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Abstract:

In a knowledge-driven and rapidly digitising economy, the capability of a workforce has become the most
decisive source of sustainable competitive advantage. This study examines the role of organisational
Learning and Development (L&D) interventions in enhancing employee performance and investigates the
mechanisms through which training translates into measurable individual and organisational outcomes.
Adopting an explanatory, cross-sectional survey design, primary data were gathered from 312 full-time
employees across manufacturing, information technology, banking, and healthcare organisations using a
structured, five-point Likert-scale questionnaire. The constructs measured were training needs assessment,
training design and delivery, on-the-job learning, managerial support for development, employee
motivation to learn, and perceived employee performance. Data were analysed using descriptive statistics,
Pearson correlation, multiple linear regression, and mediation analysis.

The findings reveal a positive and statistically significant relationship between L&D practices and
employee performance (R-squared = 0.61, p < 0.01). Training design and delivery, managerial support,
and on-the-job learning emerged as the strongest predictors of performance, while employee motivation to
learn partially mediated the relationship between L&D practices and performance. The study concludes
that L&D is not a peripheral administrative function but a strategic lever that improves productivity,
competence, engagement, and retention when it is systematically aligned with organisational goals.
Managerial implications, limitations, and directions for future research are discussed.

Keywords — Learning and Development, Employee Performance, Training and Development,
Human Resource Development, Motivation to Learn, Organisational Performance, Competency
Building, Human Capital.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The contemporary business environment is
characterised by relentless technological change,
globalisation, shifting customer expectations, and
intensifying competition for talent. In this context,
physical assets and capital are increasingly
commoditised, while the knowledge, skills, and
adaptability of people have become the primary

differentiators between organisations that thrive and
those that stagnate. Learning and Development
(L&D) — the structured and continuous process of
equipping employees with the knowledge, skills,
attitudes, and competencies required to perform
effectively — has therefore moved from the margins
of the Human Resource (HR) function to the centre
of organisational strategy.
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Learning and Development encompasses a wide
spectrum of activities: formal classroom and e-
learning programmes, on-the-job training, coaching
and mentoring, job rotation, leadership development,
and self-directed learning. The underlying premise
is that human capital, like any other asset,
appreciates when it is invested in and depreciates
when it is neglected. Employees who continuously
update their competencies are better able to meet
performance  expectations, adapt to new
technologies, and contribute to innovation.

Employee performance — broadly understood as
the extent to which an individual accomplishes
assigned tasks

efficiently and effectively while contributing to
organisational objectives — is a multidimensional
construct. It includes task performance (the quality
and quantity of core job output), contextual
performance (discretionary behaviours such as
cooperation and initiative), and  adaptive
performance (the capacity to adjust to changing
demands). L&D interventions are expected to
influence each of these dimensions.

Despite substantial organisational spending on
training globally, a persistent concern among
practitioners and scholars is the “transfer problem”:
the gap between what is learned in training and what
is actually applied on the job. Many organisations
continue to treat training as an episodic,
compliance-driven activity rather than a strategic,
continuous  process linked to performance
management. This creates a clear need to understand
not only whether L&D affects performance, but how
and under what conditions it does so. The present
study responds to this need by examining the
relationship between core L&D practices and
employee performance, and by exploring the
mediating role of employees’ motivation to learn.

I1. OBJECTIVES

The study is guided by the following specific
objectives:

1. To examine the relationship between
organisational Learning and Development
practices and employee performance.

2. To identify which L&D practices (training needs
assessment, training design and delivery, on-the-
job learning, and managerial support for
development) exert the strongest influence on
employee performance.
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3. To assess the mediating role of employees’
motivation to learn in the relationship between
L&D practices and performance.

4. To evaluate employees’ perceptions of the
effectiveness of existing L&D initiatives in their
organisations.

5. To recommend evidence-based strategies
through which managers can leverage L&D to
improve  individual and  organisational
performance.

In line with these objectives, the study tests the
following hypotheses:

* H1: Learning and Development practices have a

significant  positive effect on employee
performance.
* H2: Training design and delivery has a
significant  positive effect on employee
performance.

* H3: On-the-job learning has a significant
positive effect on employee performance.

* H4: Managerial support for development has a
significant  positive effect on employee
performance.

* HS5: Employee motivation to learn mediates the
relationship between L&D practices and
employee performance.

III. LITERATURE REVIEW
A. Conceptualising Learning and Development

Learning and Development is a sub-domain of
Human Resource Development (HRD) concerned
with the systematic improvement of employee
capabilities. Classical training theory distinguishes
between “training” (short-term, task-specific skill
acquisition) and “development” (longer-term growth
of broad competencies and potential). Modern L&D
integrates both, treating learning as a continuous
lifecycle rather than a discrete event. The widely
used ADDIE framework (Analysis, Design,
Development, Implementation, Evaluation) remains
the dominant instructional-design logic, while the
70:20:10 model proposes that roughly 70% of
learning occurs through challenging on-the-job
experience, 20% through social interaction and
coaching, and 10% through formal courses.

B. Theoretical foundations

Several theoretical lenses explain why L&D
should enhance performance. Human Capital
Theory (Becker) frames investment in employee
knowledge and skills as analogous to capital
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investment that yields future productivity returns.
Social Learning Theory (Bandura) emphasises that
much workplace learning is acquired through
observation, modelling, and self-efficacy,
highlighting the role of mentors and managers. The
Resource-Based View of the firm positions a skilled,
hard-to-imitate workforce as a strategic resource
that generates sustained competitive advantage.
Finally, Expectancy Theory (Vroom) explains the
motivational link: employees invest effort in
learning when they expect that effort to produce
valued performance and reward outcomes,
underpinning the role of motivation to learn.

C. L&D practices and performance

Empirical research consistently reports a positive
association between training investment and
performance outcomes such as productivity, quality,
and reduced error rates. A rigorous training needs
assessment (TNA) ensures that scarce development
resources target genuine competency gaps rather
than generic content, improving relevance and
transfer. Training design and delivery — including
clear objectives, active learning methods, practice,
feedback, and blended digital delivery — strongly
influences how much learning is retained and
applied. On-the-job learning, consistent with the
70:20:10 logic, embeds skill acquisition in the real
work context and is repeatedly found to produce
stronger transfer than classroom-only approaches.

D. Managerial support, motivation, and transfer of
training

The “transfer of training” literature identifies three
clusters of determinants: trainee characteristics
(ability, motivation, self-efficacy), training design
(relevance, practice, feedback), and the work
environment (supervisor support, opportunity to
apply, performance climate). Managerial support is

consistently =~ among  the most  powerful
environmental factors: when supervisors set
learning goals, provide coaching, and create

opportunities to apply new skills, transfer and
subsequent performance rise sharply. Motivation to
learn — an individual’s direction, intensity, and
persistence of effort toward learning — is a well-
established proximal predictor of learning outcomes
and is theorised to mediate the effect of L&D
practices on performance.

E. Research gap

While the positive effect of training is well
documented, fewer studies simultaneously model
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multiple L&D practices alongside a motivational
mediator within a single integrated framework and
across several industries. Much existing work is
sector-specific or treats training as a single
aggregate variable, obscuring which specific
practices matter most. This study addresses that gap
by disaggregating L&D into distinct practices and
by testing motivation to learn as a mediating
mechanism.

IV. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
A. Research design

The study adopts a quantitative, explanatory
(causal), cross-sectional research design. This
design is appropriate because the objective is to test
hypothesised relationships between clearly defined
constructs using numerical data collected at a single
point in time. A deductive logic is followed:
hypotheses derived from established theory are
tested against empirical evidence.

B. Population and sampling

The target population comprised full-time
employees of medium and large organisations
operating in four sectors — manufacturing,
information  technology (IT), banking, and
healthcare — in which structured L&D programmes
are common. A stratified random sampling
approach was used, with sector as the stratification
variable, to ensure representation across industries.
Questionnaires were distributed to 400 employees;
after removing incomplete and inconsistent
responses, 312 valid responses were retained,
yielding an effective response rate of 78%. The
sample included employees across junior, middle,
and senior levels, with tenure ranging from under
two years to over ten years.

C. Data collection instrument

Primary data were collected using a structured,
self-administered questionnaire comprising two
parts. Part A captured demographic information
(age, gender, education, sector, job level, and
tenure). Part B measured the study constructs using
multi-item scales anchored on a five-point Likert
scale (1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree).
The constructs and representative items were
adapted from validated instruments in the training
and HRD literature:

* Training Needs Assessment (TNA): the extent
to which training is based on identified skill

gaps.
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* Training Design and Delivery (TDD): clarity of
objectives, quality of content, trainer
competence, and delivery methods.

* On-the-Job Learning (OJL): opportunities for

learning through work, coaching, and job
rotation.
* Managerial ~ Support (MS):  supervisory

encouragement, feedback, and opportunity to
apply learning.

* Motivation to Learn (MTL): employees’
willingness and drive to participate in and apply
learning.

* Employee Performance (EP): self- and
supervisor-rated task quality, productivity, and
goal attainment.

D. Reliability and validity

The instrument was pilot-tested on 30 respondents
before full deployment. Internal consistency was
assessed using Cronbach’s alpha; all constructs
exceeded the 0.70 threshold, indicating acceptable
reliability. Content validity was established through
expert review by HR practitioners and academics,
while the wuse of previously validated scales
supported construct validity.

E. Data analysis techniques
Data were analysed using statistical software.

Descriptive  statistics (means and standard
deviations) summarised the data. Pearson’s
correlation examined bivariate relationships.

Multiple linear regression tested the predictive
effect of L&D practices on employee performance
(H1-H4), and a mediation analysis (Baron and
Kenny approach with bootstrapped indirect effects)

tested the mediating role of motivation to learn (H5).

A significance level of p < 0.05 was adopted
throughout.

F. Ethical considerations

Participation was voluntary and anonymous,
informed consent was obtained, responses were
used solely for research purposes, and
confidentiality was maintained throughout.

V. FINDINGS & DISCUSSION

A. Sample profile

Of the 312 respondents, 58% were male and 42%
female. The largest age group was 2635 years
(41%), followed by 3645 years (29%). In terms of
job level, 46% were junior staff, 38% middle
management, and 16% senior management. The
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sector split was reasonably balanced: IT (28%),
manufacturing (26%), Dbanking (24%), and
healthcare (22%). This diversity supports the
generalisability of the findings across sectors and
levels.

B. Descriptive statistics and reliability

Table 1 reports the mean, standard deviation, and
Cronbach’s alpha for each construct. All mean
scores lie above the scale midpoint (3.0), indicating
that respondents generally perceived L&D practices
and their own performance favourably. Managerial
support recorded the lowest mean, suggesting it is
the weakest link in current practice.

TABLEI
DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS AND RELIABILITY

Construct Mean ]S)te(:’ CmAI;gﬁ;h’s
Assssment(tn) | 68| 079 | o8
Delvery 1Dy | 395 | 071 | 088
?(;lj-]t};e-bb Learning 382 0.74 0.84
?ﬁg)agerial Support 341 0.86 0.83
?f/}){jlxjiltion to Learn 3.89 0.68 0.86
ﬁiﬁﬁiﬁﬁiee (EP) 397 | 06 .

C. Correlation analysis

Table 2 presents the Pearson correlation matrix.
All L&D practices correlate positively and
significantly with employee performance (p < 0.01).
The strongest bivariate associations  with
performance were training design and delivery (r =
0.64) and on-the-job learning (r = 0.61), followed by
managerial support (r = 0.58) and training needs
assessment (r = 0.49). Motivation to learn also
correlated strongly with performance (r = 0.66),
consistent with its hypothesised role as a proximal
driver.
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TABLE II

PEARSON CORRELATION MATRIX
Variable| TNA | TDD | OJL | MS | MTL | EP
TNA 1.00
TDD 0.52 | 1.00
OJL 0.47 | 055 | 1.00
MS 0.44 | 050 | 0.53 | 1.00
MTL 045 | 057 | 0.56 | 0.54 | 1.00
EP 049 | 0.64 | 0.61 | 0.58 | 0.66 | 1.00

D. Regression analysis

Multiple regression was conducted with the four
L&D practices as predictors and employee
performance as the dependent variable. The model
was statistically significant (F = 94.7, p < 0.01) and
explained 61% of the variance in employee
performance (R-squared = 0.61, adjusted R-squared
= 0.60). Table 3 summarises the standardised
coefficients.

TABLE III
MULTIPLE REGRESSION RESULTS
Predictor |Beta| U p- Hypothesis| Result
value | value

Training
Needs 0.11| 2.21 |0.028 — Significant
Assessment
Training -
Design and [0.31| 5.84 H2 Supported

. 0.001
Delivery
On-the-Job <
Learning 0.26 | 4.92 0.001 H3 Supported
Managerial <
Support 0.23| 4.37 0.001 H4 Supported

The results support H1: taken together, L&D
practices significantly predict employee
performance. Among individual practices, training
design and delivery (Beta = 0.31) was the strongest
predictor, followed by on-the-job learning (Beta =
0.26) and managerial support (Beta = 0.23),
supporting H2, H3, and H4 respectively. Training
needs assessment, while significant, had the
smallest effect, suggesting that identifying needs
matters less than how well the subsequent training is
designed, delivered, and reinforced on the job.

E. Mediation analysis

To test HS5, a mediation analysis examined
whether motivation to learn mediates the
relationship between overall L&D practices and
performance. L&D practices significantly predicted
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motivation to learn (Beta = 0.62, p < 0.01). When
both L&D practices and motivation to learn were
entered as predictors of performance, the effect of
L&D practices dropped from Beta = 0.68 to Beta =
0.41 (both p < 0.01), while motivation to learn
remained significant (Beta = 0.39, p < 0.01).
Because the direct effect was reduced but remained
significant, motivation to learn partially mediates
the relationship, supporting H5. Bootstrapped
confidence intervals for the indirect effect excluded
zero, confirming significance.

F. Discussion

The findings reinforce the view that L&D is a
genuine driver of employee performance, not
merely a welfare benefit. Three practical insights
stand out. First, the primacy of training design and
delivery indicates that organisations gain most not
simply by offering more training, but by offering
well-designed, relevant, and engaging training.
Second, the strength of on-the-job learning validates
the 70:20:10 logic — learning embedded in real
work transfers more effectively than classroom-only
instruction. Third, the significant role of managerial
support, combined with its relatively low mean
score, exposes a clear improvement opportunity:
managers are pivotal to transfer yet are often the
weakest element of the system.

The mediation result is theoretically important. It
shows that L&D practices improve performance
partly by raising employees’ motivation to learn,
consistent with Expectancy Theory. Investment in
L&D signals that the organisation values employee
growth, which strengthens engagement and the
willingness to apply new skills. This explains why
identical training budgets can produce very different
results across organisations — the motivational
climate shapes the return on investment.

VI. MANAGERIAL IMPLICATIONS

The findings translate into several actionable
recommendations for managers and HR leaders:

1. Treat L&D as a strategic investment, not a
cost. Align training objectives explicitly with
business strategy and performance management
so that development targets the competencies
the organisation actually needs.

2. Invest in design and delivery quality. Because
training design and delivery is the strongest
predictor of performance, organisations should
prioritise clear learning objectives, active and
experiential methods, skilled facilitators,
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blended digital delivery, and spaced practice
over simply increasing training volume.

3. Institutionalise on-the-job learning. Build
structured coaching, mentoring, job rotation, and
stretch assignments into everyday work,
applying the 70:20:10 principle rather than
relying on classroom events alone.

4. Equip and hold managers accountable for
development. Since managerial support is
pivotal yet currently the weakest practice, train
line managers to set learning goals, provide
feedback, and create opportunities to apply new
skills.  Include development support in
managers’ own performance appraisals.

5. Nurture motivation to learn. Communicate the
career and reward benefits of learning, involve
employees in identifying their own development
needs, offer autonomy and recognition, and link
demonstrated skill application to advancement
— thereby strengthening the motivational
mechanism that drives performance.

6. Measure training transfer and impact. Move
evaluation beyond satisfaction surveys to
behavioural and results-level metrics (e.g.,
Kirkpatrick levels 3 and 4), tracking whether
skills are applied and whether performance
improves.

VII. LIMITATIONS

Several limitations should be acknowledged when
interpreting the findings. First, the cross-sectional
design captures relationships at a single point in
time and therefore cannot establish definitive
causality; longitudinal data would strengthen causal
inference. Second, the study relies substantially on
self-reported, perceptual measures, which may be
subject to common-method bias and social-
desirability effects despite the use of validated
scales and anonymity. Third, the sample, while
cross-sectoral, was drawn from four industries in a
specific regional context, which may limit
generalisability to other sectors, cultures, or
organisation sizes. Fourth, the study models a
defined set of L&D practices and a single mediator;
other relevant variables — such as organisational
culture, learning technology maturity, reward

systems, and individual ability — were not included.

Finally, performance was assessed primarily
through perceptual ratings rather than objective
output or financial data.
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VIII. CONCLUSION

This study set out to examine the role of Learning
and Development in enhancing employee
performance. The evidence is clear and consistent:
L&D practices exert a strong, positive, and
statistically ~ significant effect on employee
performance, collectively explaining the majority of
the variance observed. Training design and delivery,
on-the-job learning, and managerial support
emerged as the most influential practices, while
employees’ motivation to learn partially mediates
the relationship — revealing that L&D improves
performance both directly, through skill acquisition,
and indirectly, by energising employees’
willingness to learn and apply.

The central message for organisations is that
competitive advantage increasingly rests on the
deliberate, strategic, and continuous development of
people. L&D should not be an episodic,
compliance-driven activity but an integrated system
that is well designed, embedded in daily work,
actively supported by managers, and connected to
motivation, recognition, and career growth.
Organisations that build such systems can expect
not only higher individual productivity but also
stronger engagement, retention, adaptability, and

ultimately organisational performance. Future
research, ideally longitudinal and incorporating
objective  performance data and additional

contextual variables, can further illuminate the
conditions under which L&D delivers the greatest
return.
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