activities”, the individual variables indku
reactions to previous training, knowledge and skifire training self-efficacy, trainee ability, lecof
control, job involvement, and career attitudes.

Psychological Empowerment

Since 1990, the number of articles with "employegpewerment" as the key descriptor has
exploded (Honold, 1997). This is partly becausetémen can be used to describe both the individual
aspect of the concept as well as the organizational (Honold, 1997). But Despite the increasing
popularity of the "employee empowerment movemaerdly few companies today are truly empowered
and the programs intended to empower the emplogesst with very little success (Thurston and
Jhonson, 1999). Furthermore, empowerment, andttategies for implementing it, is far from being a
simple "quick fix". Effective training program catend them to successful empowerment
institutionalization. It actually encompasses ayvamplex and multifaceted continuous process. Thus
employee empowerment is more than a managemenwbrtzzand a text-book definition. It is a new
way of managing organizations towards a more coxgtel competitive future and thus has taken up in
this study.

Empowerment has been analyzed as both a relatemmdla motivational construct .As a
relational construct, it relates to an individughswer and control of one individual over anothéthw
less power and focuses on the empowerment pragtitaskin, Cohen, and Bikson, 1997; Quinn and
Spreitzer, 1997; Thorlakson and Murray, 1996). Ti&tivational construct involves cognitions and
perceptions (psychological empowerment) which léadeelings of behavioral and psychological
investment in work (Conger and Kanungo, 1988a; itk and Rosen, 1999; Spreitzer, 1995; Thomas
and Velthouse, 1990). In the motivational approggioneered by Conger and Kanungo (1988a),
empowerment was conceptualized as psychologicabliega This enabling can be facilitated by
effective training program. These authors definegh@verment as “... a process of enhancing feelings
of self-efficacy among organizational members tgtouhe identification of conditions that foster
powerlessness ..."” (Conger and Kanungo, 1988a, éfhagd Teachout, 1995). Empowerment has
further been defined as a ‘process which enhamtésdic work motivation of people by positively
influencing impact, competence, meaningfulnessauice’ (Thomas and Velthouse, 1990). Spreitzer
(1995) considers empowerment as an increased taskation arising from an individual's positive
orientation to his or her work role.

Training program is a means of providing expertEmyer and knowledge. Bowen and Lawler
Il (1992) define empowerment as a process of pmogithformation, rewards, knowledge, and power.
In work settings, it has been defined as the rataton of all forces, values and beliefs which
determine human behavior in organizations so they support and liberate the individual rather than
reduce their range of thoughts and action. Rand@pB5) defines empowerment as recognizing and
releasing into the organization the power whichptealready have in their wealth of useful knowkedg
and internal motivation. Thus empowerment is lgttihe knowledge and motivation power of people
out of the bottle (Blanchard, et al., 1995).
Training Transfer Implementation Intention

There has been written very little on the topicimplementation intention in reference to
training transfer. Thayer and Teachout's (1995) ehddcludes transfer success as the main post-
training outcome. In the present study, we haveeotmated on three variables that describe the efat
readiness of the trainee at the completion of imginincluding the trainees’ learning during traigj
self-efficacy, and a new outcome variable callezhdfer implementation intentions (which would
mediate between the first two training outcomestaausfer outcomes).
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Gollwitzer (1999) wrote “goals or resolutions stambletter chance of being realized when they
are furnished with implementation intentions thak lanticipated suitable opportunities to intendhlgo
directed behaviors.” (p. 501). Goal intentions weeéined as specifying a desired end-state, asasell
some level of commitment to achieving that endestéihplementation intentions were defined as
specifying the situational cues or conditions ttragger goal-directed actions (Machin and Fogarty,
2004).

Machin and Fogarty (2004) also examine various etemof transfer climate and their impact
upon pre-training self-efficacy and post trainingansfer implementation intent. Transfer
implementation intent has been defined as: “Thiedis’ intention to engage in specific behaviot tha
would facilitate transfer of their skills”. Accomtj to Machin and Fogarty, in order for trainingnsger
to occur at all there must be a minimal level ¢éivt to transfer on the part of the trainee.

Machin and Fogarty suggest that the dimensionalftyransfer implementations intentions
needs to be clarified. This finding provides tharfdation of the inclusion of dispositional meastre
training research and supports the possibilityndividual variables interacting with training mettso
and other situational variables to influence tmgniand transfer outcomes. There is a necessity to
develop a greater base of knowledge with regatdattsfer implementation intent is precipitated tsy i
probable impact on training transfer. In an eftorcover the knowledge gap in the area of M&A, this
research proposes the organization transfer clifettors as the important predictors of training
transfer implementation intention. Perception afamizational justice, perception of integrationexgy
and perception of quality of training were taken iagportant inputs under organizational transfer
climate factors.

Training effectiveness is driven by the ability thie trainee to implement what he/she has
learned from the classroom to the workplace. Thawen(2001) findings are crucial of adult learnirs
a work environment in that motivation or expectatio learn is highly linked with the expectatiomth
the training will be meaningful and useful on tieb.j Quality of training is important in determigin
employees’ intention to learn. When training is megful and useful trainees are motivated to learn
and intended to transfer it to work place thusnirgj transfer level increases. The results of waxrio
studies indicate that intent does play a role adfmting training transfer.

Theoretical Framework

The proposed theoretical framework is tailored talerstand and explain the correlates of
effective training transfer. The study attemptsléoso, against the background of an hybrid-int@grat
framework (Baldwin and Ford, 1988; Thayer and Teathl1995; and Machin and Fogarty, 2003) of
training transfer theories (Expectancy Theory, Bqiiheory, Goal-setting Theory), training theories
(Three-Fold Approach to Training and approachekafning that lead to training), learning theories
(Learning Evaluation Theory, Cognitive Learning ©®hg Social Learning Theory, and Implicit
Learning Theory), and theories of psychological emgrment.

Several models have been proposed by many reseatohdear the concept of training transfer
in organizations. The theoretical framework builgisthe foundation of several researches done # thi
area. This includes an examination of the progoessif existing models for training transfer and a
discussion of the factors thought to influencenirad transfer in general and in the context of M&A
specific. The models examine are those of Baldwith Bord (1988), Thayer and Teachout (1995), and
Machin and Fogarty (2003).

Earlier models discussed the phenomenon of trainiagsfer considering the factors of
‘situation’ and ‘cues’ as to be the important potalis of it. Baldwin and Ford (1988) in their model
divided the transfer affecting categories intortirg-input factors, training outcomes, and condsiof
transfer.
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While in 1993, Rouiller and Goldstein (1993) spieailly examined the relationship between
organizational transfer climate and transfer ointrey. They developed a measure of organizational
transfer climate that consists of situations angsequences that can either inhibit or help to ifaté
the transfer of training. Noe (1986) and Noe anldn3tt (1986) developed and tested a model of factor
affecting training and transfer, that was subsetiy¢aested by Facteau, Dobbins, Russell, Ladd, and
Kudisch (1992) and Williams, Thayer and Pond (199he model developed by Facteau et al., (1992)
showed that the sub-ordinate and peer support lielpise success of training transfer. Thayer and
Teachout (1995) presented a conceptual model ofingatransfer that proposes transfer-enhancing
activities and climate for transfer are to be tfiecting variables of training transfer.

Although much is known about the learning proceshesng training, but this process is still
untouched in the area of training transfer. Thayed Teachout (1995) suggest that learning processes
cannot be dealt with because of two reasons. Riret; would make the model overly complex and
unwieldy. Second, they would detract from the primabjective; the study of conditions affecting
transfer once training is complete. While learnirggng the important outcome of training, it hasrbee
shown to be affected by reactions to training @gested by Kirkpatrick, (1976).

Anderson (1983) developed his Adaptive Control bbdght (ACT) model. It proposed that
during the development of automatic skills, congsioepresentations are gradually transformed into
unconscious ones. If the participants are not &biedicate conscious awareness towards trainivey t
there is no learning. Seger (1994) defined implEdtrning as “learning complex information without
complete verbalisable knowledge of what is learn&#rry and Dienes (1993) provides a more clear
understanding about it by defining implicit leamimms the information which we acquire without
intending to do so, and in such a way the resulkingwledge is difficult to express. This opens the
avenues to study training transfer implementatioi@rition in determining the success of training
transfer.

Machin and Fogarty (2003) revamped Thayer and Ta#dhnaining transfer model in order to
build substantiated support for the addition of rfaators believed to influence training transfeo T
make it apt to the context they were studying, sofrtbe changes were made. They replaced theflist o
individual factors from Thayer and Teachout (198f)del with a list of factors more closely related t
those who would participate in a specific trainiMachine and Fogarty (2003) added ‘training transfe
implementation intention’ which has a crucial impaw the level of trainee success.

Self-efficacy, or one’s expectation or confidenagerforming a task (Bandura, 1977), should
be enhanced by training. While Tannenbaum, Matt#alas, and Cannon-Bowers (1991), and Latham
(1989) suggest that self-efficacy be considereth bstan antecedent to training and an outcome of it
While the former concept helps in building the fdation of psychological empowerment which
extends the concept of self-efficacy in Mergers Anduisitions.

Research Methods
Sampling

The study adopts a two-stage sampling for the sefeof the sample. In the first stage the
organizations were selected purposively to adetuadpresent the organizations where mergers or
acquisitions took place recently. In the secondestéhe sampling units were taken to be the empkye
of middle level of the organizational hierarchyass all departments of the organizations. The raiddl
rung was chosen as the sample of the study, imspiré¢he studies which have pointed out that tdday
the change oriented business context, it is thallmiével of the organizational hierarchy which dee
to adopt this training, most of all.
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Participants

The quantitative data was collected. The sampletHer study consists of 200 employees,
selected from the middle rung in the organizatidnefarchy. Four organizations which are operaiting
India, where M&A has taken place in recent pastewsglected randomly. All The participants were
required to fill a survey questionnaire. Of the®@3 Buccessfully participated in the quantitativéada
collection. 97% of the respondents were having xgregence of 5-10 years. Their position in the
organization ranged from middle level managemesttuor level management. The organizations have
been selected on the basis of industry representédileland, Pajo, Toulson, 2000; Ramnarayan, 1996)
where two organizations were operating in Indiaration industry while others two were in telecom
industry. In this study, employees’ perception besn the basis of data across industries.

Hypotheses

H1: Organizational transfer climate factors positivieiffjuence training transfer implementation
intention.

H2: Organizational transfer climate factors positivielijuence psychological empowerment.
H3: Training transfer implementation intention and p&jogical empowerment work as
important mediating variables in determining tragniransfer.

Definitions of Constructs

Organizational Transfer Climatefaguiri and Litwin (1968) define organizationalrohite as a
relatively enduring quality of the internal envirnant of an organization that a) is experiencedt®y i
members b) influences their behavior c) can berdwst in terms of the values of a particular set of
characteristics or attributes of the organizat®erception of organizational transfer climate iad#d
into three categories, Perception of organizatiarstice, Integration synergy and of quality ofirirag.

Perception of Organizational Justic&reenberg (1987) suggests that employee percspdion
fairness in the workplace are related with a pasitorganizational behavior. One of the primal
challenges during M&A is the perceived organizadiojustice, especially when there are inter- and
intra- organizational shifts and role shifts (Catget al., 2001). As a corollary, perceived orgational
justice may lead to high commitment as well. Orgatibnal justice can be categorized into -
distributive justice, procedural justice, and iatdfonal justice (Greenberg, 1987). All the thresueme
vital importance during an M&A.

Another important factor contributing to M&A outces isPerception of Integration Synergy:
The integration of two organizations is an intexectind gradual process in which individuals ofrbot
sides learn to work together and cooperate inrdmester of resources and capabilities. The suankess
the integration process depends on cooperatiomeandres the ability to address conflicts and vasio
HR problems.

According to Weber et al., (1996) transferring amegrating resources during the post-merger
integration is difficult because of cultural diffgrces that create conflicts, communication problems
employee resistance, and the turnover of acqualestt and executives. Post-acquisition integraition
defined as the changes in the functional activit@ganizational structures, and cultures of the
acquiring and acquired firm that facilitate theansolidation into a functioning whole (Pablo, 1994)
Haspeslagh and Jemison (1991) suggest that pogisdimn integration plays an important role in
determining the acquisition results.

The third factor proposed as contributing to M&Acsess idPerception of Quality of Training:
Organizations conduct various types of traininghglthe merger process. Each of these training types
contributes to the integration and M&A successssroultural training (Black and Mendenhall, 1990),
competency development training (Rodolfa et alg®)@&nd job-related training (Booth, 1991).
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The organizations studied were selected on a pipdssis. All of them engaged in intense
training programs. Primarily the focus was on cragéural training, competence-development and job-
related training. The competency approach to humeapnurce management is based on identifying,
defining and measuring individual differences ime of specific work-related constructs, especially
the abilities that are critical to successful jasfprmance. The concept of competency lies at dzath
of human resource management, providing a basimfegrating key HR activities such as selection
and assessment, performance management, traingglopment and reward management, thus
developing a coherent approach to the managemepéayle in Organizations is crucial (Lucia and
Lepsinger, 1999). Specific HR practices such asitrg of people for the new assignments during the
integration period and open communication are atdics that the firm pursues a strategy likely suhe
in integration capabilities which in turn improveetfirm performance (Lynch and Lind, 2002).

Instruments Used in Present Study

The instruments for different constructs contaittexifollowing measure:

A. Demographics. The study used a Background Information Schedulecdtlect the
background information about the respondents. inédion about their age, gender,
educational qualifications, experience and regioriadckground was collected.
Organizational background schedule was used teatolhformation like organizational
ownership and industry.

B. Perception of Organizational Transfer Climate: Organizational transfer climate was
measured under three categories: perception abrgahiaational justice, Perception of
integration synergy, and perception of quality odining. Organizational Justice was
measured using the questionnaire developed by Geegi(1987) which gives a measure of
the three dimensions of organizational justicetiibiative Justice, Participative Justice and
Interactional Justice. Integration synergy was meas asking three direct questions on
their perception about technological, cultural apdrational synergy.

C. Trainee Characteristics: This variable subsumes two aspects: training teansf
implementation intention and psychological empowern

i. Psychological Empowerment: A 15-item questionnaire of Spreitzer (1995) wagdito
study the measure of psychological empowermentfl@yees on a five-point likert type
scale from “Strongly Disagree” to “Strongly Agre@homas and Velthouse (1990) defined
empowerment as a cognitive state that results ameased intrinsic task motivation
manifested in four cognitions: Meaning (value of work goal or purpose therefore they
feel that their work is important to them and theare about what they are doing); 2)
Competence(self-efficacy: this means that they are confidamut their ability to do their
work well and they know they can perform); 3)

Self-determination (autonomy in initiation and continuation of workehaviors which
would mean that they are free to choose how to hébr twork and are not micro-
managed).4)mpact (the degree to which the individual's behavior ek difference and
influence on work outcomes: this means that pebpleeve they can have influence on
their work unit; others listen to their ideas).

Together, the four dimensions reflect an activéherathan a passive orientation to one's
work role.

ii.  Training Transfer Implementation |ntention: This was measured using the eleven items
developed by Machin and Fogarty (2004).
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A. Perception of Training Transfer: This was assessed by self reports of employeemifiga
Enhancing Activities Questionnaire (TEAQ: Thayed areachout, 1995) was administered to
mark on following subscales of training transfer. obver-learning, fidelity, varied practices,
principles-meaningfulness, self-control cues, rsdaprevention, and goal-setting in the
context of all the three types of training given.

Data Analysis and Results

Analyses

The data were analyzed using a combination of lat@rcorrelations, stepwise multiple
regression and structural path analysis in ordetetermine the extent to which the proposed model
“fits” the observed sample covariance matrix. lrderrelations were obtained to examine the
relationship and regression analysis has beentoded out the predictor effects between the \#ds.

Model was tested for the success of training temstere all the organizational transfer climate
factors were taken together to see their impadtainees’ characteristics. This model hypothesthed
the effect of organizational transfer climate fasteuch as organizational justice, integration gyye
and quality of training are the important inputspredict the success of training transfer. These al
impact employees’ training transfer implementatigmtention and employees’ psychological
empowerment. This path leads to the success afifigatransfer.

Results
Table 1: Inter- Correlations For All The Variables
1 2 3 4 5 6
Justice Pearson Correlation Sig.
(2-tailed) N
123
Integration Synergy Pearson Correlation 319"
Sig. (2-tailed) N .000
123 123
Quiality of Training Pearson Correlation 331 | .564"
Sig. (2-tailed) N 000 | .000
123 123 123
Training Transfer Pearson Correlation 4647 | 5337 | 484
Implementation Intention Sig. (2-tailed) N .000 .000 .000
123 123 123 123
Psychological Pearson Correlation 427 | 643" | 520 | .549
Empowerment Sig. (2-tailed) N .000 .000 .000 .000
123 123 123 123 123
Training Transfer Pearson Correlation 443" | 547" | 5727 | 691 | .700°
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 123 123 123 123 123 128
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 leveH@iled).

Inter-Correlations among Variables

Table 1 presents the inter-correlations of allgshalied variables. The table depicts that trainee’
characteristics i.e. training transfer implememwtatiintention and psychological empowerment
measured, have very high correlations with the mimgdional transfer climate factors. Training trans
implementation intention was positively correlateith organizational justice (r=0.464, p<0.01), aslw
as with integration synergy (r=0.533, p<0.01). Thsults also indicated that its relationship wa® al
found significant with quality of training (r=0.484p<0.01). A similar relationship exists for
psychological empowerment, which was found to bsitpmely correlated with organizational justice
(r=0.427, p<0.01), with integration synergy (r=B64#<0.01) and with the quality of training (r=0062
p<0.01).
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Training transfer was found to have very high datiens with training transfer implementation
intention (r=0.691, p<0.01) and with psychologjempowerment (r=0.700, p<0.01).

Structural Model

2 52, 1.00 —

| Justice

Cheafity +f different types of Taining

+'|teg ration Synarg

Figure 1: The Output Path Diagram for
Training Transfer During Mergers & Acquisitions

The process model proposed that the variables thighstrongest direct effects on training
transfer success are the training transfer impléatien intention and psychological empowerment of
employees.

Test of the model in figure 1 using AMOS indicatbdt it fits with the data, with R square
values of 0.88 for training transfer, 0.43 for miag transfer implementation intention and 0.69 f
psychological empowerment. The results of this rhadafirmed that training transfer implementation
intention (b=.34, p<.05) and psychological empowarmb=.37, p<.05) were both directly related to
Training Transfer. Organizational justice was foundpredict both, training transfer implementation
intention (b=.36, p<.05) and psychological empowantr(b=.27, p<.05). Similarly, integration synergy
was found to have direct path to both training gfanimplementation intention (b=.43, p<.05) and
psychological empowerment (b=.19, p<.05) which shélat integration synergy predicts partially to
psychological empowerment. Perception of qualitytrafning have a direct path to training transfer
implementation intention (b=.30, p<.05) and to pmjogical empowerment (b=.47, p<.05) as well.

Other Analyses
Table 2: Goodness-of-Fit Statistics for Training Tansfer- CFA Model
Model CMIN/DF GFlI CFI RMSEA PCLOSE
Default mode/ 1.13¢ 0.91¢ 0.891 0.20¢ 0.00(

As seen in Table 2 the value of CMIN/DF (full forrg calculated 1.136 for this model,
indicates that model fits the sample data reasgnadll. Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) and Comparative
Fit Index (CFI) imply a perfect fit when they argual to 1, while values near to 0.90 or above lier t
model implies good fit. GFI value of 0.959 and @&lue of 0.891 obtained for a model indicate good
fit.
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Discussion

This study focuses on understanding the dimenstgradl training transfer and its relationship
of organizational transfer climate factors andnieais’ characteristics in the post-merger phase. The
results of this study demonstrate that the hypethese satisfied as organizational transfer climate
factors influence trainees’ characteristics as ningi transfer implementation intention and
psychological empowerment which itself plays a ratdg role in better explaining of effectiveness of
training transfer at the end of the training in tpogrger phase. These relationships prove robust
organizational analysis assessing transfer clinsteuld be a requirement in determining if the
organization is ready to support its training pesgr

This research borrows the concept of training feaanslimate form the studies of Noe (1986)
and Rouiller and Goldstein (1993) where the orgativnal climate factors are distributed in two
categories i.e. situational and cues. The curramrdysexamines the organizational transfer climate
factors in post-merger context which throws lighttbe importance of fairness or a climate of jiestc
times of M&A (Klendauer and Deller, 2008; MelkonjaWionin and Noorderhaven, 2011), integration
synergy (Maire and Collerette, 2011; Pablo, 1994) guality of training (Weber and Tarba, 2010).

The results of the path modeling indicate that mizgtional climate factors predict the trainees’
characteristics for effective training transfer.eYhalso point towards the importance of employee
feelings, and organizational climate in the succefdraining transfer. The study highlights the
important role of human resource management ireaitg tangible and intangible gains during M&A.
Tangibles and intangibles gains are related taitrgitransfer during M&A.

This study is consistent with research which haswshspecific behavioral intentions are a
direct precursor to behavior (Tubbs and Ekebur§l]l@nd that the influence of situational factors o
organizational transfer climate factors is mediatedugh trainees’ willingness of training transfer

The study has given credence to the existenceadfirtig climate in the organizations. The
results point towards the importance of trainirignake. If the training climate fosters and helpgéase
the feelings of self-efficacy and empowerment thgleyees would be propelled towards a positive
implementation of their new found competence aaititng. Organizations strive hard and allocate huge
fund for training but if the employees is deterntim®t to view the training beneficial and meanimgfu
to them then all efforts go in vein. Thus, a majballenge in front of the organization is to manage
dimensions and intentions of the employees sudtthie#r training interventions may be utilized tet
fullest.

The research indicates that these intentions amelated with positive feelings for
organizations in enhancing organizational synergsind M&A. If the employees perceive positive
organizational support, organizational justicesrfass of al structural rearrangement, egalitar@itips
and synergistic processes then positive pullovarldvencourage them to have the intentions to etiliz
the training given to them.

Cross-cultural environment created as a result &AMbften results into post-merger or
acquisition conflict. Organizations need to addtgBsproblems in a cogent and well-planned manner.
It has been found that most of the companies daongloige in due-diligence and do their home-work.
Since mergers are relatively more planned they ldhoel preceded by thorough due diligence process.
The due-diligence process would help identify ind¢ign challenges and thereby facilitates integrati

synergy.
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The results of this study indicate that the intégrasynergy contributes to training transfer
implementation intention; this inculcates positfeeling in employees after the post-merger peribd o
uncertainty and dwindle the cultural conflict. Aseoof the HR managers reported people have more of
ego issues than actual issues. As employees ofobrthe organization reported that they had
reservations about employees eating in the santearaand using the same recreation group. But after
establishing integration synergy the unions were lmggerheads until organizational synergy has
achieved and employees would become colorblindeanbership blind.

Thus the use of a specific integration strategylboed with the environment of fairness and
justice and different types of training can helyealeping positive characteristics among employees
(training transfer implementation intention and gisylogical empowerment) which in turn enable a
comprehensive and effective training transfer dupost-merger or post-acquisition phase.

Implications of the Study

The results of this study suggest several intergstsearch-related and practical implications.
This study confirms that individuals who learn mardraining also perform better in transferringsb
behaviors.

This study has strong implications for the multioaél corporations that are making inroads
into M&A. M&A are very common in the contemporamydian business scenario, especially so in wake
of the foreign direct investment policy recenthopted by the Indian government.

The study contributes to the body of literature toaining transfer in the merger context.
Implementation intentions have not been studiedoimunction with felt psychological empowerment
and the study addresses this gap.
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