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Nowadays leading a ‘republic of scholars” in universities through hierarchical
lens, is deemed an irrelevant approach. Collegial management leadership (CML)
has been hugely lacking among academic leaders in Malaysian universities,
although it can improve the performance of faculties. The Ministry of Higher
Education (MOHE), Malaysia through its Higher Education Leadership
Academy (AKEPT) emphasised the need for university academic leaders to be
well-equipped with CML competencies. Therefore, this study aimed to measure
the effects of collegial management leadership training (CMLT) programmes on
transfer of training through participants’ perceived ability to practice the
training conduct in their respective roles as leaders at a public university in
Malaysia. This study integrated Baldwin and Ford’s (1988) transfer process
model and Bess” (1992) collegial model to measure the effects of the training
interventions.

Sixty university academic leaders comprising of deans, deputy deans, heads of
departments and subject coordinators who are working in a public university in
Malaysia participated in this study and they were non-randomly assigned to
Cohort 1 (n=30) and Cohort 2 (n=30). This study adopted quasi-experimental
design (pre-test and post-test, one group design) to determine the difference in
training design (perceived content validity and transfer design), CML and
transfer of training, before and after the training programmes. The two cohorts
received structured CMLT programmes, namely CMLT-A (for Cohort 1) and
CMLT-B (for Cohort 2). Both training programmes were guided by AKEPT’s



CML module, but differs in training design, whereby CMLT-A incorporated one
participant-centred learning tool (case study), while CMLT-B incorporated
three. Participants were then assessed using a self-assessment survey
questionnaire. Participants were assessed two times; before (pre-test) and after
(post-test) the CMLT programmes, respectively. The post-test was administered
six weeks after the training programme took place.

The findings of this study suggested that most participants of Cohort 1 and
Cohort 2 rated an increased level of training design, CML and transfer of training
after they attended the training programme. There were positive, significant
differences found between the pre- and post-test scores of training design, CML
and transfer of training among both cohorts without controlling for covariates.
However, after controlling for covariates, perceived content validity was found
to be positive, significantly different among participants of Cohort 1.
Nonetheless, only training participants of Cohort 2 showed positive, significant
differences between the pre- and post-test scores of CML and transfer of training.

In conclusion, CMLT-B programme affects transfer of training among the
academic leaders. Behavioural level training evaluation is important to
determine the effectiveness of a training programme. Furthermore, participant-
centred learning tools, such as case study is crucial in designing an effective
training programme. Through the amalgamation of transfer of training and
collegial theories, this study theoretically confirmed and contributed to the HRD
body of knowledge regarding the vitality of training design to best facilitate
academic leaders’ transfer of training. Practically, this study may assist HRD
units and the academic leaders to identify a working training design that allows
participants to transfer the training through the use of participant-centred
learning tools, such as case study.
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Pada masa kini, memimpin ‘republik cendekiawan” melalui lensa hierarki
dianggap sebagai pendekatan yang tidak relevan. Kepemimpinan pengurusan
keserakanan (CML) tidak dipraktikkan dalam kalangan pemimpin akademik
universiti di Malaysia, walaupun ia dapat meningkatkan prestasi fakulti.
Kementerian Pengajian Tinggi (MOHE), Malaysia melalui Akademi
Kepimpinan Pengajian Tinggi (AKEPT) menekankan bahawa pemimpin
akademik universiti mesti dilengkapi dengan kompetensi CML. Oleh itu, kajian
ini bertujuan untuk mengukur kesan program latihan pengurusan
kepemimpinan keserakanan (CMLT) tersebut melalui persepsi pemindahan
latihan oleh peserta dalam tugas mereka selaku pemimpin akademik sebuah
universiti awam di Malaysia. Kajian ini mengintegrasikan model proses
pemindahan oleh Baldwin dan Ford (1988) dan model keserakanan oleh Bess
'(1992) dalam mengukur kesan intervensi latihan ini.

Enam puluh orang pemimpin akademik universiti yang terdiri daripada Dekan,
Timbalan Dekan, Ketua Jabatan dan Penyelaras Subjek yang bekerja di sebuah
universiti awam di Malaysia telah menyertai kajian ini dan mereka telah
ditempatkan secara tidak rawak di dalam Kumpulan 1 (n = 30) dan Kumpulan
2 (n = 30). Kajian ini menggunakan reka bentuk kuasi-eksperimen (ujian pra dan
pasca, satu kumpulan) untuk menentukan perbezaan reka bentuk latihan
(tanggapan kesahan kandungan dan reka bentuk pemindahan), kepemimpinan
pengurusan keserakanan dan pemindahan latihan, sebelum dan selepas
program latihan. Kedua-dua kumpulan menerima program CMLT berstruktur
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iaitu CMLT-A (bagi Kumpulan 1) dan CMLT-B (bagi Kumpulan 2). Kedua-dua
program latihan tersebut adalah berpandukan modul kepemimpinan
pengurusan keserakanan oleh AKEPT, namun berbeza dari segi reka bentuk
latihan dimana CMLT-A menggunapakai satu alat pembelajaran berpusatkan
peserta (kajian kes), manakala CMLT-B pula menggunapakai tiga alat
pembelajaran berpusatkan peserta (kajian kes). Peserta kemudian dinilai
menggunakan borang soal selidik tinjauan kendiri. Peserta dinilai sebanyak dua
kali, sebelum (latihan pra) dan selepas (pasca ujian) program latihan. Ujian
pasca dilakukan enam minggu selepas program latihan dijalankan.

Hasil kajian ini menunjukkan bahawa sebahagian besar peserta Kumpulan 1 dan
Kumpulan 2 mengalami peningkatan tahap reka bentuk latihan, kepemimpinan
pengurusan keserakanan dan pemindahan latihan setelah mereka mengikuti
program latihan. Terdapat perbezaan yang positif dan signifikan antara skor pra
dan pasca ujian reka bentuk latihan, CML dan pemindahan latihan di antara
kedua-dua kohort tanpa mengawal pengaruh pembolehubah kovariasi. Walau
bagaimanapun, setelah mengawal pengaruh pembolehubah kovariasi, tahap
tanggapan kesahan kandungan didapati berbeza secara signifikan dalam
kalangan peserta Kumpulan 1. Walaupun begitu, hanya peserta latihan
Kumpulan 2 yang menunjukkan perbezaan yang signifikan antara skor pra dan
pasca ujian CML dan pemindahan latihan.

Kesimpulannya, program CMLT-B mempengaruhi pemindahan latihan dalam
kalangan pemimpin akademik. Penilaian latihan tahap tingkah laku sangat
penting untuk menentukan keberkesanan sesuatu program latihan. Tambahan
pula, alat pembelajaran berpusatkan peserta, seperti kajian kes didapati sangat
penting dalam merancang program latihan yang efektif. Melalui penggabungan
teori pemindahan latihan dan keserakanan, kajian ini secara teorinya
mengesahkan dan menyumbang kepada badan pengetahuan HRD mengenai
kepentingan reka bentuk latihan untuk memudahkan pemindahan latihan.
Secara praktikal, kajian ini dapat membantu unit HRD serta pemimpin
akademik di universiti untuk mengenal pasti reka bentuk latihan yang berkesan
serta membolehkan peserta memindahkan latihan melalui penggunaan alat
pembelajaran berpusatkan peserta, seperti kajian kes.
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CHAPTER1

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background of the Study

Leaders are significant individuals who represent formal and informal
procedures, decisions and activities in organisations (Farh et al., 1990; Demirtas
& Akdogan, 2015; Rydland & Stensaker, 2018). They either govern or manage
other employees of the organisation, influence the attitudes and behaviours of
peers and subordinates, and eventually determine the efficacy and
accomplishment of the organisation. Yukl (2013) explained that as an
organisation becomes larger and more complex, managing becomes more
important, hence, leadership becomes more crucial. Such leaders are “key
actors” in human resource development (HRD) (Lavigne, 2019). It is undeniable
that leadership is important in all organisations, and universities are not
excluded from this (Bieletzki, 2018). The transformation of a university must be
driven by university leaders at all levels, namely the department, faculty, and
the central university administration. However, a university’s academic
leadership holds a unique concept as universities are academic-based
institutions seeking to serve the wider world beyond just itself (Bieletzki, 2018).

Academic leadership roles in a university specifically include deans, deputy
deans, heads of departments and subject coordinators (Branson, Franken &
Penney, 2016). The roles of university academic leaders are complex as they are
often challenged to balance administrative control and faculty autonomy, while
consequently creating an open and welcoming atmosphere for the students
(Williams, 2007). Practically, academic leaders are often defined with both
management and supervisory responsibilities (Heng & Marsh, 2009), which
“require leaders who thrive on challenge of change; who foster environments of
innovation, who encourage trust and learning; and who lead themselves, their
constituents, and their units, departments, and universities successfully into the
future” (Brown, 2001, p. 312). However, according to Brown and Moshavi
(2002), balancing those instances is not an easy task even for a highly educated,
developed and experienced leader. Not to forget the rising paradigm of
consumerism in universities, increased utilisation and adaptation of new
technologies, as well as financing issues that thus demand a leader with
knowledge, skills, and abilities (KSA) to walk the institution through uncertainty
and change, while still preserving the unique sense of knowledge (Christopher,
2012).



Therefore, the hierarchical (top-down approach) leadership is argued to be
outmoded and that collegial management leadership (CML) should come first
because university academics have their own areas of expertise and experience
(Bieletzki, 2018). Hence, in the academic arena, it is difficult to say that one is
more superior than the other. Collegial management leadership fundamentally
includes policy determination and formulation, decision-making based on a
process of discussions, agreements and consensus, and sharing of power among
some or all of the members of the institution (Bush, 2011, p. 72; Kwiek, 2015).
The concept and elements of CML are in line with the elements of Islamic
leadership practiced by Prophet Muhammad (saw) and his successors in the
early, golden era of Islam, which centres around the elements of ‘adl (the
principle of equality and justice), shura (consultative rule), ijma’ (consensus), hagq
(right) and ijtihad (independent reasoning) (Islam & Islam, 2020).

Countries across South East Asia, such as Vietnam, Taiwan, Indonesia and
Thailand have also been trying to nurture CML among academic leaders and
faculty members through leadership training and development programmes
(Phuong, Duong & McLean, 2015; Phuong, Cole & Zarestkey, 2018). While the
hierarchical or bureaucratic mode of leadership and governance is associated
with great organisational effectiveness at the institutional level by some scholars,
faculties in Taiwan expressed strong needs towards the collegial form of
leadership as the former is claimed to often hinder the faculty’s academic
autonomy and equality (Huang & Marginson, 2017). Similarly, in western
countries such as the United States of America, the United Kingdom and France,
there has been a constant rise of CML in universities in an effort to distance the
academic arena from the concept of industrialisation (Peters, 2020).
Undoubtedly, the effort to nurture CML in universities around the globe
primarily relies on training and development programmes (Daniéls, Muyters &
Hondeghem, 2021).

In the context of Malaysia particularly, since universities are mostly under a
substantial level of government control i.e., the Ministry of Higher Education,
Malaysia, university governance involving the rules, regulations, policies and to
a certain extent, its culture, mirrors that of a government agency (Christopher,
2012). Collegial management leadership and academic freedom in Malaysian
universities were found to be essentially limited (Christopher, 2012) despite its
importance (Macfarlane, 2016). According to Lee (2018), Malaysian universities
are generally subjected to a bureaucratic and corporate working environment,
taking away the uniqueness of being knowledge-based institutions. As such,
Malaysian universities are subjected to more public accountability in place of
institutional autonomy (Lee, 2018). This circumstance has, unfortunately,
hindered CML to grow healthily among faculty members as the ecosystem has
become highly competitive. Following this, the importance and appropriateness
of CML in universities came to be recognised by the Ministry of Higher
Education, Malaysia (MOHE, 2017), accentuating that university leaders must
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be equipped with the capacities to demonstrate excellence in CML (MOHE, 2016;
MOHE, 2017). As training and development evolved to become one of the key
components to unleash human potentials, which is the main purpose of HRD,
MOHE requires universities to conduct impactful CML training and
development programmes for academic deans, deputy deans, heads of
departments and subject coordinators. Following that, universities have
increasingly been focused on offering leadership training to their academic
leaders in order for the institution to achieve a significant improvement in
performance (Taylor, 2018). Therefore, in the context of this study, there is a need
to conduct collegial management leadership training (CMLT) programmes for
academic deans, deputy deans, heads of departments and subject coordinators.

However, Deloitte (2014) revealed that organisations that invest considerably in
leadership training and development anticipate effective outcomes. An effective
training focuses on two critical outcomes, which are learning and transfer of
training (Holton, Bates & Ruona, 2000). An unsuccessful training is not only poor
return on investment, but also leads leaders to believe that they are
implementing change through training and development programmes, thus
delaying the realisation that they themselves must lead the change (Beer,
Finnstorm & Schrader, 2016). Learning alone is not a sufficient measure or
evidence to determine the effectiveness of a training programme as learning is
bound within the confinement of cognitive aptitude, without looking further on
participants” ability to practice the learned knowledge (Collins, 2002).
Ultimately, an effective training programme must translate to positive and
meaningful behavioural change in workplace as well. The remnant question
however, is what measure can be used to evaluate behavioural change in order
to ensure training effectiveness?

Scholars have argued that transfer of training, which is the learner’s ability to
practice what he/she learned, is the most appropriate measure to determine
behavioural change resulting from the effects of a training programme (Burrow
& Berardinelli, 2003; Renta-Davids, Jiménez-Gonzélez, Fandos-Garrido, &
Gonzalez-Soto, 2014; Ng & Ahmad, 2018). Velada, Caetano, Michel, Lyons and
Kavanagh (2007) emphasised that the cost spent on training is merely wasted
with the absence of transfer of training. In other words, transfer of training is a
crucial reflection of an effective training to avoid ‘training robbery’, which is
hefty investment in training and development without expected return (Beer et
al., 2016). Transfer of training is referred to as applying learned knowledge, skills
and attitudes from training programmes to work settings (Baldwin & Ford, 198§;
Baldwin, Ford & Blume, 2009, Ng & Ahmad, 2018). Baldwin and Ford (1998)
identified three key components of transfer of training, namely trainee
characteristics, training design, and work environment, to which training design
explains a hefty 65% of transfer of training (Kasim & Ali, 2011; Salahuddin,
Mehar & Kazi, 2020).



Transfer of training is maximised when the overall training design, content and
instructional strategies are related to the objective of transfer (Bhatti & Kaur,
2010). Training design generally refers to a systematic blueprint for training
programme development in order to achieve the targeted training objectives
(Lacerenza, Reyes, Marlow, Joseph & Salas, 2017). Scholars call for further
investigation regarding the effects of training design on transfer of training as
training design is the only determinant among three key determinants of transfer
of training that can be manipulated and intervened by researchers (Baldwin &
Ford, 1988; Bhatti & Kaur, 2010; Bhatti, Ali, Isa & Battour, 2014; Yang, Lowell,
Talafha & Harbor, 2020). Participants are likely to transfer training knowledge
to the work setting when they perceive that the training context is similar to their
job and that the training is designed in such a way that helps them transfer
learning to the job. Thus, depending on the target participants, the training
programme can be uniquely designed to suit the participants’ needs. In the
context of this study, training was designed to enable participants to relate CML
to their academic leadership roles as deans, deputy deans, heads of departments
and subject coordinators, thus encouraging them to later transfer learned
knowledge to their jobs.

In relation to training design, scholars highly suggest that participant-centred
learning tools, such as case studies, play a crucial role in a good training design
that affects transfer of training (Nikandrou, Brinia & Bereri, 2009; Bhatti & Kaur,
2010; Ertmer, Quinn & Glazewski, 2019). The use of case study as an instructional
method during training sessions helps participants to better relate the training
content to the work setting and therefore helps develop critical thinking,
problem-solving, as well as higher-order thinking skills within themselves
(Ertmer et al.,, 2019). Therefore, this study has embedded a case study
instructional method in the CMLT programmes (CMLT-A and CMLT-B) that
was provided to the participants. Formative evaluation was made during the
first training (CMLT-A) and the researcher decided to add more case studies for
the next training programme (CMLT-B) based on the feedback received from the
training participants and the collaborators of the programme. Therefore, to
further investigate and identify the most fitting training design that affects
transfer of training, two CMLT programmes were provided - the first training
was called CMLT-A (one case study) and the second training was called CMLT-
B (three case studies). Following that, the participants were assigned and
grouped into two treatment groups, identified as Cohort 1 (CMLT-A) and
Cohort 2 (CMLT-B).

1.2 Statement of the Problem

Lack of participation in a decision-making process, also known as CML, is
common in universities (MOHE, 2016, MOHE, 2017; Lavigne, 2019; Igbal,
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Akhtar & Saleem, 2020). Prior research on leadership in universities (e.g.,
Croucher & Lacy, 2020; Eustachio et al., 2020; Mwesigwa, Tusiime & Ssekiziyivu,
2020) have mainly focused on investigating leadership practices and leadership
styles with limited focus on the collegial management aspect of leadership,
especially among university academic leaders i.e., deans, deputy deans, heads
of departments and subject coordinators. Internationally, Levine, Gonzalez-
Fernandez, Bodurtha, Skarupski and Fivush (2015) conducted a research about
the implementation and evaluation of a leadership programme for women
faculty members at the Johns Hopkins University School of Medicine. However,
the findings cannot be generalised for both men and women academic leaders
as the research only focused on women academic leaders. Locally, CML among
university academic deans, deputy deans, heads of departments and subject
coordinators is certainly an undervalued theory and practice (MOHE, 2017) as
there are very limited studies regarding CML conducted in Malaysia
(Christopher, 2012; Lee 2018; Lavigne, 2019). Hence, Malaysia is lagging behind
western countries despite CML being an arguably fit leadership approach for
universities. Thus, the lack of CML practice in universities needs to be
addressed, and this calls for a CML training design intervention to better nurture
CML qualities among university academic leaders (MOHE, 2017).

Theoretically, many previous research attempted to study transfer of training
theory in the context of job performance (e.g.,, Na-Nan & Sanamthong, 2019;
Martin, Zerbini & Medina, 2019; Arasanmi, 2019), but not many previous studies
have attempted to integrate CML theory in their transfer of training research
(e.g., Levine et al., 2015; Ng & Ahmad, 2018; Lavigne, 2019; Yaghi & Bates, 2020).
This is an important theoretical gap as the integration of the two theories, which
are Baldwin and Ford’s (1988) transfer process model and Bess” (1992) collegial
model, enables investigations on the effects of the CMLT programmes (CMLT-
A and CMLT-B) on transfer of training among university academic leaders. The
integration of the two theories demonstrates that training and development as
well as leadership theories are two interconnected grounds that complement one
another.

Methodologically, referring to the Kirkpatrick’s (1994) four-level evaluation
model, training programmes are frequently evaluated only through trainee’s
feedback (reaction level) and does not consider other reflective methods of
training evaluation such as transfer of training (behavioural level) (Mohanty,
2019; Gegenfurtner, Zitt & Ebner, 2020). Although scholars have emphasised the
importance of transfer of training to measure training effectiveness (Noe, 2017;
Rampun, Zainol & Tajuddin, 2020), limited studies have been conducted to
evaluate the effects of training programmes using the transfer of training
measure (Packard & Jones, 2015; Levine et al., 2015; Arabi, 2020). Nevertheless,
many literatures reveal the influence of trainee characteristics, training design
and work environment on transfer of training (e.g., Saks & Belcourt, 2006; Velada
et al., 2007; Burke & Hutchins, 2008; Baldwin et al., 2009; Blume, Ford, Baldwin
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& Huang, 2010; Renta-Davids et al., 2014; Nafukho, Alfred, Chakraborty &
Johnson, 2017; Ng & Ahmad, 2018; Sahoo & Mishra, 2019) through correlational
studies. However, to determine stronger findings, a causal relationship needs to
be established through training design intervention (experimental research
design) (Creswell & Creswell, 2017; Gopalan, Rosinger & Ahn, 2020).
Furthermore, training design explains 65% of transfer of training (Kasim & Ali,
2011; Salahuddin, Mehar & Kazi, 2020) and is considered to be the most likely
element to be controlled (Chauhan, Ghosh, Rai and Kapoor, 2017, Meinel,
Plattner, Leifer, 2021). Thus, training design intervention in the context of CML
for university academic deans, deputy deans, heads of departments and subject
coordinators is essentially unexplored.

Considering the crucial need to nurture and examine the prospect of the CML
approach in university leadership and governance, training programmes that
focus on CML needs to be implemented and evaluated for their effectiveness.
Hence, this research aims to investigate the effects of the CMLT programmes
(CMLT-A as a treatment for Cohort 1 and CMLT-B as a treatment for Cohort 2)
on the transfer of training among academic deans, deputy deans, heads of
departments and subject coordinators in one public research university in
Malaysia.

1.3 Objectives of the Study

This research aims to determine the effects of CMLT programmes (CMLT-A and
CMLT-B) on transfer of training among academic deans, deputy deans, heads of
departments and subject coordinators in a public university in Malaysia. The
specific objectives are as follows:

1. To determine the levels of pre- and post-scores of training design
(perceived content validity and transfer design), CML and transfer of
training among participants of Cohort 1 and Cohort 2.

2. To determine the significant difference between pre- and post-scores of
training design (perceived content validity and transfer design), CML
and transfer of training of Cohort 1 and Cohort 2.

3. To determine the significant difference between pre- and post-scores of
training design (perceived content validity and transfer design), CML
and transfer of training of Cohort 1 and Cohort 2, controlling for
covariates.



14 Hypotheses of the Study

To determine the effects of applying the CMLT programmes (CMLT-A and
CMLT-B) on academic leaders’ transfer of training in a public university in
Malaysia, the hypotheses involved are as follows:

H1.: There is a positive difference between pre- and post-scores of perceived
content validity of Cohort 1.

H1s: There is a positive difference between pre- and post-scores perceived
content validity of Cohort 2.

H2.: There is a positive difference between pre- and post-scores of transfer
design of Cohort 1.

H2p: There is a positive difference between pre- and post-scores of transfer
design of Cohort 2.

H3.: There is a positive difference between pre- and post-scores of CML of
Cohort 1.

H3p: There is a positive difference between pre- and post-scores of CML of
Cohort 2.

H4.: There is a positive difference between pre- and post-scores of transfer
of training of Cohort 1.

H4y: There is a positive difference between pre- and post-scores of transfer
of training of Cohort 2.

Hb5.: There is a positive difference between pre- and post-scores of perceived
content validity of Cohort 1, controlling for covariates.

Hb5b: There is a positive difference between pre- and post-scores of perceived
content validity of Cohort 2, controlling for covariates.

Hé6.: There is a positive difference between pre- and post-scores of transfer
design of Cohort 1, controlling for covariates.

Hé6p: There is a positive difference between pre- and post-scores of transfer
design of Cohort 2, controlling for covariates.

H?7.: There is a positive difference between pre- and post-scores of CML of
Cohort 1, controlling for covariates.

H7y: There is a positive difference between pre- and post-scores of CML of
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Cohort 2, controlling for covariates.

HS8.: There is a positive difference between pre- and post-scores of transfer
of training of Cohort 1, controlling for covariates.

HS8p: There is a positive difference between pre- and post-scores of transfer
of training of Cohort 2, controlling for covariates.

1.5 Significance of the Study

The main focus of this study is transfer of training. Theoretically, this study
expands the literature by addressing the methods in which training could be
better designed to best facilitate university academic deans, deputy deans, heads
of departments and subject coordinators to learn and later transfer CML
knowledge to practice. Second, the integration of transfer of training and CML
theories i.e., Baldwin and Ford’s (1988) transfer process model and Bess’ (1992)
collegial model, contributes to the amalgamation of training and development,
as well as leadership theories in HRD. This links together complementary
notions of training and development as well as leadership in HRD rather than
depict them to be exclusively independent. Third, CMLT programmes in this
study were properly evaluated based on participants” behavioural change,
which is the third level of the Kirkpatrick’s (1994) evaluation model. The third
level evaluation conducted in this study revealed more findings that leads to
stronger contributions to HRD’s body of knowledge. Fourth, this study
controlled for covariates that affect transfer of training, which had established a
cause-and-effect relationship between training design and transfer of training,
hence robustly confirming theory.

Practically, this study serves as an insight to the university’s HRD unit to better
emphasise training design prior to implementing the training programmes
using participants-centred learning tools such as case study. Second, this study
further highlights the importance of analytically evaluating the effects of a
training programme using the transfer of training measure. Third, this study
sheds crucial insights on the appropriate leadership approach for university
academic deans, deputy deans, heads of departments and subject coordinators,
which is CML.

1.6 Scope and Limitations of the Study

This study primarily investigates the effects of CMLT programmes (CMLT-A
and CMLT-B) on academic leaders’ transfer of training in a public research
university in Malaysia. This study defines CML training design that helps
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academic leaders to better learn and ultimately transfer the training to their job.
In this study, transfer of training revolves around CML actions or behaviours in
particular, which is translated from the collegial KSA acquired by the academic
leaders from the CMLT programmes implemented by the researchers. Academic
leaders in this study involve deans, deputy deans, heads of departments and
subject coordinators in a public research university. In executing the CMLT
programmes, this study referred to the ADDIE instructional system design
model. Behaviour change was evaluated via the transfer of training measure
based on the Kirkpatrick’s (1994) evaluation model.

This study, however, has certain limitations. First, behaviour change among
CMLT programmes’ participants was evaluated through the means of transfer
of training rated by the participants themselves. This study did not involve
ratings from the participants’ peers or supervisors. Since the participants were
the ones directly involved in the CMLT programmes, the respondents
themselves are much closer to the subject matter i.e., CML, rather than other
individuals. Therefore, the information they provided in the self-report
questionnaire tends to be more accurate (Demetriou, Ozer & Essau, 2014).

Second, the CMLT programmes were designed mainly for university academic
deans, deputy deans, heads of departments and subject coordinators. Therefore,
the training design may or may not be suitable for academics without academic
administrative positions and non-academic positions. Third, training evaluation
involved in this study is up to the behaviour level of Kirkpatrick’s (1994)
evaluation model. There is the fourth and higher level in the evaluation model,
which is the return level, but evaluating institutional return only on the basis of
specific training programme(s) is highly complex due to the uncontrolled
environment. Furthermore, transfer of training is sufficient to determine the
benefit of CMLT programmes (Makransky, Borre-Gude & Mayer, 2019). Thus,
this study focuses on the third level of the Kirkpatrick’s (1994) evaluation model.

Fourth, this study involves university academic deans, deputy deans, heads of
departments and subject coordinators who are working in a public research
university in Malaysia as the research sample. Although data collection was
from a single context, the CML module used for the CMLT programmes (CMLT-
A and CMLT-B) was developed and used by the Higher Education Leadership
Academy (AKEPT) of the Ministry of Higher Education, Malaysia (Ismail, Lin &
Rahman, 2017), which is meant to be implemented by every public university in
Malaysia. Therefore, as the module is federally used and accepted, the findings
of this study can, to a certain extent, be generalised or relatable to other public
research universities in Malaysia.



Fifth, the leadership background of this study is confined only within the context
of CML among university academic deans, deputy deans, heads of departments
and subject coordinators of the university involved. However, Mathews (2019)
highlighted that within a single university, academics across different faculties
culturize different practices of CML, known as the academic tribe. This means
that dynamism and differences in CML exist within faculties across a single
university. Hence, to engage in an in-depth study of CML, this study involved
academics from faculties across one public research university in Malaysia.

1.7 Definition of Terms

The important terms used in this study are defined as follows:

Training

Conceptual Definition: Training refers to a systematic process which affects an
individual’s knowledge, skills and attitudes (KSA) that leads to an improved
individual and organisational performance (Rabie, Cant & Wiid, 2016).

Operational Definition: Training in this study refers to a systematic and
structured process that seeks to further develop an individual’s knowledge,
skills and attitudes to improve individual and university performance.
Training design

Conceptual Definition: Training design refers to a systematic blueprint for
training programme development in order to achieve the targeted training
objectives (Lacerenza et al., 2017).

Operational Definition: Training design in this study refers to a structured
training programme that is systematically developed to achieve the training
objectives.

Perceived content validity

Conceptual Definition: The extent to which trainees judge the training content
to reflect job requirements accurately (Holton et al., 2000).

Operational Definition: The degree to which trainees perceive that the training
content is relatable and closely matches his/her actual job.
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Transfer design

Conceptual Definition: The extent to which (1) training design has been
delivered to give trainees the ability to transfer learning to the job, and (2)
training instructions matched job requirements (Holton et al., 2000).

Operational Definition: The degree to which training is designed to give the
trainee the ability to transfer the learning to the job.

Training objectives

Conceptual Definition: Training objectives refer to the purpose and statements
that define the expected goal of a training course in terms of demonstrable
knowledge, skills or attitudes that are acquired by the trainee (Stacy & Freeman,
2016).

Operational Definition: Training objectives in this study refer to the intended
measurable outcome that training participants will achieve once they have
finished the training course.

Transfer of training

Conceptual Definition: Transfer of training refers to the application of acquired
knowledge, skills and attitudes that trainees gain from a training programme to
their work settings (Lacerenza et al., 2017).

Operational Definition: Transfer of training in this study refers to the extent to
which a training participant is able to transfer what is learned during the training
programme to their job.

Training evaluation

Conceptual Definition: Training evaluation refers to a systematic investigation
to determine the achievement of a training programme (Kirkpatrick &
Kirkpatrick, 2016).

Operational Definition: Training evaluation in this study refers to the attempt to
obtain relevant information and investigate the effects of a training programme.

Collegial management leadership (CML)

Conceptual definition: Collegial management leadership refers to the sharing of
power and authority among colleagues (Bieletzki, 2018).
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Operational definition: Collegial management leadership in this study refers to
an academic leader’s sharing of power and authority with colleagues and
making collective decisions.

Academic leaders: Academic leaders in a university which include deans,
deputy deans, heads of departments and subject coordinators (Branson et al.,
2016).

Trainee characteristics: Trainee characteristics refer to the trainee’s reactions
and attitudes towards learning and transfer of KSA learned in training on the
job (Holton et al., 2000).

Work environment: Work environment refers to work situation perceived by
the trainee to either encourage or discourage their use of KSA learned in training
on the job (Cromwell & Kolb, 2004).

Higher Education Leadership Academy (AKEPT): AKEPT is a government
agency, which operates under the Ministry of Higher Education, Malaysia, that
serves to train and develop university leaders with the required quality in order
to bring impact to local higher learning institutions.

Cohort 1: Cohort 1 refers to the treatment group that participated in the CMLT-
A programme, where one participant-centred learning tool (case study) was
used as part of the training instructional methods.

Cohort 2: Cohort 2 refers to the treatment group that participated in the CMLT-
B programme, where three participant-centred learning tools (case studies) were
used as part of the training instructional methods.

1.8 Chapter Summary

This chapter has discussed the background of this study, which involves transfer
of training among university academic leaders. This chapter explained the
statement of the problems that led to the investigation of this study, followed by
the study objectives, the hypotheses involved, the significance of the study, the
scope and limitations of the research, as well as the theoretical and operational
definitions of the terms used in this study.
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